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DISCUSSION

WILLIAM G. ROSENBERG

Russian Labor and Bolshevik Power After October

The relationship between Russian labor and Bolshevik power in the months
immediately following October remains a central and contentious issue of early
Saoviet history. Bolshevik political legitimacy depends in large measure on the
degree to which the party in this period was able to retain the support of workers
in Petrograd and elsewhere; and the nature and extent of workers’ apposition to
the new regime in these early months is fundamental to our understanding of its
dictatorial structure. These issues, central to the work of E. H. Carr, Leonard
Schapiro, and others, have recently reemerged in the literature, both implicitly
and explicitly. While new books by S. A. Smith, David Mandel, and Diane
Koenker on 1917 have carefully examined the social circumstances of Petrograd
and Moscow workers,! Schapiro’s own last volume, The Russian Revolutions of
1917, takes sharp issue with historians whose work centers on “‘social trends,
economic theories, or sociological analysis.”'? Roy Medvedev and Vladimir Brov-
kin have demonstrated how elections to local soviets in the spring of 1918 brought
extensive gains for Mensheviks and SRs, including popular majorities in all pro-
vincial capitals where elections took place;* and an important new collection of
materials edited by M. S. Bernshtam for Alexander Solzhenitsyn’s series on mod-
ern Russian history reasserts an old Right Menshevik view, put most forcefully,
perhaps, by Grigorii Aronson, who maintained that the Bolsheviks had been in
power scarcely two months before

all sympathy for them had disappeared, and the benevolent neutrality of the
weeks preceding [October] gave way to a committed opposition. . . . After
[Brest-Litovsk], the convocation of the Constituent Assembly again became
a popular watchword. The need for a democratic state power qualified to
speak in the name of the entire country was felt more and more. And in
the workers’ quarters, sympathies for the Mensheviks and SRs revived, after
having abated. Thanks to the actions of these groups in the soviets and

1. 8. A. Smith, Red Petrograd. Revolution in the Factories (Cambridge, 1983); David Mandel,
Petrograd Workers and the Fall of the Old Regime and Petrograd Workers and the Soviet Seizure of
Pawer (New York, 1983-84); Diane Koenker, Moscow Workers and the 1917 Revolution (Princeton,
1981).

2. Leonard Schapiro, The Russian Revolutions of 1917. The Origins of Modern Communism

~ (New York, 1984), p. 213.

3. Vladimir Brovkin, “The Mensheviks Political Comeback: The Elections to the Provincial
City Saviets in Spring 1918, The Russian Review, 42, no. 1 (January 1983): 1-50, especially pp. 37—
38; Roy Medvedev, The October Revolution {New York, 1979), especially chap. 12, “The Masses
Turn Away from the Bolsheviks.”
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holshevized trade unions, and the ideological influence they excrased the
apposition gained the upper hand.*

Suppressing the opposition and “regaining the upper hand” thus became, for
Aronson and others, the first necessuy of early Bolshevik politics and the cor-
nerstone of ‘‘communist autocracy.”

The importance of these issues to our understanding of early Soviet history
has prompted me to raise them again here, and to examine in particular the
validity of conceptualizing labor opposition to the Bolsheviks between October
1917 and July 1918 in essentially political terms. I shall focus on several long-
term patterns which were of great importance in these months; look closely at
certain social characteristics of the opposition movement in Petrograd which may
have had a greater bearing on events than we have recognized; and attempt,
finally, to relate these characteristics to the failure of the opposition to “gain the
upper hand” in the capital. It may then be possible to frame a broader argument
by way of conclusion about the failure of labor protest generally in this period,
and to gain a somewhat fuller understanding of the complex processes involved
in the Bolsheviks’ consolidation of power.

At the risk of emphasizing the obvious, I wish to stress, first, that while the
Bolsheviks came to power reflecting politically the perceived interests and the
will of a great number of Russia’s fifteen to eighteen million workers,® they did
so only as part of a vast social upheaval over which they had very little control.
Theirs was, to be sure, a critical part, vital to the political outcome of 1917; but
equally important was the way in which the overthrow of the old order involved,
simultaneously, a massive and for the Bolsheviks ultimately problematic assault
on a wide array of social relationships and values that reflected Russia’s political
institutions. Authority based on traditional social hierarchies in the workplace
weakened dramatically, for example, as it did in the army and elsewhere, as the
political power of the Pravisional Government began to decline. What emerged
from this assault was not only the social polarization and civil-war mentality used
by Lenin and his comrades to such great political advantage, but a new under-
standing of the nature of ““demacratic Russia” on the part of ordinary workers
and peasants, reflecting elemental notions of sacial dominance—vlast'—rather
than the relatively rarefied (and non-Russian) concepts of a rule of law and
universal civil liberties. But what needs to be stressed in this regard is not the
obvious relative political strength the Bolsheviks had gained by the fall of 1917,
or their skillful arrogation of mass “democratic’” commitments to further mobi-
lize workers, but rather the party’s weakness in facing the monumental tasks of
Russia’s social and economic reconstruction.

4. Grigorii Aronson, “Ouvriers russes contre le bolchevisme," Le Contrat social, 10, no. 4
(July-August 1966): 202. See also his ‘‘Na perelome (k kharakteristike nastroenii rabochego klassa
Reossii v pervuiu polovine 1918 g.});” mapuscript in the Hoaver Institution library, Stanford, Calif.,
1935; and M. S. Bernshtam, ed., Nezavisimoe rabochee dvizhenie v 1918 godu. Dokumenty i ma-
terialy (Paris: YMCA Press, 1981}, pp. 306-20.

3. The number {and definition) of “workers™ in Russia at this time is the subject of much
dispute. See, for example, L. 8. Gaponenko, Rabochii kiass Rossii v 1917 godu (Moscow, 19),
pp. 33-75, who gives 15 million as the figure for all hired labor in industry, including transport,
construction, and agriculture, and 18.5 million for all hired labor in general (p. 75},
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Crucial to the emergence of Lenin’s new order, moreover, was a familiar
range of new or newly reestablished mass organizations—factory committees,
trade unions, workers’ control organizations—which not only reflected workers’
ideas about democracy and social change, but which also (and more importantly
for the purposes of this article) represented workers’ sotutions to very real sacial
and sociceconomic problems. While the Bolsheviks increasingly identified with
these mass organizations as the revolution unfolded, as John Keep has shown in
some detail,® the organizations were not primarily of the party’s making any
more than the overthrow of the tsarist regime had been. On the contrary, it
remained quite unclear to Lenin and others in the party leadership, whose sights
were focused on securing political power, exactly how these organizations or the
values they reflected corresponded to the requirements of a communist order.
The party’s support for institutions like factory committees was conditioned in
large measure by the desire to destroy bourgeois Russia, and by the fact that
many in the committee movement became Bolsheviks themselves. The further
social upheaval required to complete the assault on Russia’s “bourgeois order”
was also clearly an impediment to the creation of the stable socioecanomic con-
ditions ultimately necessary for social welfare, as well as for socialism.

At the same time the Russian workers’ movement of 1917 was itself a prod-
uct of long-term processes of change, including the uneven and dependent nature
of Russian industrial development during the war and the varying impact of the
war itself on different industrial and social groups. While the period between
July 1914 and the spring of 1915 brought some dislocation almast everywhere,
the needs of the war soon began to strengthen some industries. By the late spring
of 1915, as state resources were being mobilized to support defense production,
and deferments and exemptions were introduced for skilled workers (along with
new regulatory commissions), a complex process of industrial segregation began
to unfold, separating “favored” industries from those the state was unable or
unwilling to protect, on one hand, and identifying particular branches of pro-
duction (and particular plants) for special consideration, on the other.

The broadest patterns of segregation ¢an be seen in industrial output. While
total production grew about 21.5 percent between 1913 and 1916, this was almost
entirely the result of increased output in only two sectors, metais and chemicals.
In the two industrial branches. that employed the greatest numbers of workers,
food processing and cotton textiles, output fell 22 percent and 18 percent re-
spectively between 1913 and 1916.7 These differential rates were at least partly
attributable to the nature of government intervention. State resources began to
pour into weapons and armament production, especially in Petrograd, and into
the production of gunpowder and explosives, soon the major product of chemical
plants. These sectors were also given priority in fuel and resource allocations
and were the beneficiaries of new machine tool imports, financed at state ex-
pense, which helped to increase output per warker 40 percent in metals and 30
percent in chemicals between 1915 and 1917. By contrast, output per worker fell

6. John L. H. Keep, The Russian Revolution: A Study in Mass Mobilization (New York, 1976},

7. Of the other major industrial sectors, only leather, linen, hemp, and jute, and some clothing
branches (including shoes) showed any increase whatsoever, and accounted for only 8.3 percent of
new output. Wood products production fell 38 percent; the production of paper, some 20 percent.
See N. la. Vorab'ev, “lzmeneniia v russkoi promyshlennasti v period voiny i revoliutsii,” Vestrik
statistiki, 14, nos. 4-6 (April-June 1923}: 152-33.
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between 15 and 20 percent in almost all other sectors, and more than 30 percent
in lumber mills and factories making wood products. Textiles were particularly
affected.? '

At the same time the largest and most lucrative military contracts were
bestowed on a relatively small number of major producers;® and as late as Feb-
ruary 1917 demand for military goods from Petrograd metalworking plants was
still about 16 percent greater than their production capacity, a ratio which, among
other things, allowed Petrograd metal workers the luxury of striking without
great fear of massive retaliation. In the chemical industry the demand of the
state was even higher.1

These developments had important sacial consequences, some of which are
well known. The number of metal workers in Petrograd increased 400 percent
between 1914 and 1917, for example; the number of chemical workers 250 per-
cent.!! These enormous increases, however, were accompanied by, and in part
engendered, a severe instability in the workplace, even in the chemical and metal
industries. At Putilov, for example, 9,000 employees left their jobs in 1915 alone,
some to join the army, some to find higher paying jobs elsewhere. At the Treu-
gol'nik rubber plant in the nearby Narvskii district, the number of workers re-
placed in 1915 may have exceeded 10,000.2 While precise figures on these
changes are lacking, their dynamics are clear and quite extraordinary. In Russia
as a whole, at least one-third of all workers employed in January 1914 had left
their jobs by 1917, and the actual figure was probably much higher. More than
300,000 filed through the Moscaw labor exchange alone during the first nine
months of its operation in 1915-16.1 '

We know, of course, that many newcomers to the industrial labor force were
women, and that their employment was accompanied by a decline in real wages
in all industrial sectors.'* More important for the purposes of this article, how-
ever, is the likelihood that these and other changes contributed to the erosion,
in particular, of the relative security of skilled workers, both in terms of real
wages and as a result of the introduction of new machinery, new factory disci-
pline, and the further rationalization of work processes.!’* Similarly, we know
that these developments took place against a background of rising living costs,

8. N. la. Vorob'sy, “Fabrichno-zavodskaia promyshlennost’ v period 1913-1918 go.” in Tsen-
tral’noe Statisticheskoe Upravlenie [TsSU], Trudy, vol. 26, vyp. 1 (Moscow, 1926}, pp. 34-43; Vo-
roh’ev, “lzmeneniia,” pp. 116-28.

9. In the early months of the war, for example, contracts worth 66 million rubles for shells and
shrapnel were placed with only 16 plants, led by the Putilav, Baltic, Obukhov, Nevskii, and Petrograd
metals planis in Petrograd. See Vorab'ev, “Fabrichno-zavodskaia promyshlennast’)’ pp. 38-43.

10. Ihid.

11. Ts8U, Trudy, vol. 26, wyp. 1, table 33, pp. 374-413.

12. K. Sidorov, “Rabochee dvizhenie v Rossii v gody imperialisticheskoi voiny (1914-1917),"
in M. N. Pokrovskii, ed., Ocherki po istorii oktiabr'skoi revolisii (Moscow-Leningrad, 1927),
pp- 213-18; Q. L. Shkaratan, Problemy sotsial' noi strukitury rabochego klassa SSSR (Moscow, 1970),
pp. 196-219.

13. Sidaorov, “Rabachee dvizhenie,” p. 217. Most of these were, of course, new workers arriving
from the countryside. '

14. See especially L. M. Kleinbort, Istoriia bezrabotitsy v Rossii, 1857-1919 gg. (Maoscow,
1925), pp. 215-44, 264-65. '

15. See the discussion in H. Hogan, “Industrial Rationalization and the Roots of Labar Mil-
itance in the §t. Petersburg Metalworking Industry, 1901-1914," The Russian Review, 42, no. 2 (April
1983): 163-90.
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growing shortages of foad and other essentials, and increasing labor militancy,
particularly in Petrograd; and that manufacturers and the government responded
in many places with arrests, dismissals, fines, and tactics like compulsary over-
time, which added greatly to the burdens of maintaining some semblance of
family stability or welfare.

It is important, finally, to emphasize at least in bare outline some of the
ways in which all of these processes related to Russia’s revolutionary development
in 1917 and helped to define the problems that Lenin and his comrades might
be said to have inherited as they came to power in October. Not least amaong
these was the way in which February was heralded by many workers themselves
as the opportunity, at long last, to establish some degree of stability and order
in the workplace, in part by ending the arbitrary and repressive behavior of
managers and foremen, in part by assuring steady and orderly production with
adequate wages and secure jobs. This desire for security was undoubtedly felt
strongly by skilled workers and artisans hoping to maintain the traditional per-
quisites of their crafts; but it was clearly felt as well by semiskilled machine
operators and even unskilled workers (chernorabochie), who must have looked
with some envy at their better paid and more secure comrades. In any event,
the important points are that this quest for security was very broadly based; that
it accompanied the more familiar expectations for an improvement in material
welfare in 1917 (reflected, for example, in the wage and hour demands of strikers
in the spring); and that both sets of aspirations accompanied from the start more
politicized hopes for the creation of a democratic order.

Yet in objective terms, one of the most salient aspects of 1917 was the
inability of the provisional regime not only to stem the processes of economic
deterioration throughout the country as a whaole but to prevent its spread into
“favored” industrial sectors. Most important, defense production fell by as much
as 40 percent between February and July; and output from all metalworking and
machine plants declined by almost a third from 1916.'¢ Coal production in the
Danbas, which had been as much as 172 million puds as late as November 1916
and which was crucial to iron and steel production, fell to less than 110 million
puds by the end of the summer. Reserves awaiting shipment at mine heads were
only one-fifth of what they had been in 1916.17 By early 1917 many plants, like
the Parviainen works in Petrograd, had less than a single day’s reserve of coal.
Putilov, which used about 10 percent of all industrial coal deliveries in the capital,
was receiving by mid-August only one quarter of what it needed.'®

If by late summer of 1917, therefore, “crisis” had become a common term
in all Russian public disconrse, one must especially appreciate the ways in which
the country’s threatened economic collapse now raised the specter of massive
hardship and ruin even for “privileged” workers in the Petrograd metal plants.
Russia’s economy seemed threatened with systemic collapse. Central financial
institutions like the stock exchanges began to weaken, along with the various
regulatory agencies governing commaodity exchange. The normative processes of
capitalist finance—investments, loans, issuing stocks and bonds, collecting re-

16. TsSU, Trudy, vol. 26, vyp. 1, pp. 374-413.

17. Ekonomicheskoe polozhenie Rossil nakanune velikoi oktiabr'skoi sotsialisticheskoi revoliutsii
{Moscow-Leningrad, 1957-67), vol. 2, pp. 74-79, 90.

18, Ekonomicheskoe polozhenie, vol. 2, p. 163; D. A. Chugasv, ed., Revaliutsionnoe dvizhenie
v Rossii v avguste 1917 g. (Moscow, 1959}, pp. 195-97.
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ceivables, the repayment of debt—were all seriously disrupted by the summer
of 1917. Risks increased drastically. The state banking apparatus came under
tremendous pressure.!?

What must be emphasized is that these circumstances seemed to many to
require energetic state intervention at precisely the moment when the Provisional
Government itself was under increasing attack from all sides, and mortally weak.
It is important conceptually, as it was important tactically for Lenin and other
activists at the time, to distinguish “‘state” and ““government’” in this regard. The
government clearly was ineffective. Increasingly this seemed due to the ways in
which, as Bolsheviks and others insisted, it reflected “bourgeois” interests. The
state apparatus itself, however, still seemed to afford workers at least the pos-
sibility of economic and social relief, especially with the formation of the first
coalition in May and then again after July, when the soviet’s declaration of July 8
became, in effect, the platform of the second coalition. Countless workers’ del-
egations demanding assistance besieged state offices throughout this period, even
as the “bourgeois’ ministers theméelves came under increasing attack. And if
from the standpoint of democratic politics one can understand the Provisional
Government'’s reluctance to have the state intervene further in the economy, one
can also understand why growing numbers of workers came to see the provisional
regime as reflecting, above all, the failures and insecurities of “‘bourgeois capi-
talism.”

It is within the context of these larger processes that one must appreciate
the enormous impact of more immediate changes, both before and after October,
- and understand important aspects of the workers’ own response. Here one must
note in particular not only the familiar range of problems associated with the
formation of factory committees and other autonomous workers’ organizations
but the related emergence of two broad tendencies among workers that also had
a bearing on events, and which were cantradictory in important ways. On one
hand there emerged, as S. A. Smith has argued convincingly,® a forceful (and
increasingly strident) sense of proletarian class identity—a generalized class con-
sciousness that reflected broad patterns of social polarization, was of crucial
political importance, and served a vital role in the Bolsheviks® coming to power.
On the other hand, however, there also emerged a somewhat less familiar but
equally important concurrent tendency toward what one might call “localism,”
for want of a better word, in which traditionally unifying national loyalties and
commitments gave way to concerns bounded by factory gates, and in which the
developing characteristics of proletarian (and peasant) social hegemony were
increasingly defined in terms of particularistic (rather than class) interests and
needs. This localism was at once a natural result of the need workers felt to find
immediate “solutions” in 1917 to the prablems of their awn plants and factories,

19. Of the four principal regulatory commissions inherited by the Provisional Government from
the tsarist regime, moreover, only the Defense Commission continued by mid-summer to act with
any vigor, and even here new rules pramulgated to control increasingly contentious problems of
defense production could not be effectively implemented. See Ekonomicheskoe polozhenie, val. 2,
p. 163; Chugaev, Revoliutsionnoe dvizhenie, pp. 195-97.

20. S. A. Smith, “Craft Consciousness, Class Consciousness,” Hiscory Warkshop Journal, 11
{Spring 1981}: 33-538. See also William G. Rosenberg, ““Workers and Workers® Control in the Rus-
sian Revolution,* History Workshop Journal, 5 (Spring 1978): 89-97.
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and the result of long-term social influences: craft identities and consciousness,
common backgrounds (zemiiachestvo), and similar factors.?!

The factory movement in 1917 also showed both unifying and particularistic
tendencies, since it was at once a reflection of the need workers felt to find
immediate solutions to untenable conditions within their own plants, and an
important element in the process of forming powerful class associations and
identifications, which for a time, at least, more than balanced centrifugal influ-
ences. As Russia’s crisis deepened, however, and class-conscions workers in-
creasingly took local maiters into their own hands, the defensive (and
particularistic) functions of factory committees took on increasing importance.
Moreover (and especially important to events after Octaber), the strongest and
most active factory committees emerged in Russia’s favored and most protected
industrial branches and plants. More than half the delegates at the first confer-
ence of factory committees in Petrograd in late May and early June, for example,
were from the metalworking plants in the capital.® They represented more than
230,000 workers in 134 enterprises and, as an industrial group, constituted a
delegation eight times larger than both the next most heavily represented branch,
the printers, and the textile workers. By August 1917, at the second Petrograd
conference, chemical workers constituted the second largest delegation and by
then had almost three times as many representatives as the printers.”

It is important to emphasize again the obvious political aspects of this pro-
cess. As Smith demonstrates in Red Petrograd, factory committees played out
within an enterprise the broader struggle for control over resources and the
distribution of power. At the same time, both moderate soviet leaders and Pro-
visional Government figures could not fail to incur the workers' animosity as
they tried to restrain the growing influence of the committees. “Precisely now,”
workers responded in late summer when the socialist minister of labor Mikhail
Skobelev tried to set limits on committee power, “when disruption of the econ-
omy is reaching new heights, when firings have become massive and factories all
over the place are being closed and evacuated, the intensive, unrestricted and
most diverse work of factory committees and their central organs is absolutely
necessary.”’* Not only were the workers’ groups powerless to stem the systemic
disintegration of Russia’s state capitalist economy in 1917; they made matters
worse. More important in terms of developments after October, they also in-
creased by their actions an overall dependency on state—as opposed to market—
economic mechanisms. _

It is at least partly for these reasons that the Bolsheviks soon appeared so
attractive to many Russian workers in 1917, especially in Petrograd. Lenin and
his comrades offered at the same time an explanation for Russia’s crisis and the
hope that complete disaster could be avoided if government authorities used the
country’s seemingly vast state resources in the workers' interests. Thus the Bol-
“sheviks’ own arguments about the relationship between the war and capitalism

generally, their insistence that Russia’s threatened economic collapse could be

+

21. See, for instance, fames D. White, ' The Sormavo-Nikolaev zemlyachestvo in the February
Revolution,” Sovier Studies, 31, no. 4 (1979): 475-504. o

22. Oktiahr'skaia revoliutsiia [ fabzavkomy (Moscow, 19273, pt. 1, p. 85,

23. Ibid., p. 164.

24. V. L. Meller and A. M. Pankratova, comps., Rabochee dvizhenie v 1917 godu {Moscow—
Leningrad, 1926), pp. 120-21. )
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largely attributed to industrialists “sabotaging” the revolution in order to pre-
serve social and political hegemony, and abave all their emphasis on seizing state
power and using it to “smash the capitalist order” seemed both to explain Rus-
sia’s crisis and to promise effective, permanent solutions—all the more so be-
cause the arguments contained some elements of truth. Russia’s particular form
of capitalism was failing, as a system of finance, commodity exchange, sacial
relations, and industrial production—in sum, as a mode of production—as in-
deed it had already begun to fail before February, a process at once the cause
and consequence of palitical weakness, social upheaval, and the carnage of war.
It was little wonder that thousands of workers with varying degrees of political
consciousness regarded so enthusiastically the “overthrow of capitalism and the
end of the bourgeois order,” and anticipated so hopefully an end to the insecu-
rities of liberal demacracy.

One of the most salient features of revolutionary Russia in the eight months
or sa after Octaber was that nothing changed for the better. This realization,
and the even more precarious, uncertain conditions which soon emerged, dis-
turbed and angered broad groups of workers. By early summer there were wide-
spread anti-Bolshevik protests. Armed clashes occurred in the factory districts
of Petrograd and other industrial centers. Under the aegis of the Conference of
Factory Representatives (Sobranie Upolnomaochennykh Fabrik i Zavodov Petro-
grada), a general strike was set for July 2. -

That this would be the short-term oufcome of one of the most momentous
changes in Russian history was not, of course, suspected by most workers whao
celebrated in October as effective capitalist management began to disappear from
their factories. For a few weeks there seemed to be a genuine and widespread
belief that the workers themselves could find at least temporary solutions to the
problems besetting their plants, and that Bolshevik rule would assist these efforts,
both by using state offices in their support, especially banking and financial
institutions, and by restoring some semblance of economic control. By early
December, encduraged by the  Balsheviks’ draft decree promising the *legal”
extension of workers’ control in all enterprises with more than five employees,
workers had organized committees in more than 2,100 major enterprises, in-
cluding 68 percent of all plants with more than two hundred workers. Scores of
plants and major railroads were “nationalized” from below in the expectation
that this would finally guarantee effective state assistance.? “What had begun
to happen before the October revolution now happened more frequently and
mare openly,” E. H. Carr writes of this process. “For the moment, nothing would
have dammed the tide of revolt.”

Yet it is doubtful that the principal force behind this “tide of revolt™ after
October was essentially a political one, and even unlikely that many Bolsheviks
were primarily concerned with workers’ control in order “to secure the allegiance

25. V. Z. Drobizhev, Glavnyi shiah sotsialisticheskoi promyshlennosti (Moscow, 1966), pp. 48—
50 gives summary statistics on the spread of workers’ control. See also Natsionafizatsiia promyshlen-
nosti v SSSR (Moscow, 1954}, p. 107. As many as 49 different “Central Councils” also sprang up in
these weeks to coordinate committee activities. See M. L. Itkin, “Tsentry fabrichno-zavodskikh
komitetov Rossii v 1917 godu,” Voprosy isrori, 2 (1974): 21-35.

26, E. H. Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923 (New York, 1952), vol. 2, p. 49,
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of the working masses,” as Paul Avrich has suggested.” The consolidation of
power was clearly the central concern of Lenin and his comrades, and the factory
committee movement was obviously of political importance, but what occurred
in November and early December was not so much revolt (or perhaps, more
precisely, not only revolt) as an effort by the workers to stave off total economic
disaster on a local level by securing a dominant role in plant affairs. In political
terms the revolt was largely over. State power, such as it was, belonged to work-
ers’ parties, even if not yet to the Bolsheviks alone. The enormously difficult
(and frightening) task now was to cope with production problems and to manage
to survive, a task that the workers simply could no longer leave to others and
for which now, more than ever, they needed state support.

The very necessity of this process further strengthened the defensive char-
acteristics of factory committees in these weeks. November and December 1917
were months in which factory committees desperately sought new orders for
goods, had to procure scarce materials and supplies, turn up funds to pay work-
ers, and resolve their own difficulties with technicians and other experienced
administrators in order to keep plants running. In many places managers and
workers’ representatives signed papers together in order to receive funds (es-
pecially from private banks) or procure goods. Elsewhere, seats on factory com-
mittees were given to office workers (sluzhashchie) ar technicians to prevent their
departure and assure their help. Collegial administration emerged as a common
form of management, in other words, because it seemed the most effective way
to get things done. Meanwhile, committees explained their actions at frequent
meetings and sought popular confirmation for their policies through “plant de-
mocracy.’

Far a period of time, moreover, perhaps no more than six to eight weeks,
many in the factories must have thought these efforts were warking. Taking
control of production in many enterprises gave the committees immediate access
to financial reserves and other resources remaining in the commercial “pipeline.”
Some new funds thus became available for the moment to increase pay, procure
materials, even settle outstanding abligations in cases where this was demanded
by suppliers in return for their goods. Private wealth, of course, was also con-
fiscated and in many places redistributed to workers along with space in apart-
ments or other sequestered living quarters. Improvements may also have been

27, Paul H. Avrich, “The Bolshevik Revolution and Workers’ Control in Russian Industry,”
Slavic Review, 22, no. 1 {1963): 48
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kratova, Fabzavkomy Rossii v hor'be za sotsialisticheskuiu fabriku (Moscow, 1923), esp. pp. 238-
39; and the reports in Professional’nyi vestnik (Petrograd), 8 (December 20, 1917); Vestmik narod-
nogo komissariata truda, 2-3 (February 1918), pp. 125-28; Vestnik truda, 3 (1920): 91, Rabochii
kontrol' (Petrograd), 1-4 (1918): 284-85. Novaia zhizn’ (November 11, 1917), discusses in some
detail the effarts at cooperation in the Treugol'nik plant in Petrograd, and similar reports appear in
the collection Natsionalizatsiia promyshiennost, especially pp. 93-99. See also A. Siderav, “Ekon-
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ineluding factory committees, and cited a report from Moscow that a number of industrialists there
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due to the fact that workers entered their plants in early November with a new
sense of commitment and enthusiasm, convinced their insecarity and dislocation
waould soon come to an end. Buoyed by a political triumph which wrested state
power from the bourgeoisie, confident of their own ability to manage affairs,
elated by the reality of their new social-dominance, Russian workers as a whole,
and particularly workers in Petrograd, could hardly fail to expect that conditions
would improve as their leaders and comrades within the Bolshevik party now
began to employ the full resources of the state in support of their own class
interests.

Irreversible forces were already working to pulverize these hopes, however,
and to destroy even a semblance of economic order. The very process of draining
the “pipeline” for immediate gain made ultimate disaster inevitable unless the
flow of goods could be increased at its source. This required the total reconstruc-
tion of Russia’s economic infrastructure (to use a jargony term), a task difficult
enough in any circumstances, but now virtually impossible in the time required
to maintain the supply of goods and- materials needed to keep most plants in
operation. It also became clear that little effective assistance would be forthcom-
ing from various state agencies, even for nationalized plants.?® Although they
had taken over state banks and other offices, the Bolsheviks were simply not
able to provide the relief that the workers expected and which the1r coming to
power had promised.

Quite the contrary, in fact. The seizure of state power contributed enor-
mously—if indirectly—to undermining the workers’ material well-being by pre-
cipitating one of the most rapid and least controlled military demobilizations in
history, a process that had begun before October biit which now erupted without
restraint. The more familiar side of demabilization involved the breakup of the
old army: within weeks, hundreds of thousands had left their units, armed,
impatient, often angry. But it meant as well the reorientation of industry from
war to peacetime needs, an overwhelming task even in conditions of relative
political stability. In Petrograd and elsewhere, more than 70 percent of all Rus-
sian industrial- production was now directed toward military needs; some 80
percent of the industrial work farce was in defense-related occupations. As late
as September 1917 there were also 7 million men still in aniform.3 As the
Bolsheviks pursued their peace plans and the army dissolved, most state pro-
curements ceased. In some places, manufacturers stopped production in mid-
stream.” Elsewhere payments were not made when goods were ready in early
November.

Delegations of anxious waorkers pressured soviet and state officials alike for
relief as difficulties mounted, but the magnitude of the prablem was simply over-

29. In fact, Lenin's regime felt impelled to resrrain the process of nationalization from below.
See especially V. Miliutin, “K voprosu o natsionalizatsii promyshlennosti,” Narodnoe khoziaistvo, 5
(July 15, 1918}:5-7; V. Z. Drobizhev, “Satsialisticheskoe obshchestvlenie promyshlennosti v $SSR.)
Voprasy istorii, 6 (1964): 3-64; A. V. Venediktov, Organizatsiia gosudarstvennol promyshlennosti v
S8SR, vol. 1 (Leningrad, 1957), pp. 178-80,

30. Rossiia v mirovoi voine, p. 7.

31. See, tor example, Ekonomicheskoe polozhenie, 1:399, 401.

32. This was particularly the case in enterprises where payments on state contracts were due
upon delivery. See, for instance, Rabochii kontrol' { narsionalizarsiia, pp. 280ff.
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whelming. The Sovnarkom itself may even have made matters worse by decreeing
in December that strictly military production should cease entirely (“for exam-
ple, work on artillery shells’), an order that sent shock waves through plants
like the Petrograd Trubochnyi works, in 1917 Russia’s largest producer of shell
casings. Factory committees and unions were simply to “take the most decisive
measures to find work” for displaced workers, “sending delegations to the Urals,
to the north, and so forth, in order to work out necessary arrangements.”

Late December and early January thus saw a transition in proletarian Russia
from relative enthusiasm, optimism, and even some limited material improve-
ment to extremely rapid economic decline, deepening insecurity, and in some
places outright panic. As is well known, the very center of proletarian power,
Petrograd, with its heavy concentration of armament and other defense indus-
tries, suffered most. Between January and April 1918 the supply of goods coming
into the capital dropped precipitously in almost every category.* Nearly 60 per-
cent of the industrial work force here was forced into the streets.3s

Aggregate figures are-less important for our purposes, however, than the
distribution of unemployed workers by industrial branch in Petrograd. And it is
not simply the extent of the crisis that is most striking but its unevenness, and
more particularly the extraordinary concentration of unemployed workers in what
had been Russia’s most favored industries and plants. The greatest declines by
far were in chemicals (including rubber) and metals, 79 percent and 74 percent
respectively in April 1918, relative to January 1917. These two branches, more-
over, had employed by far the greatest number of workers in Petrograd before
Qctober, about 250,000 (more than 70 percent), excluding those in service oc-
cupations. Hence the spring of 1918 saw the emergence of an extraordinary
concentration of unemployed workers in what had been the city’s best paid, most
numerous, and most secure section of the work force, employed in the largest
and most productive plants,

In contrast, Petrograd textile workers, who had suffered extraordinary dis-
location during the first years of the war, now suffered only a 15 percent decline
(21 percent if one includes the 5,000 or so workers who had been employed in
cotton cloth manufacturing, where production was now further curtailed because
cotton imports were shut off); leather workers, a decline of 31 percent; food
workers, 23 percent, and paper manufacturing, 22 percent.¥?

The Bolsheviks' decision to evacuate Petrograd clearly contributed to the
crisis. Information is obviously incomplete, and the process itself was chaatic.
Even so, it seems clear that the largest group of out-migrants consisted not, as
one might suspect, of skilled workers being transferred to industrial centers else-

33, Dekrety sovetskoi viast, vol. 1 (Moscaw, 1957), pp. 196-98. Decisions about specific in-
stances were left to local soviets, and both they and the labor exchanges were similarly ardered to
wark mare expeditiously, “facilitating the transfer of workers to areas where they were still needed.”
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average of some 4.8 million puds of coal per month in 1917, a figure which was already only half of
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1918, and only .5 million puds of oil, one quarter of the city's monthly average for 1917. The declines
of ather goods were comparable. See especially the report in Novyi put’, 5 (September 1, 1918).

35. See Statistika truda, 2-3 (August 15, 1918): 22-26.

36. Staristika truda, 2-3 (August 15, 1918), pp. 8-14.

37. Ibid.
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where in the country, but of unskilled workers and recent in-migrants {prishlye).*®
Even allowing for errors in the records, it therefore seems likely that a very large
proportion of unemployed workers remaining in the capital were skilled and
semiskilled metal and defense workers—the very social group, that is, which had
enjoyed such relative prosperity before February, which constituted one of the
Bolsheviks® strangest bases of support in the capital throughout 1917, and also
the group whose revolutionary expectations had been raised the highest.*

While the magnitude of this crisis in both objective and subjective terms is
hard to measure, it is alsa difficult to underestimate. So is the suddenness with
which it undercut the hopes of the workers. February and March 1918 were
months of precarious uncertainty in Petrograd and elsewhere. Factories that
stayed open were unable to get new orders for goods. Supplies and materials
dwindled. Funds dried up. Pilfering and theft were common. Decrees from the
center were “‘amost totally ignored.”* Productivity, of course, fell precipitously.
The more mechanized a plant (and thus the higher its complement of skilled and
semiskilled workers), the greater the problems of maintaining production, given
the Jack of fuel and spare parts.* It is hardly surprising that in these circum-
stances some workers sold off machinery and equipment, acts ridiculed by ob-
servers as brainless anarchism.,

What is important is not so much the magnitude of this disaster in statistical
terms as the ways in which it may have acted quickly to undermine the workers’
confidence and sense of unity and the ways in which it may have given new
impetus to centrifugal tendencies that had largely been overcome in the fall.
Questions of worker unity and the hroad issues of power were now, for many,
largely past, partly because many activists were themselves siphoned away from
the factories, partly hecause, as aone Bolshevik abserver put it, political questions
per se were no longer urgent with workers and Bolsheviks in power.# What
mattered instead was getting help “from above,”” and how individual factories
were being managed, a situation that put enormous pressure an workers’ com-
mittees. It was now the committee’s responsibility alone, even in plants still under
private ownership, to decide what to do with demobilized soldiers who appeared
at the gates and demanded their old jobs back; and it was logically the commit-
tees which now assumed responsibility for regulating wages and imposing plant
discipline—or, as V. Maiskii put it in April, for finding “disciplinary mea-
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sures . . . which appeal[ed] not to the best but to the worst side of human nature,
not to revolutionary enthusiasm but to direct self-interest.”* Committee activities
at this time have been described as “bringing Russia to the brink of economic
collapse,’® but more to the point is the fact that the committees were forced to
‘assume extensive new responsibilities and powers at precisely the moment when
they could least effectively meet them, and when any action whatsoever on their
part was bound to create dissension, or worse. In contrast to 1917, moreover,
the “‘bourgeoisie” was now a much less ready target for worker dissidence. The
familiar cry of 1917 that the government was defending “capitalist™ interests
could no longer explain the lack of effective state intervention.

Particularly heavy tasks fell on committees in plants formerly tied to military
production; and where a shift had been made to natural wages, cammittees could
never satisfy demand.* Frequently this also required the use of armed force,
although there were many other reasans as well why committees built their mil-
itias in these weeks. Goods needed protection, committee meetings were often
disrupted, attacks on warehouses, storage sheds, even rail lines began to occur
almost daily. Clashes between groups from different factories also became more
frequent as conditions deteriorated. Even dormitories were invaded; and as fac-
tory militias tightened their control at plant gates, employment documents came
to matter as much as ration cards.*

In these circumstances the reemergence of both craft consciousness and
factory particularism was inevitable. If maintaining a job in a particular shop or
factory became one’s primary source of security, local commitments naturally
had to increase. The tasks which now seemed most urgent in personal and prac-
tical terms were simply not conducive to sustaining broader allegiances, partic-
_ ularly since the principal goal for which the workers had mabilized in 1917—the
overthrow of capitalism and the creation of a “workers’ state’—had now been
achieved. One’s occupation again came to matter significantly in the spring of
1918, in other words, for workers as well as for others, and in ways hardly con-
ducive to harmonious social relations even within factory gates.

Evidence is skimpy, and one can only hypothesize about the degree of real
conflict that arose on these grounds, but both the available evidence and the
logic of events press in this direction. It seems inevitable that the committees
themselves—facing impossible tasks, unable to meet workers’ needs and de-
mands, and now in some places working closely with technical personnel or even
former factory administrators—should have increasingly become the objects of
workers’ anger, even as (and in fact precisely because) their powers were in-
creasing. Workers at the Nobel factory (chemicals), Old Lessner {metal pro-
cessing), and the Okhtenskii powder works (chemicals) turned against their own

44, Rabochii mir, 3 (April 28, 1918).
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factory committees in {ate January and February, for example, because of “ex-
cessive discipline” and “inadequate administration’: thase “privileged” to sit on
committees were now acting “‘too much like factory administrators,” even “car-
rying out their orders’ and ““defending employer interests, not ours.” “Corurades
elect their factory committee and within a week the grumbling begins’ New
factory meetings are calied, new instructions issued from the woarkers, and soon
“the cycle begins again.”* This antagonism, moreover, ran both ways, since from
the committee members’ viewpoint the hostility of the rank and file was hardly
fair. It was also a genuine threat to plant operations and led to new demands for
discipline, often accompanied by charges of laziness and irresponsibility.# Events
were coming full circle, back to the very issues of concern and protest in the
spring of 1917, except that now they occurred under Bolshevik rule and hence
were necessarily focused on the workers’ own representatives.

One must emphasize the contradictory nature of these pressures in the late
winter of 1918, and appreciate as well, finally, the manner in which they rein-
forced simultaneously a commitment to collegiality and democracy within many
enterprises, a desire for autanomy, social tensions and demands for effective state
intervention. Autonomy was necessary because factories everywhere needed to
protect themselves from the “‘paroxysm of requisitioning taking hold of all official
agencies,” as some leather workers expressed it.’¢ Effective state intervention
remained necessary because of the overwhelming need for orders, goods, and
essential supplies. Plant democracy, finally, was essential not only because of the
workers’ own political commitments and values but also because the factory
committees themselves recognized that “rank and file confidence™ was critical
to sustaining production, as the chairman of the Nikolaev railroad committee
put it, and that complex production problems simply were not amenable to any
other form of management on a local level. The trust and cooperation of the
workers they represented were the committees’ best hope for maintaining any
production whatsoever. 3!

Lenin’s approach to these issues, and that of most Bolshevik leaders, is
familiar: economic chaos was esseantially the consequence of prerevolutionary
circumstances; the factory committee movement reflected dangerous anarchistic
and syndicalistic tendencies, as it had even in 1917, despite its importance as a
political hase for the party; factory administration had to come under the cen-
tralizing and coordinating control of the trade unions, which themselves had to
be integrated into the state and party administration of the Bolsheviks. Almost
without exception, spokesmen for the various central boards (glavki) and com-
missions set up within the new Sovnarkhoz structure condemned the autonomy
and independence of factory or railroad committees and assailed the workers for
their lack of discipline. “There are no collegial administrations anywhere in the
world like ours,” a prominent Bolshevik authority on the railroads complained,
far example, ‘“where the majority of members are switchmen, engineers, and

43, Rabochii khimik (Petrograd), 4-5 (August 1918): 28, Tekstif'shehik (Moscow), 7-8
(Octaber 25, 1918): 12-13, reporting on a conference of textile workers and factory committees in
June 1918, ) .
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50. Vasinik glavnago komiteta po kozhevennym deiam (Moscow), 6 (March 1918).
51. Mysli zheleznodorozhnika (Petrograd), 14-15 (April 21-28, 1918).
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other rank-and-file employees.” s N. Osinskii {Obolenskii), head of the Supreme
Economic Council, described workers’ control as a form of “disintegrative syn-
dicalism™; trade unionists like A. Lozovskii demanded that constraints be placed
on the committees.™ On March 23 the Sovnarkom issued a decree “On the
Centralization of Railroad Administration,” placing “dictatorial power” in the
hands of a single person in each administrative center, and making clear by
implication its future plans for industrial management everywhere .

Yet it was just this confidence in the efficacy of one-person teadership (edi-
nonachalie) that startled the committee members themselves. From below it
simply did not seem possible that most plants and enterprises could be managed
in this way. “If it were only the case that a dictatorship would improve matters,”
workers discussing the March 23 decree insisted, “‘the question of what to do
would be clear, But . . . we’ve heard these songs sung for years. In the past,
these ‘iron hands’ brought nothing but trouhle

Indeed, it seems apparent that many wotkers themselves, particularly in
Petrograd, had now come to believe again, and with some justification, that
confusion and anarchy at the top were a major cause of their difficulties, just as
they had been earlier. An endless series of miscalculations occurred in these
weeks. Scores of competitive and conflicting Bolshevik and Soviet authorities
issued contradictory orders, which were often brought to the factories by armed
Chekists. The fact was that Bolshevik administration was chaotic. The Supreme
Economic Council itself operated from Osinskii’s suite in the Hotel Astoria,
issuing dozens of orders and passing countless directives with virtually no real
knowledge of affairs. Scores of technicians were dismissed from above in this
way, despite the insistence of workers’ committees that their skills were crucial
to operations and despite the view of some officials, like the Commissar of
Transport, that dismissing them was “‘absolutely wrong.”* Demobilization was
unplanned; the evacuation of Petrograd chaotic. The greater the authority of the
center in these weeks, the more factories like the Parviainen works found their
own supplies requisitioned.” “Accusations of ‘anarcho-syndicalism’ have always
come in Russia from anti-worker, right-wing elements,” one railroad committee
spokesman put it; ‘““how very strange that representatives of Bolshevik power
now join in similar denunciations.”

Thus a third stage began to unfold in the evolution of Bolshevik labor re-
lations after Qctober, following the initial weeks of “triumph” and the period of
traumatic demobilization and rapid socioeconomic decline in the winter, a stage
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that soon led to open conflict, repression, and the consolidation of Bolshevik
dictatorship over the proletariat in place of proletarian dictatorship itself. Brest-
Litovsk was clearly a turning point, in Petrograd and elsewhere. If we can judge
from newspapers like Petrogradskoe ekho, a reasonably objective non-party eve-
ning daily, the peace treaty seemed “‘treasonous” even to state workers at the
Tula armament works, ‘‘destructive to the international prolétarian moventent,
and deeply harmful to the interests of Russian workers, the revolution, and the
Russian economy in general.”*® There were also feelings of panic in the capital
that the peace would not hold and that the Germans would soon enter the city.5
Groups of Putilov workers demanded immediate payment of one-and-a-half
month’s wages, insisting that Soviet power was thelr power and the demands of
the previously exploited (nizy) had to be met.®

It is hardly surprising that worker opposition to the Bolsheviks also became
much more visible in these weeks, partly organized around the Conference of
Factory Representatives in Petrograd and Moscow. Until March the only major
outbreak of worker protest in Petrograd occurred around the closing of the
Constituent Assembly, when a number of demonstrators were killed and
wounded. Thousands had gathered at the Obukhov works in the southeastern
district of the city and at nearby plants in the Nevskii district, including the
important Aleksandrovsk locomotive warks. There were also protests at several
plants in the Vyborg district and at the Trubachnyi works on Vasil'evskii island. %

Some of the protest was undoubtedly stirred by SR and Menshevik activists.
The Obukhov works was known as an SR “stronghold,” and there was clearly
still considerable support for both parties, particularly their left factions, through-
out the city. Yet in some ways these protests seemed to mark the diffusion and
even irrelevance of organized party politics at this juncture. Speakers denounced
the shootings, attacking the Sovnarkom and the Petrograd Soviet, and expressed
outrage at the closing of the Assembly, but the greatest shock seemed to be over
the brutality with which Bolshevik forces had turned “on their own.” The protests
were also centered in major state enterprises engaged in war production and
directly affected by demobilization.® Thus the deteriorating social circumnstances
of “favared” workers in proletarian Petrograd may well have begun to eclipse
the issues of politics per se, while the Bolsheviks’ candemnation of the shootings
and their courage in addressing angry workers (particularly at Obukhov, which
had suffered a large share of the casualties) tended to depaliticize the anger of
the workers. In any event, in the aftermath of the Assembly’s closing many in
Petrograd seem to have become genuinely indifferent to the struggles and the
fate of other parties as political organizations, as if they belonged to the days
before October.

In my opinion the emergence of the Conference of Factory Representatives
as a center of worker dissidence must be understood in this context. In mid-
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January a meeting described in the press as a “Workers’ Conference of the Union
to Defend the Constituent Assembly” took place in Petrograd, organized in the
main, apparently, by self-described “right” Mensheviks disaffected from their
Central Committee aver the question of cooperation with the Bolsheviks, and
determined to build a new, representative movement “from below,” shedding
formal party affiliations.® Warkers from a number of plants soon joined them
in forming the Conference as a broadly based assembly, haping among other
things to counter what ane observer lamented as the new “passivity and indif-
ference of the Petrograd workers.® The first “‘extraordinary” meeting of the
conference convened in Petrograd on March 13 in the midst of new protests over
the evacuation, which was pursued most intensively just before Brest-Litovsk,
when it seemed the city might fall under German control.

Delegates attended from at least fifteen major metalworking plants, includ-
ing the Obukhov, Trubochnyi, and Aleksandrovsk mechanical plants, which had
been the scenes of protests in January, and a number of print shops, which were,
of course, Menshevik strongholds.®” The delegates’ mood was angry and focused
directly on those seemingly responsible for the “chaos of evacuation,” food and
other shortages, and the arbitrary exercise of authority, but it was also confused
and desperate. “The workers are lost,” a spokesman from Rechkin declared, “it
seems to them that everything is falling apart.”’s

Reports of the March 13 conference appeared in Den’, Nowaia zaria, Novaia
zhizn', and other Social Democratic newspapers, as well as in Petrogradskoe
ekho and what remained of the non-party press. On April 7 the Menshevik
Central Committee officially endorsed the conference, yielding to the right Men-
shevik conception of “‘appealing broadly to workers’ gatherings in order to fa-
cilitate the formation of working-class consciousness and reconstructing labor
unity,” or as Liber put it at a Moscow committee plenum one week later, allowing
workers to feel “the strength of their class position.”’s® By this time there were
apparently delegates in more than 40 Petrograd enterprises, officially “repre-
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the city soviet with similar questions. To the question, “where do we ga?” soviet spokesmen told
them, ‘‘wherever you like,” and suggested that they take “whatever they like” with them! See Bern-
shtam, Nezavisimoe rabochee dvizhenie, p. 69.

67. Den', April 2, 1918.

68. “Protokoly chrezvychainogo sobraniia upolonomochennykh fabrik i zavodov Petrograda,”
Kontinent (Paris), 2 (1975): 391-92.

49. Aronson, “‘Dvizhenie” p. 7; Novala zaria, 1 {April 22, 1918): 62,



230 Slavic Review

senting,” if that is the proper term, 55,000 or more workers. Five meetings were
reportedly held between March 13 and the end of the month. According to an
account published in Den', 33 of the 110 participants at the March 13 meeting
were SRs, 35 SDs (gbedinentsy), one a Narodnyi Sotsialist, and 42 did not belong
to any party.” On April 3 a second “extraordinary’ meeting took place at which
the Balsheviks were attacked quite directly for “assaulting the workers’ move-
ment with tsarist methods.”

What is most important in all this, I would suggest, is not so much the
weakening of Bolshevik support it seems to evidence as the way it illustrates the
powerful, contradictory pressures building from below in the spring of 1918 for
solutions to problems which, at the time, were insoluble. What seems most
striking about the disaffection evidenced in the conference is its focus on the
breakdown of order, its disillusionment with revolutionary politics generally
(party affiliations notwithstanding), and its insistence on a greater degree of local
plant autonomy, despite overt hostility toward plant administrators and the del-
egates’ own factory committees. Canference delegates attacked not only the
Bolsheviks but also the soviets, “which have ceased to be the political represen-
tatives of the proletariat and are little more than judicial or police institutions.”
They condemned the Red Guards for their brutality but demanded more pro-
tection for their dormitories and factories and asserted their own right to use
force. They demanded an end to restrictions on movement and freer trade reg-
ulations, following their Menshevik and SR leaders, and also insisted on the right
to manage their own affairs, while bitterly attacking trade unions and their own
factory committees for “not fulfilling their obligations to the workers'

The war has ended but our misfortunes are only beginning. There is little
work; a senseless, disorderly evacuation has virtually destroyed industry.
Warkers are being thrown out on the streets by the tens of thousands. It is
impossible to go anywhere, and there is nowhere to ga. Our last coins are
being spent. A hungry summer is coming, We cannot expect help from
anyane. Are the trade unions doing much for the unemployed? They aren’t
concerned with the unemployed, and aren’t even concerned with the em-
ployed. The unions organize the economy, not the workers.

Factory committees organize commissions to fire workers, organize bu-
reaycratic organs which dor’t need our trust and have long ago lost it. And
they don’t help us.”

70. Den’, April 2, 1918. Aranson indicates representatives from moare than 50 plants and fac-
tories {“Dvizhenie,” p. 12).

71. A delegation was also soon dispatched to Moscow, where a large meeting of workers at
Shaniavskii University determined early in April to organize a similar group. [ssuing the protocols
of the Petrograd meeting of March 13, the Moscow group announced its own intention to begin “a
broad, public campaign™ to organize workers here and elsewhere into “the institution workers need
in arder to resolve decisively the vital questions of the day." The April 3 meeting also adopted a
resolution opposing forced evacuation of the city; and on Aprit 11, the Assembly’s Trade Union
Commission issued an appeal for strike funds, ostensibly to resist “a new capitalist offensive™ but
almost certainly with the idea of strengthening resistance to the Bolsheviks. See Den', April 2, 1918;
Novyi den’, April 4 and 13, 1918; Novaia zaria, 2 (May 1, 1918): 60-62. See also Bernshtam,
Nezavisimoe rabochee dvizhente, pp. 204-207.

72, MNovaia zaria, March 26, 1918 (reprinted in Bernshtam, Nezavisimoe rabochee dvizhenie,

p. 63).
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There were strong overtones here as well of rank-and-file hostility to the
more privileged workers who now may have controlled many factory committees,
and whose factory positions, in any event, were more secure. In the view of
many, an “irresponsible technical apparatus’ was now in charge of many facto-
ries, falsely representing rank-and-file interests: “[Our committees] ought im-
mediately to refuse to do the things that are not properly their real tasks, sever
their links with the gavernment, and become organs of the free will of the
warking class, organs of its struggle.””” “We state honestly and openly that we
have lost all faith in those above us.””* These views, mareover, were no less
strident for the fact that those “above” them, in committees and unions, were
also struggling with authorities in almost precisely the same manner and were
being condemned for anarchism and acts “contrary to proletarian state interests.”

Obviously this generalized {and to some extent internally contradictory) pro-
test was partly the result of the efforts of SR and Menshevik activists. But evi-
dence on the social composition of conference delegates indicates it was also
related, and more closely, to Petrograd's critical socioeconomic circumstances.
In effect, only two major industrial branches were represented in conference
meetings, printers and metal workers; and the largest number of ““‘delegates’—
the nature of actual representation remaining an open question—came from 26
metalworking plants formerly engaged in defense production, including seven
that had been entirely shut down. The only other significant representation came
from 16 typesetting and print shops, strongholds of Menshevism. Only three of
‘the city's food processing plants sent delegates, all from the Rozhdestvenskii
district, and only two delegates represented wood workers. Most striking was
the almost complete absence of textile workers. The one exception was the Torn-
ton (Thornton) plant in the Vyborg district, where approximately one-third of
all the factories “represented” in the conference were located.”

Why this may have been so is suggested by employment statistics. For the
28 factories with delegates in the conference for which we have data, the average
unemployment rate on April 1, 1918 {contrasted with January 1, 1917) was 50.5
percent. In contrast, the average unemployment rate for 36 major non-partici-
pating factories for which we have data was only 21.6 percent. The Skorokhod
leather works, for exarmple, which did not send delegates to the conference,
employed almost the same number of workers in April 1918 as in January 1917
(4,900). Similar situations existed in the Bogdanov tobacco plant (1,669) and in
the Laferm tobacco works, which actually showed an increase in employment
(2,363 to 2,507). Most important, it seems evident that the relatively small de-
clines in employment among Petrograd textile workers affected primarily those
working in smaller shops, and that employment in larger plants, which had ex-

73. Ibid., May 1, 1918,

74. Ibid.; Petrogradskoe ekho, March 28, 1918,

75. These data are for meetings between March and late June. The metal plants inclyded the
Patronnyi plant in the Vyborg district, officially under the control of the state artillery administration
and & major supplier of grenades and other weapons to the Bolsheviks in October; the Orudiiny
and Obukhov warks, two of the country’s three main producers of artillery pieces; the Petrograd
arsenal; the Nevskii shipbuilding works, and the Trubachnyi works. The Etikson and Simens-Shuk-
kert instrument plants also had delegations, and so did the state powder warks (Parokhovnyi), now
the city's leading chemical plant, as well as the Nikolaev and Notthwestetn railroad shaps, whose
warkers were closely affiliated with the metal workers. The most complete list of factory repeesen-
tation is in Novaia zhiza'; 93 (May 18, 1918).
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perienced their “shake out™ many months earlier, held rather steady. Thus the
Nevskii cotton plant continued to employ more than 1,700 workers in April 1918,
compared to 2,056 in January 1917; the Kersten plant in Vyborg, 1,070 compared
to 2,252; and the Sampsonevskaia works, also in Vyborg, 1,618 compared to
1,592 in January 1917.% While other factors undoubtedly also affected the work-
ers’ connections with the Conference of Factory Representatives—the role of SR
and Menshevik activists in the factories perhaps most of all—the importance of
social circumstances also seems to have been paramount.

It is possible to get a clearer picture of the conference participants by taking
into account the patterns of evacuation from Petrograd and the general content
of discussions at conference meetings. Thus the animosity shown toward factory
committees makes it unlikely that conference leaders were closely tied to workers’
control organizations or the unions. Besides, most of the skeleton crews that
continued to work even at plants which had closed tended to consist of skilled
workers and technical personnel. Finally, as noted, the least skilled labarers in
the metal plants constituted the largest group of evacuees, while the mast recent
arrivals to the city, those with the closest ties to the countryside, were also the
largest category of workers to leave voluntarily. Hence the largest group of con-
ference supporters from the metal plants (as well as, in all likelihood, many of
the delegates) were probably from -the group of semiskilled workers who had
moved into important jobs with the great increase in military production during
the war, but who now found their hopes for security and advancement crushed
by an economic collapse that left them vulnerable and expendable.

The only other significant group of delegates, the printers, undoubtedly
came in part because of their close association with the Mensheviks, but probably
alsa because of the specific threat Bolshevism represented to the livelihood of
what in 1917 had become ane of the city’s most rapidly growing industrial sectors.
Thus they may well have been pushed toward the conference by social circum-
stances they shared, or felt they were about to share, with the metal workers,
as well as by political convictions.

By April 1918 a range of dissidence had emerged in Petrograd, reinforced
by—and also doubtlessly reinforcing—the various forms of craft and factory
particularism that had become so important in conditions of social dislocation
and economic disaster. All dissident elements, from the overworked and harassed
factory committees to the idle and anxious unemployed, demanded effective state
intervention, particularly in Petrograd in the matter of evacuation but elsewhere
too. Among many there was also an abhorrence of political repression and ar-
bitrariness, as well as varying degrees of sympathy with the opposition parties.
The question for conference leaders was whether these various strains could be
effectively combined.

On May 9, 1918, at the town of Kolpino, near Petrograd, armed guards
opened fire on an angry group of workers protesting at the local soviet over
shortages of jobs and foad. Ward of the shoating spread quickly, ard while the

76, Employment data for individual plants come from a variety of sources. Figures cited are
from Tekstil'shehik, 1-2 (1918): 26-27;3-4 (1918): 20-21; Rabochil khimik, 1 (February 1918): 30~
31; Pechatnik, 3—4 (1918): 9-10; Metallise, 9-10 (September 1918): 9; and especially Novyi pur’, 11
(December 1918), as well as individual newspaper accounts. See alsa the discussion in Kleinbort,
especially pp. 273(t.
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incident was hardly the first of its kind, it triggered a massive wave of indigna-
tion.” The Conference of Factory Representatives met to demand “‘the complete
liquidation of the current regime.”™ Work stopped temporarily at a number of
" plants.

Popular outrage spread rapidly. Like the Lena shootings in 1912, Kolpino
quickly emerged as a focal point for more generalized anger and frustration. In
Moscow, Tula, Kolomna, Nizhnii Novgorod, Rybinsk, Orel, Tver’, and else-
where, workers gathered to issue new protests, in some cases identifying them-
selves openly with the conference. ““The suffering of the masses has reached an
extreme limit,” one group insisted: “Tak dal'she zhit' nel'zia.”” In Petrograd
textile workers went on strike for increased food rations, and a wave of dem-
onstrations spread in response to still more Bolshevik arrests until, at the end
of May, a long meeting of the conference asked workers to postpone further
protests “until a more favorable moment,” when better organization and coor-
dination could lead to a city-wide, and perhaps nation-wide, general strike.%

It is now possible to trace this first major wave of labor protest through to
its climax in early July, and to understand its various dimensions. Information is
available from contemporary newspapers and journals on more than seventy
different incidents in Petrograd between Kolpino and the beginning of July, in-
cluding strikes, demonstrations, and anti-Bolshevik factory meetings. Some of
these were meetings convened in conjunction with Petrograd soviet elections held
at the end of June; others were less focused. Some were addressed by speakers
from various oppositional parties. The greatest number by far were protests
against some form of Bolshevik repression: shootings, incidents of '‘terroristic
activities,” and arrests. In about 40 instances workers’ protests focused on these
issues, and the data surely understate the actual number by a wide margin. There
were also 18 separate strikes or other work stoppages with an explicitly anti-
Bolshevik character.

Many of these protests included calls for democratic political reforms. There

" are newspaper reports, for example, on seven large gatherings in May which
passed resolutions demanding the Constituent Assembly be reconvened, follow-
ing the program of the Conference of Factory Representatives. There were four
other meetings at which the workers specifically demanded freedom of the press;
only one of these meectings seems to have been attended primarily by printers.
Very few protests, in fact, appeared directly related to what one might consider
social issues: unemployment, the cost of living, wages. Of these, most were
strikes and protests over food shortages of the kind that triggered the Kolpino
incident, particularly on the part of Petrograd textile workers, a contingent that
was largely female and whose factories were still running.

Thus on the surface at least workers’ protests seemed to be assuming a new
and stronger political content, and one can readily understand in examining them

77. Protests centered at Putilov, Simens-Shukkert, Rechkin, and especially Obukhov, which
sent a delegation to visit additional factories and mobilize further protests. On May 11 and 12 thou-
sands gathered at meetings in the Narvskii, Vasil'evskij Ostrav, and Nevskij districts. Twenty-one
factories sent delepatians to attend the victims’ funeral. A particularly full report appears in Novyi
den’, May 15, 1918.

T8. Novyi den', May 26, 1918,

79. Novaia zhizn', May 30, 1918. See also Bernshtam, Mezavisimoe rabochee dvizhenie,
pp. 164-65.

£0. Ibid. (See alsa Bernshtam, Nezavisimoe rabochee dvizhenie, pp. 169-70).
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why hopeful. observers like Aronson became convinced that by June 1918 ““a
committed opposition . . . [had] gained the upper hand.”# Political values and
affiliations seemed to lie at the heart of these protests; indeed, one can hardly
deny their political character or import. These protests, moreover, were not
limited to Petrograd,® and in many places elections to local soviets began to
return large numbers of Menshevik and SR deputies, even majorities.®

Yet on closer examination the broader social dimensions of this protest are
also apparent, and in, ways that suggest again that social issues continued to be
as important, and perhaps more important, than politics per se as an underlying
source of protest, despite the political effect of almost every demonstration and
wark stoppage. Most important again is the narrow industrial sector at the center
of most protests in Petrograd. The overwhelming preponderance of protests came
ance more from displaced metal workers. More than 75 percent of all incidents
I have been able to catalogue in Petrograd between the end of March and early
July 1918 involved this group. The largest number by far continued to occur in
plants like the Patronnyi works and the Arsenal in Vyborg, the Obukhov works
in the Nevskii district (where 2,500 workers, with close ties in the past to the
SRs, continued to struggle to fill state orders for locomotives), and Putilov—all
of which had been devastated by the chaos of demabilization and evacuation.
Only a handful of protests, largely brief strikes over food rations, came from the
city’s textile plants, despite reports in Tekstil’shchik that workers there felt
“things [were] worse now than under the tsar.®

Although the evidence is incomplete, the patterns still seem obvious. They
also correlate with assumptions about the social composition of conference del-
egates and are further reinforced by evidence on their geographical distribution,
which shows a heavy concentration in two districts, the Nevskii (Obukhov, Nev-
skii shipbuilding, the Aleksandrovsk mechanical shops), and Vyborg (Arsenal,
Staryi Lessner, the old Baranovskii works, and the Patronnyi plant). There were
also a number of protests in the Narvskii district, but on examination these seem
almost entirely connected to Putilov. Other districts, including Vasil'evskii, were
relatively quiet. Even in rough outline this configuration thus reinforces the

41. Arognson, “Quvriers,” p. 202

§2. In Moscow, Tula, [aroslavl’, Briansk, and other places, gatherings like those in Petragrad
took place in plants like the Tula armament waorks and the huge Sormova complex in Nizhnii Nov-
garod, farmerly ane of the countey’s major defense producers. See especially Novaia zhizn', June 8,
12, 21, and 16, 1918; Chas, Tune 19, 20, 1918; Novyi vechernii chas, June 17, 1918. In Mascow a
gathering of more than 4,000 railroad warkers in the Aleksandrovsk shops endorsed the demand of
the canference for civil liberties and an end to Bolshevik rule. See Novaia zhizn', June 7, 1918.

83. See the discussion by Vladimir Brovkin, “The Mensheviks' Palitical Comeback,” pp. 1-50.
On the elections to the Petrograd Soviet in July, which returned a comfortable Bolshevik majority,
see especially David Mandel, Petrograd Workers and the Soviet Seizure of Power (New York, 1984),
pp. 404-13.

84, Teksil shehik, 3-4 (May 12, 1918): 3. These accurred largely around the Tornton mill,
lacated in the Vybarg district, although mills in the Newvskii district near Obukhov struck as well.
Among the meta] workers’ protests, less than 10 percent seem ta have invalved workers from plants
like Simens-Shukkert and Maksvel, which manufactured generators and ather complex instruments
and machines, and which had relatively large complements of highly skilled workers. The tabacco
workers in the Razhdestvenskii district protested briefly after Kolpino and then seem to have been
relatively passive. There are no reports at all of protests by wood workers, and only one account of
involvement by leather workers from the important Skorokhod plant (in late May). It is possible, of
course, that protest meetings at metal plants drew workers fram other industries.
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conclusion that protests came overwhelmingly from the ranks of displaced, semi-
skilled metal workers, who were, of course, geographically concentrated here.s
Finally, one can also see further indications in these weeks of continued
conflict between factory committee personnel and their rank and file; between
higher paid skilled workers and their less well off, less skilled comrades; and of
course hetween virtually everyone still struggling with the tasks of production at
the factory level and those attempting to impose discipline from above. At Si-
mens-Shukkert and Obukhov, for example, there were incidents of violence as
unemployed workers attempted to prevent others from entering the plant; at
Putilov, shop committees openly refused to implement the directives of the fac-
tory committee and demanded a city-wide meeting to discuss inequalities in
wages.® At a meeting of Vyborg district factory committees in mid-June, organ-
ized by the metal workers’ union, representatives stressed that production work
was being greatly hindered by negligent and hostile attitudes taward them on
the part of large numbers of rank and file. ¥
Strong anti-Bolshevik feelings remained evident throughout, When meetings
began in mid-June in connection with the Petrograd soviet elections, prominent
Bolsheviks had real difficulty making themselves heard in many plants.®® But the
importance of political commitments miust again be set in the social context, and
in these terms, as well as in terms of the way the political drama was played out
in Petrograd at the end of June, the role of such issues as the Constituent As-
~ sembly and democratic government again seems to fade.
On Tune 20 V. Volodarskii, a popular and talented Bolshevik pubiicist and
"member of the Soviet Executive Committee, was killed on his way to an election
meeting. This time reprisals were particularly swift. Large numbers of people
were arrested, including, apparently, many workers. Again angry meetings took
place in factories around the city. At the Obukhov warks the workers were joined
by a large delegation of sailors in issuing an appeal to the Conference of Factory
Representatives to declare a one-day strike of protest an Jupe 25. The Bolsheviks
" responded by “invading” the whole Nevskii district with troops and shutting
down Obukhov completely. Meetings were forbidden everywhere.®
This time, however, the workers were not so readily pacified. In scores of
factories and shops protests mounted and rapidly spread along the railroads. On

&5. We know, mareover, that residency patterns in the Vyborg district: hefare 1918 had, in
general, been relauvely stable, This district, at least, and to a lesser extent the Nevskii region, had
a much smaller annual influx of migrants than the Vasil'evskii district and other outlying neighbor-
hoods. While Vyborg's population had increased over the past two decades, it 2lso retained a rather
large core of established city residents. Given the ¢oncentration of protests here in May and June
1918, it is reasonable to assume that the pratesters were themselves largely long-term residents,
While direct evidence is lacking, this pattern is at least consistent with what is known about the
evacuation, during which the greatest number of departures were from the ranks of unskilled workers
_ and recent migrants. See the discussion in James Bater, St. Perersburg. Industrinfization and Change
(London, 1976}, especially chap. 4 and pp. 165-68, 250, 375.

86. Nowyi put’, 6-8 (March-April 1918); Severnaia kommuna, 13 (June 16, 1918); Kleinbort,
Istoriia bezrabotitsy, p. 288,

R7. Severnaia kommuna, 13 (June 16, 1918).

88, Zinov'ev, Lunacharskii, and Volodarskii seem to have been treated with special rudeness,
perhaps because they were experienced and familiar orators whose style now angered their listeners.

89. See especially Chas, June 20, 1918; Novaia zhizn', June 21, 16, 1918, The Nevskii district
was placed under “martial law,” which produced an effect “like an explading bomb" according to
Novaia zhizn’.
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the evening of June 26 the conference met in another “extraordinary session.
Reports estimated that out of 146,000 workers still in Petrograd as many as
100,000 supported its goals. As a result a general strike was declared for Tuesday,
July 2.5¢

_ It is not really necessary to describe subsequent events in any detail, or to
examine the organization and ultimate failure of the general strike of July 2.
Zinov'ev and others took quick counter action, particularly on the railroads. Any
sign of sympathy for the strike was declared a criminal act. More arrests were
made. In Moscow the Bolsheviks raided the Aleksandrovsk railroad shops, not
without bloaodshed. Dissidence spread, particularly on the Nikolaev, Moscow-
Kazan', and Moscow-Kursk railroads.

. In these circumstances, after meeting all night on June 28, the Sovnarkom.
issued its famous decree nationalizing all major branches of industry. The mea-
sure had long been contemplated but had been resisted in part because it meant
the state would formally assume the responsibilities and (unmanageable) tasks
of administration in nationalized plants, at least indirectly. But it also meant a
greater degree of state control. In both timing and intent, the irony was that the
decree finally implemented what many workers had long demanded, even before
QOctober; but it was now the party's rather than the workers’ need for security
that had become paramount. On July 1, as if to emphasize the point, machine
guns were set up at railroad junctions and other main points in Petrograd and
Moscow. Controls were tightened in the factories. Meetings were forcibly dis-
persed.” :

All of this proved sufficient for Lenin’s government to maintain order. When
the morning of July 2 arrived, most trains were running. By evening it was clear
that the striking workers and the Conference of Factory Representatives both
had failed, and that proletarian Russia had reached another important turning
point.

The events of late June signaled a crisis that was to extend through the
assassinations of Wilhelm von Mirbach and M. Uritskii, additional strikes, the
attempt on Lenin’s life, and the unleashing in force of Red terror as the summer
came to an end. Scores of additional arrests decimated the conference. There
was soon little question that the era of workers’ control was aver, supplanted
now by the programs of War Communism and by a party dictatorship determined
ta enforce its own view of proletarian interests on recalcitrants everywhere.

Yet the history of proletarian Russia in the important first months of Bol-
shevik power indicates the weakness of the view that sees the consolidation of
party rule in political terms alone, and the limits of explaining the workers’ failure
to maintain their own independence primarily in terms of Balshevik repression.
Without discounting the importance of force, one must recognize that the failure
of July 2 was also evidence of the Petrograd workers’ inability to mobilize effec-
tively in defense of their self-defined interests and goals, as they had in 1917,
particularly in Petrograd. We are now, finally, in a position to understand this

90. Nouaia zhizn', June 27, 1918; Novyi vechernii chas, June 27, 1918.

91. Mysli zheleznodorozhnika, Juty 30, 1918; Chas, July 1, 1918; Novyi vechernii chas, July 2,
1918, Novaia zhizn', July 3, 1918. A number of conference representatives were arrested before
July 2 in Petrograd as well as in Maoscow. See Bernshtam, Nezavisimoe rabochee dvizhenie, pp. 216~
17
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failure, and to consider briefty what it suggests about the workers’ movement
and relations between the party and labor generally in the period immediately
after October. :

The first point to be emphasized is that, in contrast to 1917, the promise of
personal security and material betterment implicit in earlier labor activism was
singularly absent in the spring of 1918; and unlike the Bolsheviks, neither the
Conference of Factary Representatives nor other opposition groups had a com-

‘pelling explanation for the new disasters besetting Russian workers or a clear
and convincing vision of a viable alternative social order. The delegates called
for a general strike in the name of the Constituent Assembly, civil liberties, a
single, indivisible republic, and an end to repression, but these goals had little
to do with solving the problems of food supply, unemployment, or production,
or of constructing an effective state economic apparatus. Indeed, the disaster
was beyond short-term relief. This was true as well before October, and one
might argue that the promises of 1917 were false and illusory. But they none-
theless had political force, while in the aftermath of October promises of bet-
terment were not persuasive.

Important here, in my judgment, is that the workers themselves had largely
completed the “expropriation” of Russia’s bourgeoisie by the spring of 1918,
and the “capitalists”” could no longer be identified as the primary cause of pri-
vation and want. Mobilization in the course of 1917 involved a discernible social
enemy. Bolshevik strength grew not only because of the party’s relative organi-
zational strength, but also because of the explanatory content of party views and
programs, and because workers were compelled by economic circumstances to
organize both offensively and defensively against the “bourgeoisie.”” The com-
plementary tasks of proletarian sacial and Bolshevik political revolution thus
coalesced, as did, indeed, workers and party “professionals,” in a period of
increasing economic privation and social polarization, and at a time when the
Bolsheviks (and others) could provide most workers in Petrograd and elsewhere
with clear ideas of an alternative—socialist—mode of production.

The destruction of Russia’s “bourgeois order” complicated Lenin’s own task
of maintaining a high degree of political consciousness among workers after
October, but it made those of the Conference of Factory Representatives virtually
impossible. The distinction drawn earlier between a Russian state and a bour-
geois government no longer served to galvanize political resistance. Even as
workers demonstrated against Bolshevik officials, the party remained a workers’
party. Many who in the soviet elections voted for Mensheviks and especially Left
SRs were really seeking “better”” Bolsheviks. Efforts to build a politically more
democratic order thus had little foundation in the broader patterns of social
dissidence; while party politics themselves seemed irrelevant.

Even more important, and for reasons that should now be clear, the Petro-
grad labor movement in 1918 was very narrowly based in social terms. It may
well have been, as delegates to conference meetings believed in late June, that
the overwhelming majority of workers in the city “supported” the goals of the
conference. But those most active in the movement seem to have been prepon-
derantly semiskilled metal workers, who, despite their strong protests in the
spring of 1918, had long had close ties to the Bolsheviks. Probably their political
loyalties still lay in that direction. Their dissidence seems to have been directed
more toward obtaining effective relief than in support of the Mensheviks ar other



238 : Slavic Review

opposition parties; and votes of protest are never the same as a commitment to
the opposition. In any event, they were concerned overwhelmingly with issues
of social security and well-being, goals no pohtlcal group could attain in the first
months after October.

Part of the oppasition’s difficulty also had to do with problcms associated
with the workers’ own local organizations, particularly factory committees. It is
conceivable that in somewhat better economic circumstarices the Conference of
Factory Representatives might have effectively allied itself with committee lead-
ers in support of a more democratic political and economic administration. Yet
not only were factory committees relatively powerless to protect the interests of
the. workers in the spring of 1918; they clearly became themselves focal points
of worker dissidence, partly as a result of hierarchy and sacial stratification within
the workplace, partly because their tasks now were necessarily so onerous, es-
pecially in Petrograd metal plants, Paradoxically, after October the proletarian
dictatorship itself helped break the elements of worker solida‘rity that had been
so important to success in 1917.

One can similarly understand from this perspective why even many oppo-
sition figures within the party found it difficult to accept these democratic or-
ganizations as an institutional basis for Bolshevik administration, and why many
factory committees themselves came to repress democracy in their plants. The
pressures for authority were developing strongly under conditions of labor con-
flict, particularism, and devastating economic privation. The deeper Russia’s
econontic crisis, the more desperate the need for effective state control, a fact
that in the end must have left even dissident metal workers in Petrograd hoping
that in the long run Bolshevik power would still represent their interests.

For most Bolsheviks, conflicts among workers and the danger of anarchy
posed real threats in the spring and early summer of 1918, and were rightly
perceived as jeopardizing any socialist order whatsoever. Broader class conscious-
ness and a muting of particularism also remained essential to any effective de-
fense against the Whites or foreign intervention. In this respect the protests of
May and June and the attempted general strike of July 2 may have served to
impress party leaders further with the dangers of depaliticization and worker
passivity, and with the need of strengthening class consciousness as in 1917. The
protests undoubtedly also strengthened tendencies toward identifying and at-
tacking “class enemies” and made new forms of repression more acceptable. In
this sense, in the end, the ensuing civil war may have been as much an instrument
of ultimate Bolshevik political strength as it was, simultaneously, a danger and
further threat; and in any event, it marked as much the end of proletarian in-
dependence as the foundation of a new workers’ state.



