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PREFACH -

In writing this thesis my aim has been to investigate the devel-~
opment of French Socialism in relation to that country®s agricultural com-
munity between 1880 and 1914. Three basic questions are considered. First,
what were the agricultural policies of the Sociulists and why were such
policies adopted? Second, given the Socialist commitment to the working
class and to collectivization, how was the SFIO able to become the second-
Iargest political party in 1914 when the country was dominated by e cone
servative, egrarian electorate favoring the principle of private property?
Third, recognizing the differences in character and of values between the
Socialists and the peasantry, how did these two groups interact in prac-
tice? 'The enswers to these questions suggest other problems which are con-
sideréd in the eourse of the paper.

Soeialist policies related to the peasants in two ways. First,
there were programs and adjustments directly related to agriculture. In-
cluded in these were the Socialist notions concerning private property and
the place of agriculture in the productive process, ranging down in speci-
ficity to proposed reforms to meet agricultural calamities, the needs of
smell owners, of agricultural laborers, and the like, Second, there were
Socialist policies and attitudes that eithor drew or repelled the peasantry
in ways having little to do with agriculture directly. These included the

Soeialists' position in relation to authority, pacifism, clericalism and
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protectionisme. The Socielists® stand on these metters related them to
the character and values of the peasantry,

The period, 1870=~1914, is signifisant in two respects. First,
during this time span the peasantiry was especiclly powerful es a vot=
ing community. The peasants enjoyed this influential polition because
of the universal suffrage prescribed by the Comstitution of the Third
Republic, Seeond, the Socialist movement defined itself and united in
the form of a single party (1905) during the course of this period.

I would like to acknowledge the direction and aid given +to me
during the course of writing this thesis by Dr. Donseld Beker, Michigan
State University. Les has directed ry attention to numerous sources that
were of waluable assistance to me, and he has made vaerious suggestions

which have improved the final formulation of the peper,
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CHAPTER I

THE CHARACTER AND SOCIAL BASIS OF THE AGRICULTURAL COMWUNITY

UNDER THE THIRD REPUELIC

Topographicelly, France's physical enviromment is suited for agri=-
cu}ture. 1 Within the country's boundaries there is a wide diversity of
climate and structure, from the northern lowlands to the French Alps and
Pyréhéis in the south, While the Lediterranean coastal area is favorable
to a great variety of crops, the area around Burgundy end the southwestern
regions speciaslize in viniculture. The Acquitaine basin in the southwest~
ern corner end parts of Brittany have rich soil, and wheat is a major crop
of western France, The Loire and Seine Valleys and the Nord are important
agricultural areas. Largeholdings were more prevalent in the Seine basin
and in the west, while smallholdings were numerous in the south and central
regions. The richness of French soil has thus been an important factor in
holding a large rroportion of the French population to agricultural voca=

2
tione, although the percentage has been decreasing during the last century,

1For a description of France's agriculturel geography see Neil Hun-
ter, Peasantry and Crisis in France (Londons Gollancz, 1938), Chapter I,
PPe 18-33,

2Gordon Wright, Rursl Revolution in France: The Peasantry in the
Twentieth Century (Stanford, Cales Stanford University Press, 1964), pe 13e
In 1870 the percentage of Frenchmen engaged in agrieulture was approximate-
1y 527 compared to approximately 44% im 1914, 35% in 1930 and 30%P thereafter,,
Thirty percent is relatively high when compared to the United States. The
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Within the context of this physical environment the social, econ-
omic, religious and political aspects of life are most important. These
four strands intertwine with each other to form a basic cord of charuzcter
and a system of values representative of the peasantry.

The social character of the French nation of the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries was already visible a century earlier, and
it reflected the influence of the life of the provinces as wellas the ge-
ographical characteristics that marked the rural areas.’ Te social struc-
ture was chiefly composed of peasants, artissns, and bourgeoisie; and an
understanding of French social values and psychology, particularly es ex-
enmrlified by these grours, is necessary for a comprehension of French pol=
itics. Socially, there is a strong belief in the walue of private property
and private ovmership that reflects the basic peasant and bourgeois backe
ground of the nation, There is also an idealism which pervades the French
character that is noticeable through its demand for intellectusl independ-
ence and autonomy in rrivate life. Because of its indivicualism and fami-
ly~centered operations, France long resisted the introduction of modern me
chines and collestive efforts on a large scale,

The element of this French seciety that this paper is concerned

with is the peasantiry, one of the major groups under the Third Republice

United States reached the present French percentage (30%) im 1920, and by
1964 only 6.8% of its porulation was engaged in agriculture. UeS. Bureau
of the Census, Statisticcl Abstract of the United States, 1965 (86 Edition),
pe 614,

3For a discussion of this see André Siegfried, France, A Study in
Nationslity (Londons Oxford University Press, 1930), pp. 2~18; also see his
article, "Approaches to an Understanding of Modern France," in Edward Meade
Earle, (ed.), Liodern France, Problems of the Third and Fourth Republics (New
Yorks Russell and Russell, 1964), ppe 3-9, T







As rural France is physically diverse, so slco is its social commnity var-
jegated that few generalizations can be made about it as a whole. Structur-
ally, the sgricultural community is composed of large landowners, absentee
landlords, szeigneuries (feudal landlords), emall independent farmers, géL
teyers (tenant farmers), fermiers (sharecroppers), landless farm leborers,
journpliers (day-laborers), roturiers (non=nodle landowners), and manceuy-
riers (peecsents who supplemented their egricultural labors by working in
the rural textile industries)., The use of the word peasantry in this paper
will include all farmers and agricultural laborers who worked with their
hands, whether they owned land or not.

One of the characteristics of this agricultural community was small
owvnership, which can be traced back to the Middle Ages and was still wide=-
spread by the time of the French Revolution, especielly in the southern and
eentral regions.4 There were two reasons for the practice of this small-
seale ownership. First, the peasant desire for prorerty urged him to save
ﬁi? money for the rurchase of land. However, his savings were meager and
ellowed him te buy only small parcels at a time, Second, the written law
of the central and southern regions and, later, the Code ﬂapoldsn required
the division on inherited lands among the deceased’s survivors according to
the principle of equality.

Throughout the nineteenth century the French peasantry resisted the

introduction of modernization and new economic trends. Their resistance was

4W?1ght, Rural Revolution, pe 33 Paul A Gagnon, France Since 1789
(New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1964), p. 285, Gagnon also discuss-
es the demograrhic orisis, as well as the Code Nepoleon, in relation to the
increase in smell holdings. He believes that the Code forced individusl
families to restrict their reproduction as an economic necessity so thst
they could meke a subsistemce living on their smell farms,
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directed not so much against the survival of the o0ld feudal order as it
was against the coming of a newer capitalistic one based uron mass col-
Jective rather than individual efforts. Peasant proprrietors, rentiers,
large Iandowners and absentee landlords successfully resisted these new
tronds.5 Alfred Cobban writess "It was the better-off peasant farmers
whose stubborn defense maintained the common rights, and whose inherent
conservatism eand power consolidated by the revolution, set the pattern
of French sgriculture and village life for the next century ans a half."6
Gordoniwright also notes that the tendencies which characterized the pea=
santry offered an insulation egainst economic and social change.7 One can
see the intertwining of social end eeonomic factors at this point. The e~
conomic mode of production in French agriculture influenced the eocial
classes to form along the structurel lines that they did. It also placed
emphasis on individual effort, thrift and private property. The smallhold-
ings of economic production favored the develomment of a conservative so=
c¢ial 1ife among the peasantry,

Between 1814 and 1870 the agricultural community changed less than
any other segment of socioty.8 There was an increasing number of small-

holdings, and the peasants joined the large landowners and the businessmen

SAlfred Cobban, The Social Imterpretation of the French Revolution

(Cambridge, Englands Cembridge University Press, 1965}, ppe 46, 167, 170~
172

Smbid., p. 119,

"¥right, Rural Revolution, pe 2e

8Gordon Wright, France in Modern Times, 1760 to the Present (Chi-
cagos Rand Me Nally and Company, 1960), ppe 122, 222,
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in the advocacy of high tariffs. 4 lew of 1819 rrotected the domestic wheat
market from Russian competition, and even the winegrowers called for a high
duty en imported tea.g The protective system was meant to provide sccurity
of the domestic market for indigenous French businessmen and fermers. The
small-scale tyre of rroduction system that existed in France could not stand
egainst foreign competition., This inmbility of the French te compete a~
gainst foreign producers increased as other countries adopted modern pro=
duetion methods during the course of the mext century and a h:lf, ‘The fro-
tective tariff system ellowed French prices to remzin relatively high; tut,
et the same time it failed to encourage the modernization of French industry
and egriculture.

Besides the social conservatism end economic laxity of the French
nation, and of the rural community in particular, there was a rolitical lag
that was more pronounced than either the social or economic lags. By 1848
small peasant proprietors and rural laborers found themselves without any
politicel 1life because of income and property qualifications., The major
aspects of life which occupied the attention of the peasantry, then, vere
the social, economic and religious srheres of activity. At this time there
were 6,248,000 rurel proprietors divided inte three classes., There were
5,580,000 small proprietors holding 14,800,000 hectares (one hectare equals
two and a half acres) of land for an average holding of 2.65 hectares.

There were 633,000 middle~class proprietors owning 21,200,000 hectares for

an average holding of thirty-three hectares each. And there were 34,700

9Ibid., p. 198.






grand proprietors owning 9,455,000 hecteres for an aversge holding of 273
hoetares.lo The average holdings of the small proprietor testify to his
meager condition. The large rrorrietors could withetand high living costs
and low market prices for their produce better than could the smell ones,
The peasant uprisings in the summer of 1848 stemmed from basical-
1y economic factors and was directed sgainst usurers, large lendowners and
the emergeney surtax.ll The peasants wanted easier credit (as high as fif-
teen percent interest was being paid by many peasanta),12 concessions on
pasture and land rights, the abolition of enelosures, and the abolishment
of the forty-five centimes surtex.13 Peasant bands won skirmishes with the
Natiomal Guard in Guégof in the department of Creuse and in Gourdon in the
department of Lot, and there wers also serious disturbances in the depart-
ment of Gers. Walter contends that the peasants® actions during this time
influenced the course of French history for the first time.14 This is a
somewhat eontireversial assertion because it eppears that the peasant wup~
risings in August, 1789, had an influence on French history; but, in any
event, the peasants had to be recognized as a political influence since
they comprised about sixty percemt of the porulation and gained suffrege

rights under the Second Refullie and tke Second Empiro.ls Yet, its po=~

10geTard mlter, Histoire des peycers do France (Paris:s Flarmarion,
1963)’ Pe 405,

1l ight, Rurel Revelution, pe 3,

“2ykIter, Histoire, p. 406.
131bid., ppe 407-408,
141v3d., po 415.

15mbid,, ppe 415-416,
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litieal influence did not become particulurly effective until the Third
Republic,

Between 1848 and 1870 many new programs affecting the reasantry
were announced by the government.16 Agricultural banks and credit unions
were established, and a program to lower interest rates on land and ecap~-
itel goods was announceds but these did not develop enough to have a ma-
Jor effect upon the peasantry. There were changes in the laws which ben-
efited the propertied, A program of agricultural education, which saw the
slow spread of literacy emong the rural elements, was initiated, Loius
Elanc®s Luxembourg Commission did some communal agricultural experiments.,
In 1881 a Chamber of Agriculture was ereated which functioned more as an
investigating body and an information agency for an interest group than as
functional governmental organization. The use of the ballot was inaugur-
ated in the rural areas. Secondary railroad lines were built after 1880,
and some work was done in the area of land reclamation. But the changing
eonditions of rural life did not solve the agrarian problem. The use of
railreads, the introduction of hydraulic mills, the development of drain-
age and irrigation works, and the emrloyment of fertilizer only more clear
ly marked economic class distinctions. Conditions in France remained rela-

tively the seme among the majority of the peasants in 1882 as they did in
1872 and in 1862,17

161bid., Wright, Rural Revolution, ppe 8-11.

1 galter, Histoire, pp. 418-419,






In 1370 rural France was preparing to transform itself into an or-
ganic part of the nation; the years from 1870 to 1939 can be described in
some ways as the era of the French peasantry, in view c¢f the reasants' new
found politicel importance in those seven decades. The other important el-
ement of the social strueture was the bourgeoisie; and the Third Republiec
basically reflected the interests of the peasantry and the bourgeoisie as
e working compromise between the forces of rerublicanism and anti-republi-
caniem, conservatism and liberalism, democracy and government, and the cen-
tralization and decentralization of authority. Since the French Parliament
rather than the executive controlled the policies of the government, the
Republic can be described as a system of parliamentary sovereignty checked
by popular election. The Constitution of the Republic was heavily weighted
in favoer of the countryside. Universal suffrage gave the peasants the de-
cicing voice in determining the character of the Chamber of Deputies, which
became the political center of gravity after 1877; and the system of elec-
toral colleges used for Senate elections also gave the determining influence
to the rural constituencios.18 The communes, which were the bases of the
parishes and were elected bodies, helped to somewhat develop the political
participation of the peasantry.lg The peasants, whose social and economic

values coinciced with the bourgeoisie, were inclined to support the latter

18Hunter, Peasantry and Crisis, pe 232; David Thomson, Democracy in
France, The Third and Fourth Republics (3rd ed.; London and New Yorks Oxford
University Press, 1958), pe 92. During the duration of the Republic the Sen-
ate tended to be more conservative than did the Chamber.

19unter, peasantry and Crisis, pe 8.







at the polls, Tis suprort of the bourgeoisis was logical since the rea-
santry had failed to produce its own grass roots leaders. L Politics,
therefore, fell into the hands of the bourgeoisie, even though the pea-
santry remained an outright mejority in over half of the departments.21
By 1876 most peasants had lost their fears that republicanism
would be radical and had identified it with universal suffrage. They
had developed a belief in a democratic republic end overwhelmingly voted
for Gambetta, who decided to eampaign for the peasants® vote rather than
the vote of the prolotariats.22 There were ten million eligible voters
in France in 1876, Of these, 5,383,000 lived by egriculture, 3,552,000
owning the land that they vorked.23 Gambetta became the link between
revolutionary ideas and the powerful elass of peasant prorrietors and
small property owners of the Republic, Politically, he was associated
with the radieal vein; but, socially, he was conservative in that he did
not want to drastically change the status quo of the social structure. In
essence, the Third Republic was a rural, conservative democracy, even
though it was administratively dominated by the bourgeoisie, because it

was politically derendent uron the peasantry; and these two classes shared

@yr-1ght, Rural Revolution, pp. 14-15; André Siegfried, Tablesu des
partis en France (Pariss Bernard Gasset, 1930), pe 5le

?luright, France in Wodern Times, ppe 13, 343,360, In 1870 the ag-
ricultural community comprised 52% of the total porulation; in 1914 it com-
prised 447 ef the total. Also see Robert Wohl, French Communism in the M- k-
ing, 1914-1924 (Stanford, Cales Stanford University Press, 1966), pe 21 WoHL
motes little inorease in the size of the proletariat between 1906 and 1913,
but he notices an increase in the size of the bourgeoisie, which he attribu-~
tes to an influx from the ranks of the peasantry.

221homson, Democracy, rpe 39=-40, 42; Stanley Hoffmann et al., In
Search of France (Cambridge, Mass.: Hervard University Press, 1963), p.-is.

231homson, Demoeracy, pp. 39-40,
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many of the same socizl and econcmic values. The Pepublie maintained con-
ditions that emasll and medium agriculturel proprietors supported; it main-
tained the middle elasses of the towns and villages,

Politics for the reasantry reflected the individualism and local=-
ism of their social and economic life. In local affeirs the consensus on
the allocation of values within the subcultural group was more dominating
than the consensus of similar alloecations on a national level, where there
wes puch ettitudinel dissomance and fregmentation. This fragmentation was
due, in part, to the individualism of the various local cormunities. This
higher degrees of loeal consensus is reflected in a comparison of locel end

national elect ioms.24

On the national level, Deputies are more responsible
to their constituencies than to their parties; they feel independent of ev-
ery one excert the voters. Politiecel groups have developed rather than po-
litical parties, Siegfried sums up the situation very acutelys "Thus the
political systems rest on a local foundation, in fact on a polyarchy of con=
stituencies, where the deruty is absolutely at his best if he happens to be
personally a local man, in which casw he becomes the plenipotentiary of the
district to Paris."2>

The fourth strand in the peasant character is religion., The peasan-

try, as well as almost all of France, was distinguished by its Catholicism,

24Fbr a discussion of local consensus in French politics and a dif-
ferentiation of the national consensus see Mark Kesselman, "French Local Pol-

iticel, A Statistical Examination of Grass Roets Consensus, "American Politicsl
Science Review, LX(4, Dece, 1966}, ppe 963=973,

25

Siegfried, A Study in Natiomality, pe 104e







a religion of authority, which has caused a divisicn among Frenchmen te-
cause of a value conflict.26 The revolutionary ideas of liberty and de-
meocracy came into a conflict with the traditional hierarchical system of
authority and obedience. The peasants® individualism, their system of
smell-scale units in their economic organizetion of production, and their
desire for autonomy in private life conflicted with the ideas espoused by
the Church that called for collectivism within the religious community, a
Jarge organizational operating structure and total cdependence of the indi=-
viduel upon the Church for salvation. The rise of pesitivism during the
nineteenth century also tended to advance secularism in France.

Prior to 1914 the politicel workings of the Third Republic did pro-
duce some legislation that had en effect on the development of the four in-
tertwined strands of the cord of the peasant character, In the 1880's +ihe
Ferry schcel laws and the law requiring the registration of religious or—
genizations tenced to promote seculurisw and increased the sccre of state
intervention in the lives of the private citizen. The law of 21 kirch 1€84,
allowing the legel fermeticn cf ggricullurel erd industrial syndicates, was
important in the development of the mocern peasant.27 The formation of these
syndicates aided agricultural laberers to obtain wage demands throgh cole
Jective effortsf They were composed mainly of day-laborers and small pro-

prietors; and, as a rule, they were inclined to consist of small groups than

26
Ibide, ppe 2-185 Earle, Modern France, ppe 5~8s Hoffmann et al.,
In Search of France, ppe 1-117,

27
Velter, Histoire, pe 421.
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large unions. The syniicatcs forced a number of concessions from employ-
ers such as obtained by the woodcutters around Uzay-le-Vernon (in the de-
partment of Cher) in 1892 and in Limousin in 1899, the vineyard laborers
around Languedo¢ in 1901, and the laborers st Peyriamc-de-Mer in 1203 aad
at Beziers in 1904 (both in the department of Aude)e

Other mejor agricultural endeavors of the Rerublic were the Méiine
Tariff of 1892, the provision of subsidies for developing cooperatives and
mutual insurance societies, and the provision for old-age pensions for ag-
ricultural laborers. 29 The M;iino Teriff deserves srecial attenticn Le-
cause it is reflective c¢f the dominent peasant=bourgeois ccnsensus in French
society., It boosted tariff rutes to protect French agriculture from foreign-
eompetition, especially from the mujor wheat-producing eountries of Russia,
Canada and the United States.30 It preserved the domestic market and the
basie frmily firm of French life to the disadvantage of modernization, com-
petition, and mass and collective organizationsl methods of production on a
large sealey this disadvantage was to remain in French economics until after
the Second Vorld Wer,

What wes the condition of the French peasantry between 1880 and 19147

28Tbid., ppe 422-427,

29WTigh1, Rurel Revolution, pe l6e

2

“oIbid., Fpe 17-18, Foreign competition in the jrocuce market ked ol-
so increased since the intrecducticn of refrigeration in trausportation. Tie
tariff was later incremsed in 1910 to the extent that French tariffs became
the fourth highest in the wcrld. See Gordon Wright, The Resharing of French
Democreey (Londons Methuen and Coes Lid., 1950), pe 346. 1he bcurgeoisiec el=-
so supported and promoted the Meline Tariff because the inrouds of foreign
competiiion were mese-rroducing consumer gocés that ecld for & lewer pricc
:ian elrilar French-procuced goocs ecming from srell-feele unite cf Jrecuce

3.8
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Its condition czn best be described as marginal. Hfight notes several rea-
sons for this conditions population pressure; the decay of the rural tex~
tile industry and its rerlacement by the urban textile industry; the sporad-
iec continuation of the eighteenth ecnture enclosure movement, which chél-
lenged peasents® ancient rightss and the tendency of the urban bourgeoisie
to buy rural property, which had the effect of raising land values at a
time when the peasants® desire for land wes intonse.31 Yet, the French ag-
ricultural eommunity®s harmony with the basic value strueiure of the Third
Republic remained, as did its allience with the bourgeocisie, which, most
often, rossessed peasant backgrounds, There was little social mobility,
and economic disparities remained in spite of the progress made by the de-
velorment of rurel unionisme. In 1901 the departments with the highest per-
centage of men engaged in esgriculture were found in the middle and south-
western parts of France; Lot had seventy-four e¢f every one hundred men en-
gxged in ugriculture, Gers seventy-eone, Correze seventy-one, the Haute~Alpes
seventy; the lowest rercentages were'found in the Seine with two, the Nord
with seventeen, the Rhone with twenty-one, and Pas-de-Calais with thirty-
one.32 Of every one hundred men in agriculture st this time, twenty-nine
were fermiers, with the highest averages existing in northwestern France,
and nine were méta ers, with the highest averages being in southwestern

33
France. As for the agrieultural area around Paris, one historian has

yright, Rural Revolution, pe 8e

32 -
Album grarhigue de la statistique generale de la Fronce (Pariss
Imprimierie, nationale, 1907), pe 77.

33 Ibidey ppe 78-79.
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provided an acute descriptions

In the region around Paris, the social problems of agriculture
were not those of the metayers but of the labourers. This fertile
region « « o was in the hands of small proprietors working their
own land and of great eapitalist farmers holding on long lease, in
some cases working the same farm for generations. The socially and
politically disturbing body here was the farm laborer working for the
cepitalist farmer. He had many grievances. He was often so badly
lodged that he openly admitted that he was better off in the army;
his food, when it was suprlied, was monotonous, and he wanted and
did not always get what he thought wes his due, a ration of wine or
cider with each meal. He also wanted a rise in wages or, still more,
a regular wage, for more and more he was emrloyed on riece-work, paid
a good deal at the most busy times, and little or nothing in the slack
season. He was assimilated in many ways to the town worker and re-
acted in much the same way. The great strikes that broke out in 1906
and subsequent years were, in some regions, directed egainst piece-
work which the rural labourer was coming to regard with the same dis-
like as the faetory worker. The militant trade~unionists of the Paris
region saw a echance to srread their syndiealist doctrines, and there
were riots, attacks on farmhouses, mass intimidation of blacklegs, all
the warlike apparatus of an industrial strike, Taken by surprise, the
farmers yielded, and there followed on this success a sudden spread of
trade~-unionism among the farm workers. But all sgricultural unions
were shellowly rooted; they never enrolled more than a smell minority
of the farm workers and these chiefly among the specialists, the for-
est-workers of the Centre, the market-gardeners of the Paris distrieté
By 1914, rural unionism was little more than it had been before 1906, 4

It is into this rural democracy with its particular character, val-
ues and conditions that the Socialists introduced their programs of reform
and collectivization. In relation to the national characteristics of France
end the individuelism of her loeal community develorments, one is not sur-
prised to notice the political advance of the left in only particular loecal-

35
ities, The national consensus among Frenchmen between 1880 and 1914 did

34D.W. Brogan, France Under the Republic, The Develomment of Modern
Frence (1870-1939) (New York and Londens Harper and Brothers, Publishers,
19%5, Pe 406.

34 .
Siegfried, A Study in Netionality, ppe 80, 84~85, Siegfried states
"that the left is a tendency rather than a party, a permanent tendency that
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not favor any change in the "stalemate society" they had rroduced; and,
therefore, there was much, but not total, indifference to the Socialists'
programs.36 The paradox of the situation is thet mauny of the peasgnts
found themselves attracted to the left. Thus, it becomes necessary to
turn one's attemtion to the develorment and the agriecultural policies of

Socialism in France in order to obtain an understanding of this paradox.

alweys dominates the same regionss the south (excluding the Gironde, the Bas-
que country, and the Cevennes); the central rlateau of the southwest, which
formerly was the territory of the Bonapartists; the Parisian basin, but not
Paris itself or the department of Seine~et-Oise; the east, except Lorraine;
the Brittany of the Bretons « ¢« » " Ibide, ppe 84~85. 6Eocialism, as a tend=

ency of the left, has develored within these areas, notably in the northeast,
east, south and ceniral regions of France,

361pide, pe 37.
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CEAPTER II

SOCGIALIST AGRICULTURAL FOLICIES TO 1905
French Socialism, as it developed in the late nineteenth and eerly
twentieth centuries, had its genesis in the traditions of Proudhcn'e _fed-
eralism and French Jacobinism, which held a belief in a strong omnicompe-
tent state. Empirical examples of this Jacobin belief were manifested in

/
such measures as the levée en masse, the law of the maximum generale which

was used by the state to set maximnum prices on goods and woges, and thz cone
fiscation of roysl and ecclesiastical rrorerty. Robesrierre, conscious of
Rousseau's distinction between the possession of property as a natural right
and as a right given by society, considered property to fall inio the letter
category.l From this supposition it is but a short ster to the Socialist i-
des. that rroperty should be owned by the whole of sociely and that it should
be held collectively under the proprietership of the stats; or, on the other
kand, that jublic evnership of property should be organized on the comounal
level or in guilé units, Eﬁth of thess pecsitions, the centralized and the
decentralized, find acherents in the development of French Socialism.

Many cifferent currents of Soclalism developed in Francs durirg tke

nineteenth century. PReabeuf, vho dused his beliefs on the class struggle end

ILeo 4. Lcm?\rc, ""te Irtellectuzl Oripins ¢f French Jacotin Sceicl-

irm," Interreticnel Teview of feefrd Fistery (TrSrl), IV (Fart 2, 1927,
ITe 4:\."“'4:‘('0
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a plea for greater social equality, beecume a link between the éiéiiﬁis
strand of Jacobinism and French Socisliesm. His emphasis on equelith rath-
er than liberty and his belief that this equality should be imposed by the
intervention of the state is a precursor to the ideas of later Socialists
which stressed equality in the srheres of precductien and distribution,
Saint-Simon and Fourier deviated from the idea cf class siruggle end placed
their hopes in fratlernal and voluntary cooperation between eclasses, which
would see the yielcding ef eccnomic privilege by the "haves," Althougch re-
formists concerned with social and economic conditicns, they did not seek
the netionalization of wealth,?

Louis Llanc was anoither statist Socialist. He advocated the teke-
over of the state to im;lcment socielism, and meny of his ideas =advanced
toward Marxism. He advocaied a type of procucers® cooperative which would
be run by the workers and financially aiced in its formation ty state ccn-
tributionss This cooperative would be the basic structural economic unit
of production.3 Later, Socialists and trade unionists promoted coopera-
tives a8 a basic unit of economic organization; but they put more emjhasis
on and were more successful with consumers' rather than producers® cooper-
etives,

Pierre Leroux, in the 1830%s, surported a scheme for the ccllec-

tivigation of industrial property and eapitaly but he offered a different

2Tﬁomaon, Democracy, ppe 20ff.

Suright, France in Modern Times, pps 235-238.
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plan of “"generalizaticn" feor agriculturczl proper‘ty.4 "Generalization" meant
that the farmer cculd be a quasi-proprietor of the land, or at leest a pcr-
tion of it, as ®m sort of trustee for the state which wes the actual owner.
This idea was later to be modified by those Socialists who called for the
collectivization of all property tut allo:ed for the existence of small hold
ings of privatcly evmed "peamsant rropertye” It “-'F jlans the Socialists ap-
pear to recognize the imrortance of land proprietorship emong the peasantry,.
The latter program was less directed towards state ownership of limited ag-
ricultural lands beczuse of the incressing number of smell holdings during
the course of the nineteenth century and because cf ithe increased pclitical
importence of the peasantry. In both instances the Socialists® program was
intended to lesson the hostility of the peasantry towurds the idea of col-
lectivization,

Constantin Pecqueur, a firm believer that the stste shculd be the
sole owner and organizer of all rroperty, suprorted = form of "Christian ccl-
lectivism™ in which the state would own the means of procuction and operate
them in a democratic and humanitarian spirit.s The state would ect adminis-
tratively, like a benevolent despot. Pecqueur seems to have had some diffi-
culty in exrlaining the praectiezl arplication of its democratic aspect in
this srhere, except for the fact that he associates equality with democracy,

Auguste Blanqui is referred to as the Sociulist of the barricades,

He advocated direct revolutionary action, and he wes an enerchist of the

-—

4Lou5§re, IRSH, IV, pe 427

5Ibid., FpPe 428-4293 Viright, France in Modern Times, pe 237.
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enti~-parliamentarian vein.b

"In the secret societies of the extreme left,
the Society of Families (1634) and the Society of Seasons (1837), Blanqui
eombined the tactiecs of Febertism and a vague eollectivism besed in part
on Babouvism, thus leaying out e different revolutionary movement, that of
Jacobin Communism."7

Pierre~Jdoserh Froudhon represented the anarchist, voluntarist cur=-
rent of the revolutionary tradition. He was oprosed to an all-powerful
state, and ke believed that the workers would have to depend upcn them-
selves to imrrove ilheir comdition. He had little feith in pelitics, but
he believed that economic change would improve the luborers® condition,
He was a fore-runner of the syndicalists and believed that *he solution
tc the rossession of power wus federalism,® This federal and apolitical
position had much influence among the peasants and rosed many problems
to the Socialists in later years. They had to struggle for cooperation
with the syndicalists, who were working through cooperatives; they hed
to spread counter-propaganda in favor of centralization and collectiv-
ization in rurel, as well as urban, areas. They had te persuade the pea~
sants and workers that the apolitical doctrines of the syndicalist posi-
tion was inimical to their best intereats, 1In the end, the Socialists
found themselves almost comrletely divorced from the trade-union move-
ment, and they adopted & rolicy that supported the idea of cooperatives

in an effort to gain rural suprorte.

GLouﬂBro, IRSH, IV, pe 4245 Viright, France in Modern Times, p. 237,

7Loub}rc, IRSH, IV, pe4l4.

B sy . . -
Uright, France in Mocern Timee, pe 236§ Thomson, Lerocracy, pe 23







Conflicting forces in France, =rurred on by errirical social and
econemic disparity, reached a erisis in 1871 with the emergence of the Com-
mune, The Corrune éid not rerresent l'arxism but the national intersctions
of the lefts it meant something different for each group and marked the end
of the old tradition,? However, it was important for Marxiem because its
failure helped to somewhat discredit the olcer currents of French Socialism
that were revolutionary in nature,l0 These currents were regarded as too rad-
ical and revolutionary by the conservative majority of the existing society,
The problem Socialists were faced with was that of reconciling their wviolent
tradition with the peace~-desiring community, The repression ef the Cormune
also forestalled the growth of the development of Socislism because most of
its vietims, those killed and exiled, were non-Morxists. This led to the e-
mergence and the expansion of the Marxist strand of Seeialism in France,
which came to be directed by Jules Guesde in the last quarter of the nine-
teenth coniury.ll The fall of the Commune alsc caused a loss of morale a-
mong the Socialists, who did not regain their strength for snother two de-
cades and could not match strength with the Marxists until after 1905,

The Communards of 1871 urged the peasants to support them and of-

fered them a specific appesl. 12 They set forth a general progrem of land

9'Ihomson, Democraey, rpe 24~26, The new political tradition vhich
emerged during the Third Republic is best deseribed in the contest of the
"stalemate society.” See Hoffman et al., In Search of France, rpe 1-117,

10Roy Pierce, Contemporary French Political ought (London and New
Yorks Oxford University Press, 1966), ppe 17-18¢

1lvright, France in Modern Times, p. 318.

12rvrter, Passontry in Crisis, Appendix B, fr, 2322856
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for the peascnts and an end to economic discriminstion and disparity be-
twesn the rich and the poor. Their slogan was: "The Land for the Peasant,
the Toel to thc “erker, Work fer A11:“13

By 1880 French Socialists fouhd themselves facing a number of prob-
lems with which they had to concern themselvess some were ideological, some
politieal, some pragmatic. Ideologicelly, the idea of Socielism is to re-
plece nationality end race conseciousness with class consciousness. A front
of united ceasants and workers could provide the busis for this class con-
sciousness, but the idea of elass wes subservient to the eonservative and
individualistic French national character. It was ideoclogically diffieult,
if not impossible, to include the landeewning peasantiry in this front un-
less tne pnilosopay oI Socaelism, which rested upon the labering classes,
was modified. It is alse difficult to move the French into any kind of
asgociation that is directed towards the establishment of a positive pro-
gramgy French consensus is basically negative and conservative in nature,
And the mosti conservative element of French society is the peasantry.

It wes bocaugo the peasaniry presented obstécles to the progress
of Socielism ==~ or, perhaps it would be more accurate to say that the pea~
santry could make Socialism progress faster if the two could get together--
and because it was not recognized as a revolutionary class that the Social-
ists found themselves in so much difficulty with the agrarian problem., Those
Secialists who wanted the peasantry to Join the ranks of the Socialist move-

ment faced this dilemmas ideologically, they had to reconcile collectivism

13Ibid., pe 285.
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with a long tradition of privete ownership == they were the proponents of
the collectivization of property, but the peasants were anti-collectiivists,
Chaeacterized by individualism and acclimated to family values, the peasantis
advoeated the ownership of private propertye The Socialists were forced to
recognize a special interest in the agriculiural population simply becamse
of their numbers and their veting ipfluence under the Ropublie.]'4 They need-
to find a plank on the question of property with which they could appeal to
the peasaniry without losing the suprort of the proletariat.ls The plank
turned out te be the idea of "peasant property”, and it helped to provide
some cohesion between the values_of the Soqialigta and‘the peasants because
it sllowed for smell rural holdings of private propertys and the peasantry
was characterized by their small holdings of private property.

But, there was no uniform sagreement on a peasant policy among Social-
ists between 1880 and 1914; in fact, there was a general division on the
methedological appreach that sheuld be emrloyed towards the peasantry which
was not fully resolved even after the formation of the Unified Socialist Par
ty in 1905. After the Congress of Paris in 1880 there emerged five general
divisions in the ranks of the Socialists. There were the Independents, the

Blanquists, the Allemenists, the Broussists and the Guesdists. After a brief

14Enc1clogédio socialiste, Syndicate et coopé}ative de 1'Inter~ -
nationale ouviere, Aristide Quillet, (ed.), (XIVy Paris, Aristide Quillet,
1912), 1I, ppe 246-247. The Socialists alse recognized that the charge of
violence attached to themselves had to be reconciled with the pacifi=m of
tho p.&s&ntrYQ Ibido’ pp. 254"255.

158aron Pierre de Coubertin, The Evolution of France Under the

Jhird Republic, trans. by Isabel F, Hapgood, (New York and Eostons Growell
and Gommy, 1897), PPe 407-408,
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flirtation with the Opportunists, Jean Jaures became the Leader of the In-
dependents, and idouard Vaillant was one of the leading spokesmen for the
Blanquistu.l6 Jean Allemane, who distrusted polities and favored strikes,
became the leader of the Workingman's Socialist Revolutionery Party. Paul
Brousse led the Federation of the Socialist Laborers of France.17 The Marx-
ist orientated Jules Guesia formed the French Workingmon's Partyl8at Roanne
in 1882 shortly after abandoning the Socialists at the Congress of Saint-
Etienne (25 September 1882) where his minority group questioned the adop-
tion of a motion which allowed Socialists to hold goyernmental officea,l?
The POF adhered to the Havre program of 1880, which set up a minimum Marx-
ist program;zo and, thus, comrleted the split v@th the Broussists, whom
Guesde labelled the "Possibilists” besause they supported a collectivist
reform program which did not coincide with Marxist doctrine, believing So-
c¢ialiem was possible gradually and through non-revolutionary means.

This division of Socialists is important to the peasantry in two
reepects. The first was eoncerned with policy. The Guesdists, recogniz-

ing the misery and poor economic condition of the peasantiry, placed the

IGThe Blanquist organization was the Central Revolutionary Com-

mittee, They later organized into the Socialist Revolutionary Party, Parti
socialiste revolutionairo.

17 1me Party's subtitle was Perti ouvrier socialiste révolut ion-
eire (POSR) o

18mis was the Parti ouvrier francais (FCF),

19Daniel Ligou, Histoire du socialisme en France [1871-19€1) (Pariss
Fresses universitaires de France, 1962), TPe 69-?U; Glaude Willard, Le lfouve-

ment socialiste en France, Les Guesdistes, (1893-1905) (Pariss Editions eoc-
i&les, 1965); p. 23.

OLigou, Histoire, rp. 43-45.



blere for these ecnditions upon firerce eepitel end clscriminatory texe-
tion.21 Their program cclled for the collectivization of agricultural
property as quickly as possible.22 At this yoint the Guesdists would nct
suprort the existence of private rrorerty for the farmers in Socialiem;
this formel policy, however, was changed at the Congress of Marseilles in
1892, The Possiblicts looked toward collectivization as possible, but
not in the irmmediate future. The Guesdists® rigid and doctrinaire policy
on collectivization did not 2id them politiecally among the reasants dur-
ing the 1880's.

The second respect in which division among the Socialists wes imp-
rortant to their relationship with the rpeasantry concerned methodolozy.
The Guesdists believed thet a revolutionary overthrow of the government
was necessary for the establishment of Socialism. 23 The Allemenicts fav-
ored direct aetion, such &s strikes, to obtain their demcnds; end they
distrusted the political arena as a means to their ends, which were es-
egentislly reforms and a transformation of the state. They were in the
Prouchonist tradition and were kin to the egriculturel syndicalists, vho

elso began to develop during the 1880%"s, The Possibiliste, on the other

21G.D.H, Cole, A Histery of Soeialist Tnought (Vs 3rd ed.s Lon-
dens Maciillan and Gompany Ltd., 1963 first published in 1956 ), III,
Pe 3250 .

2This wes adorted at Hevre in 1880 and became an integrel part
of their early rrogrem. Aaron Noland, The Founding of the French Scocisl-
st party (1893-1905) (Cambridge, Mess.: Harvard University Press, 1956),
Pe 7; Harvey Goldberg, "Jaures and the Formulation of a Soeialist Peasant
Policy, 1885-1898," IRSH, II (Part II, 3957), pe 380. The eall for the im-
mediate colleetivization of agrieultural property was impractical in 1882,

23Ligou, Histcire, ppe 54-56






lLiand, telieved that Sccialism cculd conquer the stale by an evolutionary
trensformaticii, using the means of the existing democratic machinory.z4
With these different methodological approaches towards the establishment
of Socialism, the Guesdists found themselves in an untenable position if
they wanted to obtain the suprort of the rural eonservative community --
but it was not until the 1890%s that they began to look for rural sup~-
port. How could-they obtzin peasant support when they could not gain the
trust of the pacifie peasantry? How could they roconcile'thoir phileoso-
phy of Socialism with the values of the agrarisn community? These prob~
lems, which became recognized in the 1880's, were attacked in the 1890's,
not only by the Guesdist but by other Socialists as well.

One of these other Socialists was Jean Jaures. Uhen he was first
elected in 1885, he sat as an Opportunist, not advocating the eollectivi-
zation of rroperty or revolutionary Socialism. TLuring his first term in
the Chamber Jaures voted for two church budgets, acainst an income tax,
and against a till that proposed the direct election of Senutors.>>  He
believed in an evolutionary Socialism._ He thought "that as the Republic
had grown out of the Revolution seo Soqialisn would grow out of the Repub-
lic.“26 His belief in this continuity of history led him to support the

Republic as a structure of the Revolution. Soeialism would be the end re-

24Ibid.’ pr 67"68 e

, .
’SEarvoy Goldberg, The Life of Jean Qgggis (Madison, Wis.s The Uni=

versity of Wisconsin Press, 1962), rpe 38, 4le

26Margarot Pease, Jean Jau;ba, Secialist and Humanitarien (New
Yorks BeW, Huebsch, 1917}, ppe 54~55.
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sult of Republicenism.

One of the major rroblems that the Socialists faced in relaticnm
to the agricultural community was that of reconciling the peasants® tra-
dition of private property with their proposals calling for the collec-
tivization of property; end it was in the late 1680"s anc the decade of
the 189°'s that Jaures formulated a program to resolve this difficulty.
He said that it was an error to believe that Sociglisn would destroy all
private property. Collective and individual property are not diametrieal-
ly opposed to each other. Under Socieliem property wculd be assured to
these who worked and produced, not te those who exploited tlre labcrers.27
Inéividual prererty would be extended and universul,28 And it is here that
Jivres brings in the idea of "peasant property," the property of the small
landholders which would be able to coexist side by side with the eollecti-
vized prOpérty of Socialism. He noted that modernization was different in
industry then in agriculture; and that in the case of the latter, machines
hed the effect of keeping a high percentage of small proprietors in exist-
ence.zg There was, in fact, little modernization among the smszll farmers,
Jnnfbs‘recognizod that the small farmer could not be forced inte the ranks
of collectivism. Peasant property could exist in the Socialist movement --

as indeed an appeal for peasant support would have to admit under the ex-

27
Qeuvres de Jean Jaures, Max Bonnafous, (ede), (IX; Pariss Les
Editions Rloder, 1932), I1I, ppe 165~168, The article cited here first ap-
peared in La Dépeche de Toulouse, 3 October 1893,

%8 Tpide, pe 16T«

29
Ibido, Pe 277.
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isting conditions of the French peasantry =- because it is the smcll farm-

ers® proper life to have property.30 It is evident that Jaures hsd a well-
founded and proper understanding of the peassnt character at this time,

Jaures noted that the problems faeing the peasantry in the 18%0°'s
were both struetural and substantive in n&ture.sl Arong those f=lling into
the first cutegory were the inequality of land ownership (28,000 of the large
proprietors owned as much lend as 6,000,000 small proprietors), ths frag-
mentation of land holdings, and the undermechanization of French farmse In
the eategory of the substantive difficulties Jaures included high texes, in-
debtedness, the inroads of foreign cemretition, the sharp decline of agri-
cwltural prices on the market, and natural disasters such as the phylloxsera
rlague in the Midi, To alleviate rural difficulties, Jaures proposed the
lowering of rents for tenant farmers, the raising of wuges for laborers,
the lowering of the cost of freight transportation te facilitate marketing
for the small farmers, ean equalization of the tax system and the facilita-
tion of easier eredit.32

Yet, in spite of favoring these reforms, Jaures believed that the

final esolution did not rest on reforms but that it would only be resolved

by Socialisme. He proposed an orgenizational plan for the agricultural com-

3°Ibid., Pe 284, For other statements by Jaures onm property in the
rural community see Ibide, ppe 161~286,

31Goldberg, Jaures, pPe 190-1923 Goldberg, IRSH, II, pe 375
Jaures believed that ihe immediate solutions to these problems could best
be attacked by working for refprms through legislative action,

32a01dberg, IRSH, IX, ppe 376-378. His cell for a tex equalization
took the form of support for & rrogressive income tax, a msjor change from
his early days in the Chambcr when he voted sgainst an income tax (1887),






munity which included collective ferms and sm:.1ll, private family firms.

There werec three levels of crganization in his schemes raysans ces yetits

demeines, paysaenc des prcures agricoles cultivant les grends domaines, and

euvriers gggggg§33134 The first level allowed for rrivate rrorerty to be
cultivated cn a small scale; the second reflected the collective ownership
of large traets of land by the state; the third alleved fcr cemmunal owner=-
ship.35 In some sence of the word, all iarmers-would be rrorrietores. The
plan contnined elemente that could arpesl to emall farmers (em=11 holcings
could be privetely ownec) and to the farm laberers who felt that their mea-
ger ecncition resultec from the exrloitaticn by the large, caritelist lrnd-
ownere, Il was intended to be z working comrromise between focialism and
the roliticglly cominznt elerents of the rurzl corrunity,

The Guesdists zlso concerned themselves with a solution to the prop-
erty guestion in the 1890's, At the Congress of Marseilles (24-27 Sertem-
ber 1892) and et the Congress of Nontes (14-16'September 1894 ) they sdorted
an eighteen-point agricultural program that edvccated such things as mini-
mum weges, the improvec facilitation of sgricultural health services, and
the extension of egriculturzal cocperatives.36 The main ceviuticn from

their forrer pelicy, however, wzs the eecertance of the idee theat allowed

" ' 33Goldberg, Jaures, p. 184 Cele, a History ef Socialist Thousht,
III, p. 378. -

340euvres, I1I, pp. 180-184.
r" \

3Juoldberg, Jaures, Pe 4l. Jeures advocated municipal ownership
of natural monopelies for the urban communities. It aprears that the ides

of euvriers communaux was its agricultural counter-gart.

/
36 Encyclepedie socialiste, I, pp, 20~22, The text of this pro-
gram is repreduced in the arpendix of this perer; see below, ppe 77-7g;
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the retention of small holdings of private prorerty by the agricultural com=
munity under Socialism, This roliey mocification was made due to the recog=
nition of the differences between urban and rural conditionc,s7 the need to
attract rural rolitieal suprort, and the realization that Socecialist Deputies
were able to enact some social reforms in the Chamber.38 This program was
attacked by the Internationel -nd the German Socinlists; Kautsky and Engels
both denounced it.39 This policy modifieation by the Guesdist ecan be inter-
proted as both a defencive and an offensive maneuver. Defensively, it re-
presented a reaction to the basic peasant (and bourgeois) value which ap-
preciated the priority of rrivate ownership, Offensively, it represented a
propaganda effort directed to appeal to a new element of society (the peas~
antry) previously unclaimed under the auspices of Socialism. It represent-
ed the embarcation of a new Socialist peliey, signifying an "erosion" of
French Marxism.

The issue of conflict between collective and private property was
debated in the Chamber of Deputies; Jaures campaigned in the Chamber dur-
ing the summer of 1897 for an esgricultural progrem and, with it, the reeog-
nition of the value of collective prorerty. He noted the problems of the

sgricultural laborers and the exclusion of many farmers from the ownership

3TLigou, Histoire, p. 63.

38Gar1 Landauer, "The Guesdists and the Smell Farmers Early Ercsion
of French Marxism," Internstienal Revier of Socizl History (IREH), VI, (Part
2, 1961), ppe 213-214, Landauer maintains that the change of policy by the
Guesdists in relation to the smnll farmer signified the beginning of an ero-
gion of Marxist coctrine by French Socialists.

39Tbid., ppe 215, 222.
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of land, 40 pe stated his views on the smallholder and on centralizationg
and he urged the recuction of financial burdens on the small peasants, and
he called for goverrment aid to help them secure ecarital for land improve-
ments, 4a His motion proposing national control over the means of produc-
tion to rrevent individual usurpation of property was defeated in favcr of
a moticn by Deschenel which mildly acelaimed the integrity and superiority
of individual property. 42 Deschanel also sycnsored anothcr resolution ds-
eclaring the sureriority of private property over ccllectivism in November.43
Thus, by the end of the nineteenth eentury the Thira Rerublie officially
commended rrivate over collective prorertye.

With the stends taken by the Jauressians and the Guesdists on the
property question, the French Socialists became renegades within the inter-
national Socialist movement., They had been attacked by Kautsky and Lngels,
The rrorerty question rlagued the Socialists of ths Internationzl, and Gold-
berg notes this situation a2t the Internztionul Socialist Norkers end Trade
Union Congress held in 1896; "Devoted to colleetivism, they balked at de-
fending preperty, even smell beasant propertys Tied to a deterministic the-

ory of history, they were convinced of the futility of trying te stay the

4oJournal officiel de la Republique franczise, Chambre des Deputies,
Dabats parlementalros, 19 June 1897, Ppe 1579-1591, 1593.

4l1pid., 26 June 1897, pp. 1688-1694.
421vi4., 3 July, 1897, pp. 1806-1807.

431bid., 21 November 1897, p. 2531, The resolution passed by a vote
of 348 to 152. It should be noted here that the speeches by Jaures in the
Chamber do not ceviate from his other writings, His appeal and the program
that he advocated are the same in the Chamber as they are oute
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inevitable disappearance of peasant holdings."44

Another major problem tackled by the éocialists in the 1890°'s was
that of gaining politieszl support from the peasantry. Jeures received the
support of two rﬁral eantons in the election of 1893; and Goldberg views
this as "the penetration of socialism into an essentially rural area of the
Midi end the emergence of a leader elosely associated with the life of peas-
ant Franco.”4s He sleo believes that Jaures possessed the qualities which
attraeted the peasantrys the physical stature of a man of the Midi, the fact
that he was not confined to the tight doctrines of Marxism, his attachment
of a "moral fervor" to Socialism, and the ability te analyze agricultural
preblems into their various parts and offer solutions that appesled to the
different elements of the rural society.46 Jauf;s attempted to address the
peasants on their practieal level rather than on the lsvel of Marxist prag-
matism. He fevored a progressive income tax, proposed a reduction in taxes
for amall landholders and advanced a system of socirl security for agricul-
turﬁl leborers. He did not believe that protectivs m was benefieial for the
rural masses, reflecting his humanitarien spirit for the poor; and he at-
tacked the Meline Tariff ms an instrument of bourgseois eapitalism.47

The Nantes program of the Guesdists also found an appeal among the

44Go1dberg, IRSH, II, pe 383.

Smpid., pe 372,

“61bide, ppe 390-391.

471bid., pe 1825 Vrignt, Rural Revolution, pe 23 The Méline Tariff

was suprorted by most Soecialists, however. Opposition to the Tariff came
mainly from the ranks of the Independents among the Socialists,







peasantry. It was successfully presented to the Journaliers the géigxggg,
and the small proprietors. Theorectically, it had a tendency to preserve
small;scalo sgriculture; and, practicelly, the election gains of 1896 were
recognized, at least in part, as being the result of the Nentes program.

It was, therefore, pelitically expedient for the Guesdists to modify their
former policy on property and to direct an appeal to the peasaniry. Robert
Wohl notes that by 1897 "the Guesdists had given up their enti-militariem,
had modified their attitude toward private property in an attempt to win
over the peasants and the petty bourgeoisie, and had begun to refer to them-
selves as the *party of order and social peace.' " 49 e Guesdists, it ean
be said, had to consider the values of the dominafing elementsof French
society; and, in so considering, they had to adapt their program to tho‘de-
sires of those elements if they wanted to increase their politieal strength
from thoee sectors,

By the turn of the eentury the Socialist agricultural reform pro-
gram became a defense of the small farmer and the agricultural laborer. It
included the demand for minimum aalaripa, health and seeurity laws, the reg-
. ulation ef leber, the extension of see¢ial legislation, the extension of ag-
ricultural ecoperatives, the abolition of direct taxes and the substitution

of a direet income tax.so If one considers the advocaey of the expropiation

48Landauer, IRSH, VI, ppe 214=215, 223g Ligou, Histoire, pe 63« This
result was recognized by the German, Bonnier, btut the majority of the other
German Socialists derreciated the value of the agricultural program in re-
2ation to election gains., The Nantes progrem conflicted with Kautsky's,

49th1, French Corrunism, pe 15

Ogncyelopédie socialiste, II, ppe 257-259
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of the large propertrtclders, the Socialists can be assumed to have had two
different agricultural pelicies for France's two different types of agricul-
ture, These two policies can esimply te defined as the "Reform Foliey",which
supported the peasantry, and the "Collective Policy", which attacked the
elass of large, exploiting agricultural eapitalists. BEoth pclicies, it can
be noticed, were directed at lessening the hostility of the pcliticelly dom=
inent sestors of th= mral comrunity te Socialisme As one historian has apt-
Iy writtens "It is worth noting that ever since the 1890"s the egrarian pro-
gram of the French Socialists had become a mere deferse and illustretion of
small property == thus elearly sacrificing the *productive® thrust of ori-
ginal Marxism to a eoncern for justice-inedistribution charaeteristic of the
stalemate society ¢ o » ."51 French Soeislism had shifted its emphasis frem
equality in the srhere of production to equality in the srhere of distribu=-
tione
Two develomments in France during the nineteenth eentury became in-

terwoven with Socialisms positivism and anti-clericalisme The positivist
movement towards materialism and scientism soucht progress at the expense

of theology and metaphysics, and pesitivism®s militant appendage was Free-
masonry.s2 A struggle developed between Cathclicism and positivism; and as
the latter made gains during the century, the Socialists, who were allied
with positivism in the Jaceobin tradition, alse advanced. So far as Social=

ism is eoncerned, the struggle did not possess so much ef an irreligious

51
Hoffmarm et ele., In Seareh of France, pe 409, note 12,

S2Wright, France in Medern Times, ppe 298-299,
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charceter ac i* Jic¢ an anti-cleriecal dispositiones ‘hen the kmile Combes
cabinet was in power (1702-1905), Jaures became most influentiul in the

Délégation des gauches which surported the ministry.s4 A vigorous anti-cler=-

ical progrem was initiated, and it culminated with the soraration of church
and state in 19C5. This seraration served as a ecatalyst in the process of
dechrietianization and aprears to have had a marked effect upon thoce seg-
ments of the peasantry that had observed Catholic ceremonies as a custcm rath-
er than as a genuine faith. In the Limoges area, for examrle, ncnbaptized
ehildren increased from two percent to forty percent and eivil marricges from
fourteen to sixty rercent bctveen 1899 and 1914.55 However, at Chanzeaux, a
villege in Anjou in the west of France, a different pattern emerged. ‘hen
there vms a high degree of conflict between the church and the stats, the vil=-
Jlage voted almost entirely for the right, Thuc, in 1902 and 1906 seventy rper-
eent or rcre of the villige voted for the rirht, 1In years when the eonflict
was not intense, the left obtained as much as thirty to ferty percent of the

56

vote,” The imteraection brtween the Socinlists and the peasantry is indirect

on this issue eand varies from aregq tc wurca, derencdinz vyion tv~ fend>-cles of

531bid.; Loubere, INLE, IV, pe 426e

S4Tright, France in Vcdern Tires, rpe 333-334; Ccldberg, Jaursec,

SSiright, Frence in Modern Times, ppe 330=332. iricht notes that a
revival of Cetholicism occurred in Francz after the First Ucrld Ver and that
it geined momentum in the 1930"se. Also see Hoffmenm et ale, In Lezrchk of
rence, re €0

6Laurence Tylie, (ed.) Chanzesux, 4 Village in Anjou(ecmbridge,
Nasses Harvard University Press, 1966), pp. 62-63, It must be remembcred
that Chanzaux was in the emst, an area im whieh Soeialism cid not adv-nce
to any degree at this time,
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each area. Anti-elericzlicm wos sssocinted with the left; ond, derending
urnon the waluec of ewch loes1l7ty, fociilists ¢ ined or 1s:t sents in elee-
tions through their acssociation with znti-clericalism. It become a value
that could either ussociate or disessoci-=te the Dccirlicsts with the peus-
antrye
r¢ Juarescians withdrew their surgpert cf the Combes governrant to
achieve formal Socizlist unity. They accerted *ha ides behind the resclu-
tion of the Congress of Japy of 3 Decerbor 1820, ~hich forbude any Social-
ist to participate in a beurgeois government.57 Disagrecment on this is~
sue had widened the distance between the two mojor Socislist parties, the
Jaurdseian Parti socialiste francais and the Guesdist Parti socislists ce
France, =zt the Congress of Lyons in 1901 (26~28 uay).s8 The reconcilia-
tion of these différences began to emerge in & spirit of unity for col-
Jaboration at the Amsterdem Congress in August, 1904. The fheimes~Dres~
den resclution passed es e ecompromise between the motions sponsored by
the Guesdists and the Jauressians. The adorted resolution proreosed that no
Socizlivts could participate in the ministry of a capitalist government,
but that parliamentzry groups were perm1551ble and could be used for the

o
advancement of reform legislation towards the final endsof Socialism.“g

57Encyclopod19 socialiste, II, ppe 51ff. The resolution passed by
a vote of 818 to 624. .ilso ses the discussion between Guesde and Jaures
on the question at the conference at Lille in October, 1900; Qeuvres, III,
pre 109-218,

S Encvel or~Zdie sceilicte, IT, rpe 56-60; Georzes Lefranc, Le lfouve-
rent cocinliste gons La Trcicitna Rarublique (1875—1”40) (Pariss Fey~t,1963),
PP > 99-133+

ngncyclo;E?ic seeiolicte, TI, ppe 67fF.
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The Guesdists took the leasd in the move towmrd fin:=l unity and pzassed a res-
olution on 5 October 1904 to discuss the question; the French Socialist Par-
ty passed a similar resolution of 12 December. On 23 April 1905 the Social-
ists merged to found the Parti socialiste, Cection frangcise de 1'Interna-
tionale cuvriere /STI0) as a class rarty dediceted to *h» goal of changins
the present caritalistic society inte one of collectivism in which the state
would possess the ewnership of the means of productien and oxchango.60
The unifieation of the Guesdists and the Jauressians strengthened the
Soeialist movement in France. Daniel Ligeu states thst the Guesdists gave
the Party its essential doctrine, stable elements of erganization, a philos-
ophy and a liturgy ef Socialism.él The Jauressians were te provide leader-
ship, in the person of Jaures himself, and an humanitarian element, Although
the basic referm programs of both Party factions were essentially the same,
there remained a general disagreement as to the final form of organization
that the rural means e¢f preduction should possess and as te the methodology
that should be empleyed to insure the victory of Socialism.62 It should be
noted that the eonsensus for unity among the Soeialists was fundamenteally
negative, They united en cenditions ef ne participatien in a bourgeeis gov-
ermment, anti-elericalism, anti-expansienism and anti-eapitaliem; and they

united under the threat of net being recegnized in the International unless

6OIbid., Ppe 67-68, 97 ff, For a deserirtion of the movement for unity
see Willard, Le Mouvement, pp. 572=-590 and Noland, The Founcing of the French
Socialist Perty, ppe 162=-174e

1Ligou, Histoire, p. 66.

62 mnese disagreements will be discussed in the next chapter; they inm-

volve such things as the organization of cooperatives and support of the gen-
eral strike,
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they took steps toward unity.

During the same time that the Socimlists were developing as a poli-
tical force (1880-1905), another grour of socizl and economic reformers e-
merged which caused the Socislists meny problems in rural as well as indus=
trial areas. These reformers were the syndicalists.

In relation to the French countryeide syndicalism had more of a heur-
istic than a lasting functional wvalue as far as politics is concerned. Ey
this is meant that it did not aect as a functional pressure group insisting
on any type of reform legislation, but thet it could be useful as a means
of support and pressure for other groups which were political. As Gordon
Wright states: "If agricultural syndicelism was useful te the peasants and
politieians, it did not de anything te help the peasants influence politi-
cal decision~making, develop a sense of solidarity, or solve the fundamen=~
ta2l ecocnomie er soeial preblems of rural Franco."63 The basic dectrine of
syndicelism was the apolitization or eomplete separation of labor movement
astivity from polities or rolitieal cenneetions, In time it grew to a near
rejeetion ef the theory and prineipal techniques ef demoeracy.e4 The opror-
tunity for the develomment ef syndicalism came when the law of 21 Marchk 1884
legalized the erganization of workers® unions, Although the idea behind the
law was practically discussed in 1876, the finnl legislation came as the re-

sult of the 1883 propesal of M, Tanviray, a rrofessor asseciated with the

63
Wright, Rural Revolution, pe 21,

64E Drexel Godfrey, Jr., The Fate of the French Non-Communist Left
(Garden City, New Yorks Deubleday and Ccmpany, Ine., 1955), ppe 14-18, It
represented the voluntarist and anarchist strand of the Republiean tradition.







38

departiment of agriculture, 65 whose objeet was to provide a defense for the
economic interests of the peasant, the proletariat and the small buciness-
man. One of the compelling forces moving Tanviray to attempt to put his
rlan into operction was the rrevulence of frzuds on the markete

Numerically, egricultural syndieelism increased from aprroxim:tely
gix hundred organizctions affilisted with varieus locals with a little over
200,000 members in 1884 to around 7,000 groups witk cver 1,000,000 members
in 1914.66 Although syndiealism did not advance among the rural workers to
the extent that it did among the industrial workers, many agricultural syn-
dicates were found., Among them were the Societe des Agriculteurs de France,
the Societe Nationsle d'Encouragement a 1'Agriculture (these two and one oth-
er federated in 1909 into the Féderation Nationale des Syndiecats Agricoles
and had for their objective the amalgamation of rural France), the Gonféde-
ratien Géﬁé}alo des Vignerons du Midi, and the Conféderation des Vignerons
du Sud-Est.67 Syndicelism grew in rural France so that by 1912 there were
six hundred and twsnty-eight agric#ltural syndicatea;68 but the size of the

lecels was small, and the social eomposition tended te favor the propertied

§5Laui| Prugnaud, Les ﬁtapes du syndicelisme agricole en France
(Pariss Editions de 1'gpi, 1963), ppe 17-20.

66Ibid., FPe 29=3Ce¢ There is a discrepancy in the figures. The union
figures show 6,667 erganizations with 1,029,727 members, but the govermment
figures show 7,501 groups with 1,180,737 members.

67

Ibidey ppe 22-26, 40-43, It should be noted that the strongest syn-

dicate to emerge before World Wer One was the industrial-based Conféderation
Générale du Trawail (CGT), which was led by Victor Griffuelhes. This was ti.e
synaicate that ceaused much disagreement cmong Locialists between 1894 and 1914,

ueEncxelogég;o socialiste, VIII, pe 274e
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intsrests., For example, in 1900 in the Union Centrale sixty percent of its
members were proprieters, but only fifteen percent were fermiers and five
percent laborers.69 Rural syndicalicm becrme recre prevslent in some aroas
then in others. Fy 1914 the greatest number of crganizations were fcund in
the ¥idi, in the valleys of the Nhcne, tke Sdone anc the Loire, and in the
Catholiec departments of the west.7c The derartments with the hichest numbter
included the Haute-Sadne, Is;re, l‘arne, Indre<-et-Loire, Doubs, Aube, Yonne
and the Basses—Pyréﬁéés.n
The reesons for the growth of syndicalism in the agriculturcl eccm-
runity were that its ideas and rrograms were well-suiied to the peasant val-
ue stiructure and that its eccnomic inclinaticn served a useful function in
the promotion of the well-being of the persants' condition. Its anti-mili-
tery end apelitical goals coineided with the rurel charaeter. In 1906 the
Féaé;ation des Travailleurs de la Terre advanced a program which ineluded
suppression of the colony tax which was imposed annually upon. the géigxgzg
by egricultural proprietors and general farmers, the intervention of health
officials te oblige rrorrietors to maintazin proper hsalth standards, the
abolition of the license requirement for general farmers, and the creation

of a rrud'hommes gg;icoles.72 This last-item e¢alled for was a special court

69 ' -
Prugnaud, Les Etares, p. 97,

™ 1Ibide, po 33

711bid., Pe 34. It should be noted that some of the areas of major
syndicalist penetration were identical with the areas of Socialist penetra-
tion such as in the south and in the Midi.

"21bid., note on p. 39






for the settlement of claims between agricultural workers and their employ-
ers., It was the call for an agricultural counterpart te the counseils de
g#gg'hggggg which already existed in ths industrial srhere, but which was
wainly composed of employers and controlled by theme In 1908, the F;hé}a-

des Caisses Rééionales de Crédit Agricole Mutuel was founded., It wes a re-
gional federation of banks and agricultural mutual eredit zssociations, and
its function was te provide easier credit for eapital goods for the farmers,
Agricultural mutual security societies, allowed under a law passed in 1900,
grew from three hundrsd and forty-two in 1900 te over eleven hundred by 1906.73
In 1907 prefects were given autherization to ascept agents designated by
the syndicates for the inspection of fraud on the mnrkot.74 Suppert of pri-
vate property, agricultural pensions, the extension of credit, and the eall
for higher prices for produce pluéod the syndicalists in good standing with
the rural community. Besides this, the syndicalists held the pezsants®’ in-
terest by forming cooperatives for seeds, fertilizers and ether eapital ne-
cossities; and it was in the reslm ef consumer rather than preducer eocoper-
atives that these organizations were of value to the peaszniry. They adjust-
their emphasis and their'program to promote "justice-in-distribution™ rather
than juetice-in-production equality, reflecting the desires of the existing
society, Managerial functions of the syndicates were handled by the town-

dwellers, the local crusaders from the landed aristoerzcy and the bourgcoi-

"3Ibid., pe 75e

74Ibid., pPe 80e Market fraud was one of the original motives which
premrted lanviray to promote the law of 1884, The szyndicalists encountered
some difficulty in this same year (1907) with the government. A plan was
proposed by the government te meintain distinctions between commereial and
professional associations. See Ibid., ppe 51, 59-75.
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sio.75 Although the Socialists came to support and promote the extension
of agricultural cooperatives, they recogniged that the ezrly cooperative
programs were essentislly the work of the syndicates.76

Although the Socialists and the syndicalists agreed on such mutters
as anti-militarism, paeifism and the need for reform, there were many dif-
ferences in the aprroach to the peasantry that each group emrloyed. Wwhere
the syndiecalists tried to emphasize the iaoa of solidarity in a single peas-
ant class, the Socislists pointed out the diversities within the poasantry.77
While the former preached an apolitical doctrine, the latter tried to en-
tangle the peasants with polities. When the syndiealists erganized en the
Jocal level and federated, the Socialists did nothing te impreve their or-
ganizational links with rural areas =nd tried te remcin a eentralized strue-
ture. Where the syndicalists supported private property and tried to devel-
op each locality in reference to its own peculisr circumstances, the Sociel-
ists tslked of collectivization of property and tried to 2pply their theories
and policies in a similar manner te 211 localities, In the final analysis,
the syndiszlists provided much oprposition to the doctfines and practices of
the Socialists among the peasantry.

Initi=1ly, the POF (the Guesdists) enjoyed the support of the syn-

diealists, who were somewhat influenced in the direction of POF policy un=

75Wfight, Rural Revolution, ppe 19=20,

T6Eneyeleredie mosisliste, VIII, pe 274. Compere-horel was the chief
supporter of eooperatives samong the Soeialists before the War. He felt that
the extension of cooperatives would provide a solution to the agrarian prob-
lem of the Socislists. His views are discussed further in Chapter I1II, see
below, ppe. 51-56.

77WTight, Rurzl Revolution, pe 24.
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till 1894 when relations between the two groups were ruptured over the issue
of the general strike, which the syndicalists surported and the Guesdists op~
posed. 78 The disagreement was 21s0 concerned with syndiealist involvement
in polities. The syndiealists declared against direct partieipation in pol~
itics at Nantes in 1895 and at Amiens in 1906.79 At Amiens the GGT adopted
it; apolitieal position by the mear-umanimous vote of 830 te 8.80 Guesde,
however, stil desired SFIO eontrol over the CGT so that the Party eould ine

srease its influemee and its militant ctrength.BI

During this peried, the
Guesdists also had to struggle agrinst the Broussist faetiom, which was also
trying to gair influence over the eyndicates.ez Even though the Blanquists
added strength to the Guesdists when they joined the latter feetien in 1901,
they did net suppert the Guesdist policy toward syndicalism, opposing them
and supporting Jeures onm the issus of the general strike.

Thus, by 1905 the French Socialists had become a formally united and
important politieal force; but their relationship to the agricultural commun~

ity was structurally and substantially wezk. The peasantry presenied prob-

78Ligou, Histoire, ppe 56-58,
79Ibides ppe 59-60.
80Encyelopedie socialists, VIII, pe 71
81Gordberg, Jaures, ppe 390-393.
82Carl Landauer, European Socielism, A History of Ideas and Kovements
from the Industrial Revolution te Hitler's Seizure of pPewer (II; Berkley and
Los Angeless University of Califernia Press, 1959;, I, pe 340, Landauer notes

that by the early 1900"s there were more Broussists and Allemanists in syndi-
ealist positiens than there were Guesdists,

ealbid., PPe 329,493, Vaillant, a Blanquist originally, wes to sup-
port the general strike at Copenhagen im 1910,



e e - . e —— - .

1
€
1
- ne



43

lems which had to be overeome if the Soeislistis were to advance politically
under the existing eonditions of the Third Rerublice They had attacked the
rroblems, but they had not completely resolved them. By this time, however,
the Socialists were more elésoly ~-= but not completely -~ associated with
the value structure and ideals of the rural community than they had been in
1880, Their agricultural problems were further complieated by the doctrines
and practices of the syndicalists, If the Socialists vould have taken over
the syndicalist moevement in the early 1900%s, they would have greatly ad-
vansed their organizational links with the eountryside and brondened the ac-
tive base of their politisal strength. But most of the sgricultural rrob-

lems that eonfronted the Sociclists in 1905 remained unsolved a decade later,






CHAPT:R III

S F I 0 AGRICULTURAL POLICIES, 1905-1914

In the decade preceding World War I the main attention of the Social-
ists and, in fact, most of France was directed toward the internationsl situ-
etion and teward a concern over labor conditions snd industrizl orgsnizatien.
A direct eoncern with the egrarisn yroblem was relegated to secondary consid-
erationsy and this preblem remsined gener=lly unsolved at the outbreak of war
in 1914, and specifieally unsolved among the Socialists. Indirectly, however,
the Soeialists' policies pertaining te international cireumstances and 1labor
organigation did affeet their relations with the peasantry.

The first deeade and a half of the twentieth eentury was a period of
economic grewth for France. Between 1901 and 1913 her per eapita industrial
preduction rese at 2 higher rate than the general rise in EurOpe.1 The rural
sestors of the esonomy benefited from tariff protections, improved technolo-
gy, riesing prieces for farm produce, and a general increase in European trade,?
Yot, Gordon Wright notes that the stalemate society continued teo exists

The survival of the static sector was even clearer in agriculture, where
the excessively slow drift to the eities (amounting te abeut one pereent
of the rural ropulation per year) left far too many marginal farms oper-
ating, and where most peasants had no easy access to earital for improve-

ments, French sgriculture increasingly beeame_s museum with exhibits
ranging from the medieval to the ultra modern,

1Goldberg, Jaur}s, pe 361,
2Ibid,

3Wright, France im Modern Times, p. 348
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The inconsistency between the economie growth and the remaining marginal con-
dition of much of the peasantry is explained by two reasons, First, economie
advances were made in sgriculture, but they were made by the better-e¢ff farm-
ers who could ebtain eredit for eapitel investment.4 Sesond, much of the ex~
pansion at this time came from the industrial schere,®

During this peried of eeonomic expansion the Dreyfus Affair emerged

and discredited the army, eausing a surge of anti-militarism and anti-patriot-
ism en the 1eft.6 This surge expanded with the increasing tensions of the
Franco-German conflict over Morocco, incidents such as occurred at Casablanca,
Rabar and Agadir acting as eatalysts, The issue of war er pease came ot occu-~

py most of the attention of the Sociaslists; and, indireectly, the issue had an
important relationship with the peasantry. The reserve of menpower for the
army in case of war would eome from the ranks of the peasantrys and as Gordon
Wright notes, the peasants "disliked military serviee and retained an old pre-
Judice against the officer c1ass.“7 The left in the rural districts, led per-
tieularly by the Redieals who had a focthold in these areas, began te denounce

the army &nd to support a reduetion in the term of military service. A reduc-

4Tbid., pe 344. Wright alse notes that improved eonditions in sgri=
eultural eareas were aided by a2 falling birth-rate and the urban migratien,
which reduced pressure on farm land., The rise in the increzse of smull held-
ings reached a peak in the early 1890's and started to decline thereafter.
Within the classifications of the peasaniry, the day~laborer who owned some
of his 12nd was declining the fastest, moving te the city in an attempt to
improve his condition. Brogan, France, pe. 406.

5Goldberg, Jauf%s, Pe 361 Per eapita industrial precuetion rose 57%
in France between 1901 and 1913,

6Jaur;s became a Dreyfussard, but Guesde refused to associate with
the Lreyfussards because he considered them bourgeois.

7
Wright, France in Modern Times, p. 339
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tion in the term of service from three to two years, which was to be coun-
teracted in 1913, wes an early result of this antiwmilitarism.e The Soeial=-
ists suprerted Rouvier, one of the leszding proponents of this legislatien,
and the bill was enacted in April, 1905.9 It is not surprising te See So-
cialist-Radieal cooperstion en this issue because the Radicals had their
seats in the pacifie countryside at stake and because one of the cohesive
fastors of unity among Soeislist factions in 1905 was an abhorence of war,
which they feared esould break out on an internatienal level.lo The pasifiem
of the Seclalists was one element that associeted them with the wzlue sys-
tem of the peasentry; and this wvelue association partly exrlains the in-
ereased support given the Socialists by the peasantry between 1906 and 1914.
The leading Socialist spokesman for the pscifie policy ef the SFIO
was Jean Janf%s. He remained =2n advoeate of peace until he was assassinated
by Ludwig Frank on July 31, 1914, He preposed & rlan which would reorganize
the French army, changing it from a permanent bedy to a eitizens® arny'%l This

plan was described in a book, L'Arn‘; nouvelle (The New Army), that Jaures

published in 1910, The idea behind this porular ermy was that it would be
able to guarantee the defense of the mation, if attacked, until more effee-

tive units could be mobilized; and it weuld deter the bourgecis government

8Go1dberg, Jaures, p. 335.

%Tvid.

1OI'bid. This fear was related to the Russe-Japanese Wer then in pro-

gress,
11
Ibidey ppe 329=3303 Pease, Jaures, Fpe 110-119; L. Levy-Bruhl, Jean
Jauros, Essai biograrhique (Pariss F. Rieder et Cie, editeurs, 1924), PPe e 121-
122, The complete text of the prlan as presented to the Chamber in November,
1910 ecan be found in Qeuvres, IV, ppe 454-460.
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from engaging in any offensive wars.12 Thus, it would tend to secure reaece,
Offensive war was sncthema, but defensive wer allowed for the pstriotic ele-
ment of the French charaeter. As D.W. Brogan notes: ". o Jaures allowed
for the deep~rooted patriotism of the average Fremeh mun, and he understoed
that to affront it was not te mcke of the peasant or the worker a nationless
member of the international proletariat, but te drive him into the hands ef
the Nationaliste . « ."l3 Milorad M. Drachkoviteh states that Jaures® re-
erganizationsl pland the general question of war support acted as a polem-

ie within the SFIO.14 Suprorted by Jaures and those Soeialists who maintain-
ed a belief in the moral righteousness of defensive wars, the rlan was attack-
ed by Hervd and ether Socialists whe were opposed to any type of war whether
it was defensive or offensivo.ls These differences emong the Seeialists on
the war issue were veiced at the Congress ef Limoges in November, 1906, Hervo,
urged epposition te every wery Guesde presented a resolutiom "whiech subordin-
ated the specific struggle against war to the larger effort against ecapital-

n16 and Jaures spoke in favor of surport for defensive wars., A

iem itself,
eompromise motion was presented by Vaillant and aceepted by the delegates, It

ealled for the defense of the mation against unprovoked attacks, but it ecom-

12501dberg, Jaures, Ppe 385-388.

13Brogan, France, pe 430,

4
Milerad M. Drachkoviteh, Les Socialismes francais et allemand et

le probleme ce la guerre, 1870-1914_z—en373a Libreirie K, Droz, 1953)y ppe
134-121,

15

Goldberg,_JauﬁBs, Pe 379

Ibid.
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mitted the Socialists to "'parlismentary setiom, public egitation, popular
rrotest meetings, even the general strike and insurrection® in erder to pre-
vent wars of aggressien.'17 When war broke out in 1914, all Socialists, even
Herve, supported the government end the war in defense of the French nation.
Guesde even became a minister without portfolio in the war cabinet. Under-
lying his belief in peaece, Jaures wes convinced that it could enly be attaime
ed by the growth‘of understanding and trust on an international level, What
was needed was a free federation of sovereign mations which weuld give up
the exereise of military force and submit itself to arbitration and the ra-
tional operatiom of the rules of law.ls

The issue of war or reace intensified between 1910 and 1914, and the
efforts ef the SFIO were direeted toward the maintenance of peace. In 1913
Barthou proposed a three-year military service law which was denounced by the
Seeialists, who resolved at Brest (March, 1913) to fight the propesed law,l®
The debate in the Chamber began in Jume and lasted for seven weeks. The bill

finally passed in tne middle of July.20

One of the reasons for the length
and intensity of this debate was the rolitieal lag of the rural eormunity.
The nationalist revival of 1911-1914, which resulted beeause of the behavior
of Germany, did not affeet the Redicals 28 quickly beeause most of their dis-

triets were in rurasl aress, which changed their attitude more alowly.zl There

7
1 Ibid.
18 % .
Pease, Jaurss, ppe 133, 143,
19 01dberg, Jaures, pe 441,
2oIbid., Pe 442,

Z19right, Frence in Kodern Times, pe 339,
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was eollaboration between Radicals and Soeislists en this issue, Thus, this
"rursl l-g wns reflected in the last prrewer elections (Arril-May, 1914),when
the country chose a Chamber wnese mrjority was committed to a reduction in
military service and & pacifie foreign policy."22

Anti-expansionism w=s slse involved in the program of the anti-mili-
tarists., In reality, they fesred tnat Frencn expansionist efforts could eac-
ily lead to an eutbreak of hostilities. They were, tneretore, mucn concerned
with the intentions of the French govermment in Africa and condemned any ac-
tions that could lead to an estrangement with Germ=ny.

The other major concern that confronted Socialists between 1305 and
1914, ie®e labor conditions and industrial orgenization, beeame stifled for
a time because of the disag;eement between the SFIO and the CGT as to what
their relationship sheuld be. When the CGT reiterated its arolitiesl posi-
tion at Amiens in 1906, the Socialists were divide along three courses as to
what the prorer relation should be. Hervé wanted them to be completely sep=
arete; Guesde wanted to incorporate the CGT into the SFICy and Jaures, act-
ing in the sririt of compromise in the quest for unity, wanted a cooperative
alliance between the two grours. Jaures® position was officially adopted in
Nevember, 1906 at the Congress of Limoges,?3 but thers continued to be a mild
friction within the Party on this issue., By 1909 there existed a tacit work-
ing agreement between the CGT and the SFIO, which tended to broaden and to

strengthen the working-cless movement., Both apreared to be hending in the same

Ibid.

23Goldberg, JnnEEs, PPe 390-393. Altnouph tne Guesdist were the more
rowerful faetion when the Socielists unified in 1905, the Jauressians hrd be=
come the majority and controlling faetion by November, 1906,






directiong the CGT economicelly, the SFIO politically. The working rela-
tionship is important in reference to the re~santry because many of the syn-
dicates were agricultural units. Syndiealist support for the Socialists en-
tailed, at least in port, some political suprort from the rural areas, as
well as industrial suprort from urban areas. The rural support came chief-
ly from the ranks of the day-laborers and the smzll proprietors., It is in-
teresting to note that there is a corresponding rise of both the CGT and the
SFIO in the decade prior to 1914.

The eleetions of 1906 resulted in gains for the United Socialists, but
the middle coalition of Radicals, Radical-Socialists, Left-Republicans and
Independent Socialists gained the most.24 Clemenceau became Premier in No=-
vember and announced a reform program, which did not materialige during his
edministration (1906-1909), This period was characterized by social unrest

and waves of strikes, stemming essentially from economic rather than poeliti-

ecal eonsiderationa.zs

In 1907 the revolt of the winegrowers of the Midi was
suppressed by the government by means of force. The crisis was caused by an
attack of phyloxera, foreign competition, and the tendency of a large area
of the Midi te engage in monoculture which made it become "more susceptible
to the fluctuations of the narkot."zé Demonstrations occurred at Montpellier

in June; and when Clemenceau sent troops to arrect the leaders and to dis-

perse the demonstraters, violence erupted and there wes a mutiny of the peas-

24__ .
4Ib1d., pe 3533 Brogan, France, pe 423.

25@right, France in Modern Times, p. 338; Goldberg, Jaures, p. 364
Brogan, France, pe 423.

2

®Wright, Rural Revolution, pe 27
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ant soldiers,27 The leader of the revolt, Marcellin Albert, led a march om
Paris but dispersed his followers after receiving some money from the Pre-
mieé?tiagnon writes of this incident that "Clemenceau's sbrupt treatment ef
the southern winegrowers was an excertion to the gener=lly favorable policy
of the Republic toward the frormer; egricultural schools, testing stations, and
touring exrerts were offered and, above 211, a comfortably high tariff."29
One positive aspeet that was an eutgrowth of the 1907 uprising was the for-
mation of the Conféﬂéfation Générale des Vignerons du Midi, which soon gained
over 70,000 members, It became a pilot organization thzt was soon imitated
by other growers. In 1913 these organizations of winegrowers jdined togethor
to found the Fedération des Associations Viticoles (FAV). This was the first
of the "specialized associations" to emorgé; and there was a rarid expsnsion
of these associations during the interwar period,.

The formulation of a direct agricultural program was one of the most
difficult problems thet confronted the SFIO between 1905 and 1914, and a for-
mal solution to the agrarien question was still wunting at the outbre=k of
the War. At the Congress of Limoges in 1906 the Socialists set up an inves-
tigating committee under the direction of Comﬁ%ro-norel te study the rural

situation and to mcke recommendations for a unified agricultural program.31

27Ibid.; Gagnon, France Since 1789, pe 275.

@i,

ngagnon, FYrance Since 1789, pe 281.

3owright, Rural Revolution, pe 28.

31pTexander Zevaes, Le Parti socinliste de 1904 2 1923 (Pariss Marcel

Riviere, 1923), pe. 42; Enc*céopedle sociamliste, III, PPe 253—254; Lefranc, Le
Mouvement, ppe 168-169.
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A questionneire inguiring into eleveh different areas was prep:red and sent
out to survey the working concitions of rurel laborers, the conditions of
rurel "expleoitation,” end the owﬁership of the me:zns of production.32 The
commission's rerort was accerted =t Nuncy in 1907, It noted that the con-
ditions of rural laborers were the sume as those of the urban workers and
that the smcll rezsant prorrietors were being exploited by the agricultural
eapitalists.33 It called for a progrom of immediate legislative reforms that
would p£omote a tendency toward equality in the distributive sphere, noted
the importance of the syndicalists® cooperative progrem, and advocated the
extension of agricultural cooperativeé.34 The work of the commission wes
noted, and Comﬁbr04uorol wes designeted to continue to direet it in the for-
nulation of a Soeialist egricultural progrem. Comﬁiro-Morel's position as
chairman of this commission led him to become the chief figure among Social=-
ists in the formulation of an asgrarian program from this time until after
the Whr.as
Discussion of the agricultural question was put off to the Congress
of Toulouse (October, 1908), but nothing was resolved thers either., Cempere-
Morel believed that the.proper way to rrepare for the colleetivization of

rural France was te promote a system of cooperatives, He stated thet he be-

lieved cooperatives would lead to voluntary collectivization smong the farm-

32Lefranc, Le Nouvement, pe 169,

331vid.s Encyclorédie socisliste, ITI, ppe 255-257.

34 franc, Le Mouvement, pp. 165, 168-169.

35thl French Comrunism, pe 410 Wohl goes so far as to state that
outside of Compere-Morel's efforts the SFIO had no agricultural rrogram be-
fore the War. Also see Lefranc, Le Mouvement, pe 170.
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ers, but in some aspects it aprears that he believed in cooperatives as an
end in themselves rather than as a means under which Socialism could evolve
in the agricultural comrunity, i.e.y ccoperative rather than collective or-
ganization would be the final form of ewnership of the means of production.36
He saw an advantage in the cooperative system which he believed could improve
the inferier conditionm of French agricultnre.37 He felt that the period for
individual initiative had passed and that modern machines were necessary to
overcome inferior econditions, The best way for the poorer fermers to mech-
anize would be to form cooreratives for the purchase ef machinery, as well
as for the purchase of other capital necessities, But his efforts at Tou-
louse were fruitless, and discussion of the question was again postponed.ag
The Congress of Saint-é¥ionne in April, 1909 dealt primerily upon
two considerationss the elections of31910 and the agriecultural quoation.4o
It was acknowledged that the Socialists would have to intensify their cam-
paign in the rural areas if they were to be politically successful in the
eoming elections, A prolonged diseussion ensued coneerning the agricultur—
al problem, i.es, the official program that the Socialists would adort.
ﬁho diseussion was directed along two different viewpoints: the Jaurdssians

supported the necessity of reformes and a special program for the agricul-

tural community 28 long as Socialism was the final goal; the Guesdiste did

3600m§3ro—Morel, La Politique agraire du Parti secicliste (Pariss
Librairie populaire, 1921), ppe 24, 29-32,

3T bide, ppe 14-15.
®B1pid., pe 35.
39Lefranc, Le Nouvement, pe 170.

®gneyclopedie socialiste, ITI, p, 184.




-

~

o




54

not see a need for a special program and though that Socialism should be ap~
rlied in the seme way in the countryside as in the eitiea.41 Vaillant felt
that the language of the agricultural program was becoming less and less so-
cialistic, compromising Socialism with the values of the bourgeois society.42
A total ef twenty-six speaksrs addressed the delegates on this mattor,43 but
it lay unresolved at the end of the Congroas.44 The question was also put
off later in 1909 at the Congress of Saint-Quentin.45 It was never resolved
before 1914.

There was alse disagreement among the Socialists upen reform legis-
latiene Early in 1910 a pension bill was intreduced into the Chamber, At
the Congress of Nimes in February, 1910 a eontroversy arose in the Social-
ist ranks over suprort of this bille, It was suprorted by Jeures who spoke
of demoeracy as the key te Soecialist influence of the capitalist state.46
Horve attacked the bill and Jaurss. Paul Lafargus, a Guesdist and Marx's
son~-in~law, attacked the bill as it would permit the eapitalists te steal

from the workers.47 Guesde was against the bill and tried to persuade the

delegates to adopt an officiml resolution eomdemning it.48 The final rese-~

“I1pid., pp. 186-188,

4226&&)3, Parti socisliste, pe 43.

43Ency310péa;g socisliste, IIT, ppe 186~188,

44 , R
Zevees, Parti socialiste, ppe 42-46

45Encyclopedie secialiste, III, pe 260e

45601dberg, Jauf%s, Pe 406
4TIbide, pe 405.

1vid., p. 405-406.
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Jutien, as adopted by the Congress, suprorted the bill, Jau£;s having the
support of the majority of the delegates. Guesde sroke egainst the bill in
the Chamber, Jeures for it; it passed the Chamber in April, 1910.49 As the
rension bill covered agricultursl workers, there is a relationship between
the various Soeialists positions 2nd the agricultural community. Given that
the legislation would be beneficiel to the workers, the position taken by
Guesde and his follewers arrears to be hostile to the best immediate inter-
ests of the werkers; but it is eonsistent with their doctrine of non-collab-
oration with the bourgeoisie, The Jauressien position is more humanitarian
and is directod>to improve the workers® immediate condition, even at the ex-
pense of collaboration with the bourgeoisie, The less doetrinaire approach
of Jaures was more flexible and could be adjusted to meet the orpertunities
for social and economie reform s they occurred. Thus, in relation to the
finel end -~ Socialism through evolutionary and democratic mesns for Jau;Ez,
Soeialism threugh dectrinal and Merxian means for Guesde —— ea2c¢h wes eon=-
sistant in an extended persrective. Put, as both proclaimed te work for im-
mediate reforms, the Jaufbasian current wes more consistant in the short run
rerspective, The Guesdists® emphasis on the priority of a pelitical take-
over sometimes provided them with a justified reason, er at least a ration-
elization, to oppose speeific rrorosals of eeconomic and soeial reform,

Thus, during this period there was internal disegreement in the SFIO
on the adoption of a particular agfieultural program and on the methodolog=
ical approach that should be used to establish Socialisme Most of the ef-

forts toward a consolidated program eczme from ComBero-Morel. He was able

491pid., pe 407
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gomewhat to coordinate the rarty's reform rrogram, which was eclectic in nz-
ture, including meny of the Guesdist and Jeuressian reform rolicies develorecd
in the 189%0's, These reforms included the reduction of transportation costs,
the regulation of labor, minimum wages, the extension of cooperatives, health
Iaws, and, in general, an extension of seeizl and economie logislation?o But
he did net arrange an sgreement on the question of the method of ownership of
the means of production in the rural community under Socislism. In fact, he
tended to complicate the problem with his emrhasis on cocoperatives, which he
rersonally thought rerresented the solution to the probleme. In his orjiemte-
tion, he was a Guesdist rather than a Jauf?ssian; end this presented a prac-
tical problem in itself: a Guesdist was the chairmon of the party's agrieul-
turel commission, but the majority ef the perty was Jauf%ssian. He is =c-
cused by Lefranc of being resronsible for the party faetions not getting to-
gether on a unified egrarian pregram before the Whr.SI His pesition as the
chairman of the commission could well be used in playing polities toward this
disjunctive end, esrecielly if he felt that he did not have enough support to
put through his own program. Yet, the party was eble to come te an agreement
on ome thing: it eoncurred that an intensified approach to the peasantry was
necessary in order to strengthen its political position. With its organiza-
tional links with the countryside being relatively wesk, campaign approaches
were sarried on by the individual eandidates in eaech locality in the tradi-
tional French fashion. The intensified el etoral proraganda -- not to be con-

fused with an intensified egriculturel program -- paid off so that "by 1914

P -
OEnevelopédie socisliste, II, ppe 257ff.

SIchranc, Le FMouvement, ppe 1€9-171.
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nd2 and had en-

Socialist propaganda had begun to penetrate the reasantry
eroached upon the territory of the Radicals.

By 1914 the SFIO could not be considered a purely proletarian party
eonmitted to a revolutionary takeover of the state. It directed its appeal
to mcny different elements of society in an effort to gain political sup~
rorte The majority of its membters had accerted elass collaboration toward
reform and had abandoned the doctrinzire aprre=zch of Marxisme. The party had
committed itself te a peaceful, evolutionary transformaution of the state to
Soecislisme The left wing of the party had been forced to yield to the more
numerous reform faction headed by Jeures. In relation to the peasantry, the
rerty had ebandoned the doetrine of complete ecllectivization of property
and had conceded allowances for the existence of smell holdings of private
rroperty for the small, inderendent farmers, although there was some dis-
egreemsent on this matter within the perty ranks. It recognized its need of
politicel suprort from the rural areas and started to intensify its prope-
ganda efforts tﬁere. In reality, however, the agricultural program and the
sgrarian comrmunity were given secondary consideration in view of the two
mejor considerations of the times: international reace and labor rroblems
and organization. Even though it theoreetically rroclaimed te be the party
of the proletariat,ssit found itself somewhat divorced from direct involve-
ment with the labor movement because of its differences snd difficulties with
the syndicalists. lore and more, it had becoms the party of the petty'bour-

geoisie, including many civil servants, journalists, white-collar workers,

-+

52th1, French Cormunism, p, 19

53Encyclopéaie socialicrte, II, pe 259
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teachers, and prefessionels in its ranks. Its greatest associational val-
ues with the stalemste society were rocifism snd enti-militarism. And even
though there was an associetion of some vslues with the peasantry, the So-
cialists found that in 1914 they still remcined in a situmtion of unresolved
conflict with the esgricultural comrunity on the issues of rrorerty and socio-

econcmic change.



CEAFTuR IV

ELECTIONS, IDZOLOGY AND PROFAGANDA
e outeome of elections in France was dependent upon the rensuntry
because of its influentizl position under tne Constitution c¢f the Third Re-
public, and the countryside maintained its electorsl advantage until proror-
tion~l representzation wes edopted in 1945, It frniled, however, to rrovide
suftficient leadership from within its own renks so thot in praoctice its al-
lisnce with bourgeoisie sent members of tnis lattier class to Parlinment.
In reference to this, one historisn has writtens
For a long time, the orgenizations representing sgricultural inter-
ests have been divided by their politiecel allegiances, Some (in the Rue
d*Athenes end Rue Scribe) were dominsted by the representatives of the
landed aristocracy. Otners (in tne Boulevard St, Germain) were domina-
ted by middle-class rerresentatives wno belonged to the Radiezl Farty.
Tne traditional leaders of agriculture -- whether right or left -- game
mostly from the ricn regions of srecialized agriculture, Llost of them,
noble or middle elases, did not really belong to the peassnt groupe
Political life for the peasant did not seem to intertwine sufficiently with
the realistie conditions in his ecoﬁcmic or social Spheres.2 The peasant
found little else besides his intermittent treks to the polls on election

dsy to connect him directly with the nation's roliticsl activity. His poli-

tical demonstrations, such as occurred in 190’7,3 hed economic origins and did

1Hof fmann et al., In Search of France, re 381,

2Ibid., pe 393

35ee FPe 50-51,

59
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not pressure the government into adorting eny significant progrem ch=nges,

The moin politieal concern of the peasantry wes directed towsrd maintaining
its economic welfare; and it appears that it wvms satisfied with its role in
the eperation of the government, allowing the bourgeoisie to cecnircl the op-
eration of administrative metters. One seociologist has written: "What orients
change in a society, however, seems to be what its peorls want out of 1life,
and this is determined by their values."4 The reasant, his value system eo-~
ineciding with that of the bourgeoisie, wanted to maintain the stztus quo of
the political operation of the stalemate society.

There was no political party that specifically rerresented or sought
to represent the peasaniry as distinct from other sccial classes; "and any
group which in substance stood for a special agrarian interest was usuclly
careful te disguise the fact."5 France's problem, in this respect, was the
failure ef the development of her political groups inte well-defined, well=
disciplined and woll-oréanized parties. ‘hile a mass electorate was emerg-
ing, there was no similar emergence of political parties with mass appeal,
which was necessary for a healthy political enviromment, The development of
the SFIO was unlike that of its British counterpart, the Labour Party.

The Socialists' first supporters from the agricultural ecommunity were
the farm laborers ¢f the northeast and "scattered clusters of marginal small-
owners and tenants in the center and southwest."e Goguel cites the follow-

ing departments as having develored a leftist orientation by 1885: Ardennes,

“Hof fmann et al., In Search of France, p. 302
sihomson, Democracy, pe 51

Sright, Rural Revolution, pe 23; Francois Goguel, Geographie des elec-
tions frangaises de 1870 & 1951 (Pariss Librairie Armcnd Jolin, 1951), pe 105.







61

Aisne, Nihvre, Cher, Allier, Cruese, Haute-Vienne, Correze, Dordogne, Drome,
Easses-Alpes, Var, Isers, ArdBche, Vaueluse, Gard, Eouches-du-RFone, Hé}ault,
Aude, Pyrénées Orientale, Aribge, Haute~Garonne and the Seine.7 Fetween 1502
and 1914 the departmonts of Gers and Lancdes turned to tne lefl, as did the de-
partments of Pas-de-Czlais, Somme, Oise, Seine-et-Oise and Charente after the
Whr.s All of these departments cluster in four arees: the south, the south-
west, the center and the northeast, They are not heavily industrialized and
are rather characterized by the diversity of their economic occupations. Of
these areas, the most industrialized wes the northeast, but it also had mzny
small farms. Light industrislization, mining and small-seale agriculture char-
acterized the center; the southern and southwestern areas were predominintly
rorulated by farmers and winegrowers, and the textile industries employed al-
most all &f the rest of the porulation,.

Although there were only six Socialists elected to the Chamber in 1885,
their strength grewwuntil they found themselves, i,e., the SFIO, the second-
largest party in France in 1914, The elections of 1893 gave the Socialists
their first sizable parliamentary group. They rolled 8.6% of the total rop-
ular vote and held thirty-one seats in the Chambor.9 Their number of seats
increased to fifty-five in 1858, and in the 1902 els ctions they obtained over
fifty seats with the Jauressian Parti socialiste frangais having triprle the

number of seats as the Guesdist Parti socialiste de France.lo One reason for

7Goguel, Gé%graphie, pe 105.
1vid.

gPotor Campbell, French Eleestoral Systems and Elections since 1729
(2nd ed.; Hemden, Conn.s Archon Eoeks, 1965), pe 82

1OIbid., ppe 82-83; Cole, History of Socialist Though*t, III, pe 351,
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the greater success of the first party was its electorzl tactic of forming
coelitions with bourgeois porties.ll This election ccme at a time when the
issue of collebcration with the bourgeoisie was cuusing much cebate cmong
the ranks of the Soci:lists, In view of their poczition on the Dreyfus Af-
fairlz and the lfillerznd controversy}3 it is not difficult to understand the
Guesdists' position in oprosing coalitions with the bourgeoisie. The Jaures-
sians emerged more powerful in Parliament than the Guesdists at a time when
their membership was dropping and the number of Guescists wms increasing.
The key to the political success of the Sociamlists was to collsborzts with
the bourgeois groups, which they tended to do (particularly with the Radicals)
on an increasing scale over the next decade. Examples of this collzboration
between Socialists and Radicsls ean be seen in reference to the militury ser-
vice bills of 1905 and 1913,

Greater gains were made by the Socialists after they united in 1905.
In 1906 seventy-ene Socialists were elected to Purliament; fiffy-three cf them

14

were members of the SFIO, the rest were Independents, The discussions at
the Congress of Seint-Etienne in 1909 produced a campaign program in 1910 that
revolved around the eight-hour day, a progressive income tax, prorortional re-

presentation, the mzintenznce of peace and other planks declaring for sociel

11Golo, History of Socinl Thought, III, pe 351,
12

See below, note 6, pe 45.

13Millerand was o Socialist who sccepted a ministerial post under the
Waldeck~-Rousseau cabinet. He was condemned for this act by the Guesdists, but
not by the Jauressians., Vhen the Socialists unified in 1905 Jaures had to ae-
cept the Guesdist rosition of non-participation in bourgeois governments.

14
Cempbell, French Elestornl Systems, pe 84. Wohl identifies fifty-
four with the SFIO; Wohl, krench Communism, pe 17. Zéveds puis the number at
fifty-one; Z‘#acs, Parti gocialiste, pe 19
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and economic welfsre legislation.15 Seventy-six SFIO rerresentatives were
elected that year, along with two dozen Inderendent Socialiets.16 The char-
scter of the SFIO members of the Chamber in 1910 was basically bourgeois.
The SFIO Deputies included eight university rrofessors, s even emall farm-
ers, seven journalists, seven lawyers, six doctors and pherm:chists, five
mamufecturers and shopkeepers, one engineer, one chemist and the rest were
white-collar workers and m-muzl 1aborers.17 The majority of the SFIO mem-
bers of Parlizment to the 1914 Chamber were also bourgeois in charactorola
In 1914 there were only five proletaricns among the top twenty-seven mili-
tant leaders of the party.19 The mzjority of the porty membersnow came

from the departments eof the Nord, Gard, Haute-Vienne, Aube, Vaucluse, Ar-
dennes, Pyr‘;é;l-Orientales, and the Seine.zo These departments rerresented-
the traditionzlly strong areas of the Socialistss the Nord, Ardennes and
Aube in the north; Heute-Vienne in the center; Pyré%éGB-Oriantales in the
southy Gard and Vaueluse in the southwest; snd the Seine rerresented the So-
cialists in the Paris distriet. Socialist suprort in these areas cume from
diversified socio-economic classes. Ior example: industrial laborers and
civil servants supported the Socisliste in the Seine; in Aube, vineyard la=-

borers, woodcutters, farmers, farm laborers, a2nd the incustrial workers of

15Encyelop63io gocialiste, III, pe 15.

lslbid., pe 843 Wohl, French Ccmmunism, pe 20; Campbell, French Elec~
toral Systems, pe 84.

17

Wohl, French Ccmrunism, pe20.

18Lefranc, Le Mouvement, pe. 188,

lg'ﬁohl, French Communiszm, pe 20.

20Ibide, pe 17.
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Troyes and Romilly voted for the Socialists;zl end in the Nord, there was
surrort from miners, textile workers, smell farmers, pecscnts, =and workers
from m~ny diverse industries.<2 With this varied suppert, the SFIO could
not be considered as an exclusively proletarinst porty; this is evident not
only from the ranks of its suprorters, btut from the p:rty membters and De=-
ruties elso, As a party, it rerresented reny varied and diverse occupztion-
al groupe, some of which vere bourgeois,

In the elsction of 1914, the SFIO increased its campsign efforts in
the rural areas. In central and southern France, it took away some of the
Radicels tresditionzl 'c',‘trongholds.?3 The number of seats it held in the Cham-
ber increased to one-hundred and three, and the percentage of votes that it
rolled rose to 16,97 of the total es it tzllied some 1,400,000 votesfﬂiihus,
in 1914 the SFIC became the second-largest party in the Chsmber, rossessing
about one-sixty of the total seats. Between 1885 and 1914 the Socirlists and,
generclly epeaking, the entire French left increased the number of degpcrt-
ments in which they held me jorities, while the number controlled by the con-
servatives and moderates tended to decrease, excert in 1910?5 the geins of

the left were most striking in central and southern France.

The SFIO also mede g=ins in Frznce's loczl elections, i.e.,elections

/
21Encyclopedio socigliste, IX, pe 126,

22Tbide, ppe 392-393.

23Goldberg, Jaures, pe 447.

24Ibid., pe 4533 Campbell, French Electoral Systems, pe 85. Wohl iden-
tifies only 101 Socialists as belon:ing to the S1'I0, Wohl, French Corrunicr,
Pe 17 Tne total votes rolled by tue SFIO in tne first elections after unity
(1906) was 878,000, Thus, by 1914 they gained a half of a million votes.

25

Goguel, Géogre hie, rpe 30-41, 52-63,



- B -
. )
1
. - -
. N - -
- . . .

. . * B

- -



€5

of mayors, deruty mayors snc town councilerse. Between 19C8 and 1912 the
number of Socialists elected in thése contests increased from cne-hundred
and ninety-six to two-huncred and eighty-two, and there were many coali-
tions with the Radicals in these elections.-® 1In 1910 the Socinlists com-
raigned lecally on a social and economic refor@ platform,27 and by 1912 they
had generclly included the extension of agricultural eoeoreratives as part

of this platform.28

ihet explains the rolitical growth of focialism during this period?
The first factor lies in the rereon of Jean Jeures. He worked éiligently
et keering the party unified and in guicding it in a reformist cdirection in-
etead of a revoluticnary one which would huve been orrosed to the gocizl val-
ues of the domincting conservative forces of French society. Rel-ted to
this is the second factor of Party unity,. ThelSFIO tenced to zct more as @
unit even though there existed some dissgreement within ite r=nks on method
and cn the question of prorerty. Increased surrort from the rurel areas is
a third factor. FEy 1914 the SFIO had only started to make inrosds into the
countrysice, and these intencified efforts of rroregenda were rroving to bear
rolitical rewarcs. Indeed, their campeign here could well acapt itself to a
-= then unused -= slcgan of "FPeace, Lcnc and Ereczd;™ pewzce for the m:jor sup-
ply of army recruits, land for the small prorertyholcer, and bread, j.eey a
regular income, for the farm laborers who were often subject to employment

fluctuations, depencing uron seasonal work for the most psrt. It is in ref-

7
%6Encyclopécie socialiste, IX, ppe 436-453; ITI, ppe 19-30, 02-84.

2TIbide, ITI, pe 15.

QBIbid., P> 18¢ This reflects the influence of Ccmﬁbre-ﬁorel, whe
rushed the extension eof cooreratives in the rurcl areas.
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erence and in resronse to such pccific ond eccnomic apreals == made nct only
by the Socielists =~ thzt the peasantry g-ve increaced support to the Irench
left., The fourth, and perh=ps the most imycrtant, factor was the adzptzation
of the SFIO to the bourgeois wzlues of the st:lemcte society. The Socialists
ccnceded on the question of tetal collectivization of rroperty and allowed
for the existence of private property on the level cf the sm:-11 lancholder,
This idea found itself in acecerdance with the chorscter of the stomized so-
ciety of the Third Rerublic, Only the prorerty of the large, exrloiting
I=ncdholders would bte collectivized by the stcte under Sociclicm. The eve-
lution of Sociamlism cnd the peaceful cecuriiy of the individuzl =2nd of the
n-tion wes sgocially more arresling to the countryside and theypetty bour-
gecisie thsn the e=1l for revclution and the overthrow of the existing or-
der. Ly shifting the emrhrsis of their progrim to economic m:tters in the
case of 1he peasentry 2nd to socizl matters in the case of the proleteriaj%g
the Sociclists were able to hedge upon the forces of the existing society
end stcy within the secope cof its equilibrium, i.e., they hedged upon the
petty bourgeois and reasant elements of s=ociety, and they rresented a rolite
icel rlatform that could be tolerated within the wnlue limits of society.

Yet there werc many areas of weakneeses wiphin the rarty; end these
we-knesses prevented its creratiqn as a well-organized and discirlined par-
ty capable of successfully rresenting its program to the mass electotcrate, A
successful rresentstion, in this sense, is me=nt thut the party could apyeal
to 2 lerger number of its existing supporters ﬁnd thet it could appe=l to those

grours not rresently suprorting the Sccialist, sguch z8 mest of the monufac-

29Tbid., IT, pp. 169-170, 234-236, The Gocialists were often amccused
by their orronents of having two politiczl programs, one for the reasantry
and retty bourgeois end the other for the workers, znd of being oprortuniste,
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turers, and the farmers of the west and ncrthwest. In theory, the main thrust
of the party's program vas directed towzrd the yproletariat, but the prolet:r-
iat in France wes not yet numerous enough to give the Sociulists the degree
of support that they wanted and needed. The SFIO also fuiled to "command the
finuncial and orgenizational helyp of the working classes."Bo This weas ceused,
for the most purt, by the dissociaction of the syndicalist movement with the
Socinlist movement, The breskur of the SFIQO after the War and the founding
of the French Communist Party affected Socislist strength and unity, and this
erlit siphoned off some Socialist suprort,

In relation to the agricultural community, the SFIC failed to present
a cohesive agricultural program supported by the entire party; it failed to
develop its organizational links with the countryside; and it faziled to di=-
rect and command the peasantry as a revolutionary group within the framework
of its political tradition. Moreover, there wzs an ideological gap between
the peasantry and the Socielists which had not been bridged. This gop wos
the difference between the collectivist philosorhy ef the latter end the in-
dividualiem of the former. 7he individusl in Socizlism becomes prrt of the
organic body of the state; he is an individual in the corrorate sence. He is
an owvner in the state corporstion much as the stockholder is gn owner of a
business corroration. Although social and economic inequrlities would be
remedied by stste intervention, family yroperty would be suppressed?l Soli-

darity rerlaces individualiem,

3OGa.gnon, Frznce Since 1789, pe. 278.

3lgustave Le Bon, The Psychology of Scci:licm (Wells, Vermonts The
Fraser Publirhing Company,[1965 first publicrhed in New York: The }ncMillan
Comreny, 1899] ), pe 3l.
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The French egricultural cormunity of this period coesnot fit into
the formel etructure of Soci&list ideclogye. It values incividu=alimm over
scliderity, anc yrivrte o'merchirp over collective ovnershir. It suprorts
the family icezl over the coryorzte. It tends to =zd=yt itself mecre slowly
to the exegencies of the medern worlcd and to the use ot mcdern sgricultural
mocninery. By 1914, thore wes little mccernization in lrench agriculture;
in fact, there was relatively little mecCernization as late =s the poct 'orld
Wer II period. This rural slowness of ckange wac alco reflected in its e-
lection ¢f a preific and anti-militaristic Chzmber msojority in the election
of 1914. The pe=sants, at this time, were nct resdy for sny chonges; nor
did they went any, excert those that would promote their economic welfure.
Particulerly, they resisted any change in socisl srezs for they were inor-
dinately conservative in this srhere and hnrd "net develored much of a Sso=
cial conscience."32 "Atomiem" was a cheracteristic of the French reasantry
because cf the relative isolation of agriculture and its slovwness to mcdern-
izo.33 There were no large associaticns or solid group structure. Frag-
mentation thus resulted among the agrarians; and the corollary of fragmen=-
tetion was individualism.34 Individuslism is in essence oprosed to soli-
darity end the collective ideas of Socisliem.

The family unit wrs entrenched among the vsolues of the rural comnunf
jtye It is difficult for this tyre of structure to ellow & corrorate struc-

ture to abide elongsice of it, or te rerlnce it altogether. This value cf

32Wright, Fresnce in Yodern Times, pe 363e

Lo Taw ~e . -

331cfimann et al., In Search of France, fpe 11

3471pi4.
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the ferily hcd its corolleory in the eccneric syhere as most French business-
es in 1914 vere orgenized on a srall-scclc boceis, cecentuunting the value of
ricro-associnticnalirm (cssociation in em-ll-merberchip grours rather than
in large-rembershir ones) rnd the rroblem of fragmentation. Thrifi and in-
heritance were valued by the reassantr, es wes jrivate rropertve The peasants'
wey of life, their cheracter, and their values weuld not zllow them to ac-
cent the ideology of Socizlism in iis unabridgecd form.

“herey then, did the concessions come from which associuted the dif=-
erences of these two value systems? They came mainly from the Sociulists,
who adapted Socialist doctrines to the sgricultural comrmunity slong non=-lLiarx-
ist lines. The main cormc ession was given on the prorerty question when they
allowed for the existence of holdings of smell-scale private rrorerty under
Secialism, This tegded to lessen the alienation of the smallholders toward
Socielisme. The Socialist emrhasis on economic improvement rather thzn socinl
change to the rural constituencies wns a propaganda deviee which tended to
2llay conservative fears of socinl change. The edoption ef evolutionary roth-
er than revolutionary Socialism was also more aprezling to the peasant value
structures The Socialists' accertance of working through parlismentery znd
democratic means to attain their goals tended to alleviate the fears of the
petty bourgeoisie thet the Socialists would employ radical methods to imple-
ment Socialisme By 1914 the SFIO could be truste as a "'party of order and
cocial peace.'"™ This icea was reinforced ty the Socialists' relicies of paci-
fiem und anti-militarism.

Yet, because of differences on the agricultural question within the
SFIO, there remained a problem with relation to the rural community that was

not entirely resolved among the Socinlist factions. There was a tendency to
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avoid a direct face to face confrontation with the problem in its totality;
this ean be noticed by the rostronement of discussion on the question from
congress to congress between 1905 and 1914, excert at the Congress of Saint-
fitienne in 1909 which ¢id not resolve ithe metter. The crux of the rroblem
was the official determinstion of the final orgenization of the means of pro-
duction in the agrarien community under Socizlism. The Guesdists wanted
collectivization in the end, using the ideas of privete property and coop~
eratives simrly as a means to the end and as a ypropaganda device to obtain
rolitical suprort. The Jauressians would, theoretically, allow the existence
of smoll units of private property uncéer Socialism in its final form. The
disagreements smong the factions of the SFIO crystallized in the pesiwar per-
iod; and the left-wing faection, which thought SFIO programs were becoming too

bourgecis, broke off and founded the French Communist Party in 1920,



CHAPTGR V

CONCLUSIONS

Between 1380 and 1914 French focialirm developed into a strong roli-
tical force, receiving much of its surport from the petty bourgeoisie and the
peasantry. The Socizlists' agricultural program was eclectic in nature, re-
flecting the factioncl divisions ameng Sociclists of the time. Ey 1914, the
program offiecially emerged along quasi-Marxist linesin an effort te obtain
electoral support from France's rural comrunity. Kkven theugh the program had
incorporated its manjor characteristics ty fhe mid-1890°*s, there was no inten-
sified efforts cirected at the peasantry by the parties until after the Con-
gress of Saint-é&ienne in 1909, Notieing thcir increasing strength in the ag-
ricultural districts, they came to realize that thcy needed support from oth-
er elements besides the proletariat if they were to continue to be political-
ly successiul under the parliamentary system. The percentage of the proletar-
iat remained aprreximately the same between 1905 and 1914; but the bourgeois
elements of society increased their numbers by about one-sixth, obtaining a
great many of these new recruits from the peasunt classes which were migru-
ting to the cities. The Socialists increasingly directed their attention and
modified their pregram toward the retty bourgeoisie, the small rrorertyhold-
ers and the rural laborers.

The Socimlist agrarian program concisted of two elements: social and

economic reform, and a stand on prorerty under Socialism. while the reform
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program was directed to the labo}ers, the property rlenk was intended te gain
the suprort ené trust of the small landholders. Socizlism modified its ace=~
trine ealling for collectivization of all prorerty te allew for the survival
of private rroperty, but only smell units of private propertye This was the
major ideological value eoncession made te agriculture by the Socialists dur-
ing this periode Also important was the mocification of its ideology from
the revolutionary Marxist tradition to an scceptable reformist endeaver,

In reality, the Socialists gave secondary consideration to their ag-
ricultural progrem. Theorectically, they placed their hopes in the industrial,
proletarian masses. Indeed, the entire philosophy and psychology of Social-
ism was better-suited for the type of person composing the urban working force,
The proletariat was peer, propertyless and rmore accustomed to the group ef-
forts of the faetory. However, it was not numerous enough in France te be ef-
fective before the War. Moreover, the apolitical position adopted by the syn-
dicalists tended te hamrer Soeialists' political efforts among the trade un-
ions, The Sccialists needed the rolitical support of the peasaniry te sup-
plement and increase their strength in the Chamber. Thus, agrarians ;ero
secondary in Socialist theory, but they were an indispensable element in the
practical aspect of electoral suprort. The Socialists' concern over the in=
ternational situation also drew their attention away from a primary econsid-
eration of agriculture,

Mereover, there existed a fundamentzl conflict between the values
end ideas of the Socialists and the values and character of the peasantry.

To bridge these differences, the Socialists had to accede to the values ef

the countryside. In deing so, they tended to become the defenders of the
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petty bourgeoisie, the small prorertyholders, and the labor classes. Also,
‘there was a coincidence of values between the Sccizlists and the reasantry
which included sucb advocetions as anti-militarism and a desire for peace.
By 1914 the Socialists had become, in method if not in essence (depending
on whether one was a Guesdist or a Jau?essian), social democrats emphasiz-
ing a reform pregram.

Thus, Sccialist concessions to agriculture in return for political
support does not wholly explain the change in Socialist relicies in relation
to the question of peasant property. There was also a ﬁartial change in sub-
stantive values; and this change was chiefly accomrliched by Jau;is and his
followvers. Private proreriy was allowable under Socialism. The membership
of the SFIO was basically bourgeois rather than proletarian as can be seen
by its composition in the 1910 and 1914 Chambers. The bourgeoisis would
control the state if and when Socialism triumphed. It seems quite impossi-
ble that they would be able to control the peasants' desire for more land
through their scheme of nationization of all large tracts of land -- or,
as Guesde desired, the eventual collectivization of all land. It would be
more plausible that the peasantry would demand thet the confiscated land be
divided up and offered for sale. Prior confiscation and sale of land did
not lessen the peasant desire for preoperty between 1789 and 1830. But, if
such a division and sale of land were offered, who would grin from such a
sale? The peasants would not be able to afford it unless the parcels were
sm-1l, Those who would profit would be the bourgeois Sccialists who were in
control at the time. Such a situation, if uncontrolled, could renctivate
the reactionary and revolutionary character of the peassntry as it did in

the summers of 1789 and 1848, What the Socialists would have to provide in
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this insfance would be a mesns te surply cheap and eassy credit extension to
the peasants.,

The results obtained bty the Socialists' eempaign anc propaganda ef-
forts ean perhaps best be described as the "benevolent neutrality" of the
peasantry. There were electoral gains mnde in rural districts, but not in
all of the departments. One of the major propagandé accomplishments was to
lessen the direct hostility of the peasantry toward Socislism. This deserip-
tion fits well the interaction between the SFIO and the peasantry within the
econtext of the equilibrium of the stalem-te society, Fear ef the far left

was dissipeting; it could now be trusted more than it could in its violent

p&ﬁt ol

The period from 189 to 1930 is referred to by He Stuart Hughes as
a time of crisis in liberel values.z Robert Wohl identifies the SFIO as a
sogial democratioc garty and states that by 1914 it hud failed to solve this
liberal eriesis.3 He believes that this failure caused the emergence and
founding of the French Communist Party after the Var.

Such an analytical interprétation is only partielly valid, at least
in relation te the agricultural problem. Hughes identifies the liberal eri-
sis as the "reeognized dispariy between externzl reality and the internal

appreciation of that reslity”4 The reaction to this erisis is character~

1’Ihis last statement is msode in reference to the Jaecobin tradition
of the far lefts After the War the Communists would emerge from a faction
within the SFI0O and move farther left than the Sccielists.

'

2H. Stugrt Hughes, Conscicusn:ss and Society, The Reorientation of
European Social Thought, 1890~1930 (New York: Random House, Vintage Ecok s
Edition, 1958), Charter I, rp. 3-32,

3Wohl, French Communism, ppe 447~-454,

4Hughes, Consciousness, pe 16,
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ized by a revolt against positivism and a eriticism of the doctrines of the
Enlightenment, especially thut of the self-conscious, rational man.s ‘Wohl
believes that the crisis was the failure of liberal ideas and practices to
solve the socinl, rolitical and economic problems brought sbout by moderni-
iation. In this sense, there was & libersl crisis in the political srhere,
characterized by the immobility of the Third Rerublic. France's liberal

form of govermment failed to solve that country's problems. The faet is,
that in the political area, France had adopted liberal ideas. Socially

and economiecally, however, %ranco remained essentially censervative in re-
lation te incorporating new ideas; it hed not ~dopted liberal ideas in these
spheres. A vertial exce-tion to this i= the idea ef equality; but, here too,
the emphasis was on ro'itical equality, i.®e, universal suffrage, rather than
on economic and social equality., In reality, most liberal ideas had not been
adopted in practice. If they are not adopted, they do not exist; and, if they
do not exist, they eannot be accused ef failure,

The social and economic patterns of life in rurel Frence were con=~
servative, dating back te the Middle Ages, It was these conservative values
in the econcmic and the social spheres that were not sclving the problems of
modernizatien., Agricultural machinery, a modern rhenoment associated with
the liberel develerment, was not found on French farms to any significant
degree. The traditional rattern of orgenization ef French tusinesses, the
small preduction unit, was a conservative phenomenon,

In reality, Socialists ond other leftist groups were calling for the

adoption of liberal ideas and rractices te solve the protlems that eonser-

SIbid., ppe 4-5, 15-17.



™



76

vative practices coulc not., These liberal advocstions included a progressive
income tax, the introcucticn of modern mechinery in agricultursl ureas, pro-
portionzl rerresentatien, the formstion and extension of cooperatives, the
collective ownership of the means of production, easier and cheaper credit
for the little mzn, and higher woges for the workers, These programs called
for the establishment of the literal value of equelity in the social and e~
conomic srheres of life, esrecially emphesizing the need for equality in the
area of distribution.

In se far as these advoeaticns depended upon political imrlementa-
tion, there was a social and econemic liberel crisis, But, in as much as
the protlems themselves stemmed from the inability eof conservative rractices
to solve them, the erisis can be seen as a eonservative one. The liberal
erisis, for the most part, was that liberalism could not successfully over-
ccme the traditienally entrenched values of conservatism in the French se-
ciety. It was not a question of the failure of literal values to sgolve the
rroblems; it was a question ef liberclism's feilure te have its practices
adopted and imrlemented to meet the problems. Thus, it would be more ap-
rrorriate to say that the SFIO did net fail te = olve the liberal erisis (in
the meaning of Wohl®s interrretation), but that it failed to have its libe
eral ideas anc practices imrlemented -- and the resyonsibility for this fail-
ure lies more with the French society then the SFIQ -~ te combat the rrob-

lems of modernizatiocn in the conservative crisis.






AFFENDIX

THE NANTES AGRIGULTURAL PROGRAMT

Adopted by the Congress of Marseilles (24-27 Sertember, 1892) and
by the Congress of Nantes (14-16 September, 1894).

1.

2.
3e

4.

S.
6o

Te

8e

%
10.

Minimum wages fixed by agricultural workers' syndicates and

the town ceuncils, so much p2id to the workers hired by the

day as would be equivalent to that paid workers hired by the
yocr (herdemen, farm hands, farm maids, etc.);

Creation of an agricultural elaims eourt;

Prohibition of the communes te transfer their communal lands;

a tax reduction by the State on communczl land domeins, marie
time and ethers presently lying fallow; the emrloyment of com-
runal budget eredits te be aprlied to the improvement of com-
runal properiy;

Alleeations, by the communes, of lands eceded by the State, ob-
tained or beught from it, to the rropertyless families, the
homeless and the naturally derrived, with the banishment eof the
emrleyer of the salaries, and the obligation to pay a property
tax to bencfit the budget to be used for comrunel assistance;
Agricultural pension funds for the disabled and the old, rro=-
vided by a special tax on the incomes of the large estates;
Organization, by district, of free medical service and rharmacy
service at cost price;

An incemnity, during periods of military call, to the families
of reservists, at the expense of the State, of the department
and of the cemmunej;

Purchase, by each comrune, in concurrence of the State, of agri-
eultural machines placed where they are at the free disposal cf
the small farmers; the creation of associations of agricultural
workere for the purchese of fertilizer, grains, seeds, and plant
slips;

Reduction of the transfer rates for rrorerties under 5,0C0 francs;
Abolition of 2ll indirect taxes anc the transformation of all ¢i-
rect texes into one progressive income tax on incomes over 3,000
francs; meanwhile, a reduction of the prorerty tax for all pro-
prietors cultivating their own land and a reduction of this tax
for those farmers whose land is mortgaged to the bank;

/. . s o
1Encyelopscia socialiste, II, ppe 20-22, This is the Guesdist rrogram,

Translated by authore
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11,
1z.

13.

14,

15.

1€.

17.

18.

78

Reducticn of the legal and convenlional rates of interest charged
on cash louns;

A reduction of transportation tariffs for fertilizer, mzchines,
and egricultural yroducts;

Reduction by the arbitration commission, as in Ireland, of the
rates of tenant farming end sh-recrecrping, and peyment to depart-
ing farmers and charecrorpers ct the highest vnlue given to the
lend;

The ebolition of Article 2102 of the Civil Code giving the pro-
rrietors a rrivilege over the harvest profits, « « o the estab-
lishment for ithe cultivatcrs of a large reserve including irri-
gaticn mechinzry, surrlus quantitiee of erors, manure and & num=
ber of eattle, which are indispenszble for the exercise of their
rrofession;

A review of the land surveys and, vhile awaiting the rezlization
of this general measure, a review of the land surveys by the com-
runes; ‘

The irrediate implementation of a rrogrom of public works, heving
for its object the imrrovement of the soil end the develorment of
egriculturzl productiong

The liberty to hunt and te fisk, without further limitations of
measure necescary for the econservation of gzme and fish, =nd the
right to keep the rrofit of one's efforts; the abolition of re-
served hunts znd of geme wardens;

Free courses of egricultural study and the establishment of agri-
cultural exreriment etotiens.,
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GOV.RNLWWNT DOCULBNTS

Twe documents that provice good statistical infermstion on Frince

/ s 7
for the reriod 1880-1914 are LResultets statisticues cu recensement generzle

de la porulztion (III; Faris: Imrrimerie nationnle, 1906, 1911}, and 1913)

/ . .
and Statisticue ggné}rle ¢s 1- TIronce (Fariss Irprimerie nationale, 19C7).

A visuel ecncerticn of the Ccifferent agricultural vccaticns as found in the

vurious regions of Frence can be founc in Album de st-tisticve zgricole

(Nancys Iryprirerie administrative, Eerger-Levrault et Cie, 1887) and in

% . . . .
Album grahique de lz statistigue gpné;?le de 1ls France (Psris: Imrrimerie

nation-le, 1907)e. The first work rrovides a vicuel description of the
French countryside in 1882, vhile the second gives a descrirtion of France

. . / . . A 7
in 1901, The Jcurnzl officiel d2 la Rerublic franc-ice, Ch:ortre des Lep-
ds 12 e ZEE

/
utéﬁ, Debats perlementaires provides official stuatements of the Leruties

on agricultural anc other mattcre., Of uce in comparing stutistics of the

United States with those of France wcs the Staticticrl Abctroct of the

United States, 1965 (86th ed.; Washington, D.C.: U.S. Eureau of the Cen-

sus, 1965).

PRIARY SCURCLS

Two most useful primary sources have been the Qeuvres de Jenn

\ /7
Jaures, Max Bomnafous, (ed.) (IX; Pariss Les Editions Rieder, 1932) and
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the Encyelorpedie socisliste, Syndicale et ccorer:stive de 1'Intsrnational

ouvriere, Aristide Quillet, (ed.) (XIV; Paris: Aristide Quillet, 1912).

The former work 1s a eolleetion of tne wrirings of Jeures as formulated

by him from 1885 to 1914, The latter series of volumes is a descrirtive
history or tne develorment of Soclalicm in Fr=nce as seen by the Socialists.,

\ . - ] . - -
Comrere-lorel's La Folitique agraire du rparti socinliste (Paris: Librairie

Porulaire, 1921) provices zn insight to the develorment of his egricultural
policies during the first part of the twentieth contury.

For an ideclogicel cdiscussion of Saeeizlicsm and its workings in =
capitalist society, see Gustave Le EBon, The Psychology of Socialiem (Wells,
Vi.s Fraser Publishing Co., 1965 [first rubliched in New Yorks The lacliil-
lan Co., 1899 )e For a later discussion of Socielist tactics znd propagan~

da, refer to Léon Blum, Notre taeticue electorale (2nd ed.; Pariss Librairie

Porulaire, 1932) and the pamrhlete Perti social francais: Le Paysan sauvers
J

e EE——  —— ——

Socimlists used a different tyre of electoral propaganda for the peasants
and for the workers. This was alresdy evident bythe first decade of the
twentieth century and shows a continuity or electecral tactics emrloyed by
the Socialists froem 1900 through the 1930's. The lest ramrphlete contzins

en atieck on the eapitalist state, blaming it for the evils of the conditicns

of Frence and celling for electoral surrort from the peasunts for thes party.
SECONDARY SOURCES

For backgrouné materiel ¢f nineteenth century France, resd Albert

/
L. Guerard, French Civilizaticn in the 19 Century:s A Eistorieal Introductien

e e 2 e — e
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(New York: Conturv Cce, 1918) and F.C. Green, The ancient Lejimes A kianuol

of French Institutions gnd fecirl Clecees (Zdinburgh, Lnglands mdinburgh

. / 4 4
University Prees, 19568). Andre Siegfried presents e cheracter siucy of

France in his Fresnce, A Stucy in Nationelity (Loncon: Oxford Univorsily lress,
1930). An insight to the doveloivent of the revoluticnery strands of Secial-

ism is founc in Alfred Cobban, Tre tccizl Interpreletion c¢f the French Reve-

: %
lution (Cembridge, kngland: Cembridge University Fress, 1965) anc Gerard Wwmlter,

Histeire des jeecobins (Periss Aimery Scmegy, editeurs, 194€le alcoc sco Jucn

/ / . .
Pautard, Les Dicrerites regicnelces €ancs la erciccerce ce l'ggriculture fran-

/7 N .
ggise (Paris: Gruthier*Villers, eciteurs, 19€5) en¢ FPierre Frunel, Sirvcivre

/ . g .
egraire et economiz rurele des ylatesus lterriusres .rirc le Seine et 1' Oie

fo

(Caon;ySociéfg'd'lnpressionz Seren ot Cie, 1960) for informetion on ihe ug-
griculturel concitiens in France. Only parts of these books are relevsent to
this parer, as they are mainly cencerned wilh ccenditicns in midetwentietn cen-
tury France. hevever, there sre scre interesting comparisons mece with nine-
teenth and early iwsnlieilh cenlury I'ratce; anc Frunet ciscusces clargcs in
1re eapriculturel ropulstion and in lancholcings during the early 1900's.

Two of the best general works are Goraon wright, rrshce in Iccern Tim-s,

2700 te the Fresemt (Chicajos Nend Me Nelly end Coe, 1960) and David Thomson,

Democracy in France, The Third and Fourth Rerublics (3rd ed.; Loncen and New

Yorks Oxford University Press, 1958), #right's work is excellent in relation
to agricultural matters, and Thomson's anclysis ruts the year 1905 as an im-
pertent division merk in French history. Other general works incluce Faul A

Gagnon, France Since 1789 (New Yorks Herper snd Row, Publishers, 1964), D.4¥.

Brogan, Fraonce under the Rerublic, The Development of Nodern Frzncs (1870~

1939) (New York and Londons Harper and Brothers, Fublishers, 1940), and Ld-
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ward lMeade Larle, (ed.) Lioceran France, Frotlems of the Thi-d and Fourth Re-

rublies (New vorks Russel and kussell, 1946), For & book written from the

conservative viewroint, see Baron Fierre de Coubertin, The Lvolutien of Frzance

under the Third Republic, trans, by Isabel F. Hapgood (New York and Boston:
Themas Y, Crowell and Co., 1897). The introductory chapters of Gordon Wright's

The Resharing of French Lemocracy (Londons Methuen and Co., Ltd., 1950) are

of some v:lue, but the book is ehiefly concerned with the constitutional for-
mation of the Fourth Republice Feor an introcuction te some of the major per-
sonalities of the early twentieth century in France, see Charles Dawbarn, kizk-

ers of New France (New York: James Pott and Ces, 1915).

One of the best biographies of Jean Jaurss is Harvey Goldberg's The

Life of Jean Jaurds (Medison, #is.z The Univorsity of Wisconsin Pross, 1962).

Two other biograrhiesef Jaurés zre Yargaret Pesse, Jean Jauf@s, Secizlist and

Humanitarian (New Yorks B.W. Huebsch, 1917) and L. Lé;y—Eruhl, J=an Jauﬁ%s,

. . » . . 3 / . -
Esszi biographique (Paris: F. Rieder at Cie, iZditeurs, 1964). Of the two, the

latter is the better,
For a discussion of the French natioanal charactsr, s23 Stanlay Hoff-

maan et al., In Ssarch of Fraiss (Cambridge, lfasses Hrrvard University pPrass,

1963). Two emse stucies on tho charactar af rral Fr417) ars Laus=2109 W 1lis,
Village in the Vaucluss (2nd ed.; Carbridgs, Mass.: Hirvard University Prass,

1964) and Laurence Wylis, (ed.) Chanzesux, A Villoze in anjou (Combridegs, 1s3.:

Hervnrd Univorsity Pross, 1755).
Two of the bust studliosg e tho Troneh prasairy azs Tl Ttalae, Poas

antry and Crisis in France (Londong Victor Gellanez, Ltd., 1533) and Gordon

P et
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Wright, Dural Revcluticn in Iraacss The Paascntry in ths Tuantistn

(Stanfore, CalJl Utenfore Usmiversity Priss, 1254), tlsc, 531 Gerasd Waltor,

Histeire des reyrans £ Irunce (Paris: Flamarion, 1963) end Serge lfellet,

-

P
Les Paysans eantrs 15 pugsy (Puris: Bditions duz soauil, 1367). #lter's boon

is a 3004 stady; “owsves, only the first two chapters of Mallet's - Liuvy
significance for this repsr as it ehiefly dea’ls with th» asricu’tarail sorTuaa-
ity sincs 21945. For « cCiscussion ¢f tre eyniie~tes' influence in I'rs~ch eg-

re
riculture, see Louis Frugnaud, Lcs Ztapes du syndicalisme agricole en France

7 -
(Paris: kditicns de 1'epi, 1963).
Tr.ree of the best works on the develorment of French Secialism are

Georges Lefrenc, Le Mouvement socislicte sous la TroisiEQQ ré;ubliq*g (1875-

1940) (Paris: Puyot, 19¢3), Claude Willard, Le Mouvement socimliste en Frunce
(1893~-1905), Les Guesdistes (Paris: Editions seciales, 1965), and Aaron No=~

land, The Founding of the French Socialist Party (1893-19%05) (Cembridge, Masss.s

Harvard University Press, 1956), vhile Willard ruts more of his attention on
the Guescists, the other twe :uilers tend genereally not te emphasixe one fac-

tien ever another in their presentations., Daniel Ligou's Histeire cu sociesl-

isme en Fronce (1871-1961) (Fariss Presses universitsires de France, 19€2) is
alse a geod history eof the develorment of French Scciulism. The first two

and the last charters of Robert Wohl's French Communism in the M=king, 1014~

1924 (Stanferd, Celes Stanford University Press, 1966¢) are relev:nt to this

rerer. Also see Milerad M. Drachkevitich, Les Sociclirmes froncris et alle-

mend et le probikmgg_ la guerre, 1870-1914 (Geﬁ}ve: Libresirie E. Drozg 1953)

end Alexandre Zéva;s, Le Porti socialiste ce 1904\5 1923 (Poriss kzreol Ri-

~

A .
viere, 19<3).

P:ter Campbell's Fronch Electersl Svsters snd Zlecticnc cince 17€9

/
(2nd ed.; Hawmden, Cenn.s Archen Eeeks, 1965) and Francois Goguel's Gsoprarkic
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dos eleciicnc frangaises de 1870 & 1751 {(Fariss Librairie Armené Colin, 1951)
- - - .
are tvo volusble scurces for an sanalysis of French electicns. 4also, see Ancre

Siegfried, Tolleau ces rartis en Fronce (Feris: Eernard Grosset, 193C) end

/
Frangois Goguel, La Folitigue des partis sous la lllengiubligpe (3‘ edition;

/
Pariss Editions du reuil, 1958), For an understanding ef tue operation eof

the French governmentzl cystem, sce Brian Chapman, Initrcduction to French Le-

cel Covernmcnt (Loncens George Allen and Unwin, Ltd., 1953),
For a discussien ef the develepment ef the rolitical Right in France,

seo RonéfRemond, e Right 'Ting in France; From 1815 to ce Gzulle, trans. ty

James 2, Laux (Pailadelpsin: University of Pennsylvania Fress, 1966). Also,

see E, Drexel Codfrey, Jr., The Fate of the Fren:h Non-Cormunist Left (Garden

City, New Yorks Doubleday and Co., Inc.y 1955) for a discussicn of leflt-wing
movements, that ef the Socialicts as well as these of the Rzcdicals and ladical-
Socialisis.

One of the best works on intellectual thought of the pericd is H, Stuart

Hughes, Ccnsciousness and Scciety, The reorientatiou ol lfurorean Sccinl Thoucht,

18%-1930 (New Yorks Randem Heuse, Vintage Deeks Edition, Alfred A. Knopf, Inc.

1958). Also, on intellectusl thought, see Roger Henry Soltau, French Foliti-

cal Thought in the 19th Century (New Yorks Russell znd Russell, 1959), Irving

Leuis Horewitz, Radicclizm and th- Re—elt against Roocen (New Yerks The liraa-

itles Fress, 1961), and Noy Fierce, Contemrorary French Ielitieal Thourhrt (Lon-

don and New Yorks Oxford Universiiy Fress, 1966), Two excellent works on So-

cialist thought are G.D.He Cole, A History of Socinlist Thoupht (V; 3rd ed.;

Lendons Maciillan and Ce., Ltd., 1963 Lfiret publiched in 1956] ) nné Carl Len-

dauer, Eurcrean Socizliem, A Hirtory of Ideas anc lMcvemaents from the Industriel
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nerolution to Hitler's Seizure of Tewer (II; Berkeley and Les Angeles: Univer-

sity of Celifernia Fress, 1959), Tne tnird velume of Cole's work snd the first

of Landcuer's are most relevant to the period under stucy.
ARTICLES ANT PERIODICALS

Two of the most uceful articles for this parer were Harvey Goldberg,
"Jaures and the Founcing of a Secialist Peasant Felicy, 1€85-1898,"Interna-

tional Review of Social Fistory (InSH), ITI (Part II, 1957) and Carl Landauer,

“The Guesdists and the Small Farmer: Early Lrcsion French Marxism" IZSH, VI
(Part 2, 1961). Goldberg's article is an accurate analysis of Jaures® agri-
cultural rrogram, and Landauer's claims thnt the Guesdists abandoned larxism
in the 1890's in order to obtnin the vote of the small farmer in France., 1Iwo
articles thet were helpful toward an understsnding ei left-wing Locialism as
it developed in France were Lee A. LouBBre, "The Intellectual Origins of French
Jacobin Socielism," IRSH, IV (Part 3, 1959) and Leo A. Loubdre, "The krench
Left-wing Radicals," IRSH, VII (Fart 2, 1962)., Also,ses J.i.S. Hayward, "The
Official Secial Philosophy of the French Third Reyublics Leon Bourgeois and
Soliderism," IRSH, VI (Part 1, 1961) for a discussion of the Socialists® in-
tellectual rhilesorhy ef the period. An article that was of value in rslaticn
to the elections and to French nationzl characteristics was Liark Kesselman,
"French Loczl Politicss A Statistical Exemination of Grass Roots Consensus,"

Americon Political Science Review, LX (4, 1966).
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