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and 100 druzhiniky. Around ten p.m. Dubasov’s dragoons and gendarmes
surrounded the building and demanded that the people inside surrender their
weapons. If they complied within two hours, the officer in charge promised,
the druzhiniky would be permitted to leave unharmed.

Meanwhile, reinforcements and artillery were dispatched to the site, and
when the druzhiniky refused to comply with the order, the Fiedler Academy
was assaulted with artillery. Muscovites saw this action as a scandalous, indeed
excessive use of force in a municipal conflict. Faced with artillery fire, the
druzhiniky, students, and railwaymen offered to surrender, but their offer was
answered with further attacks. Finally the officers agreed to take the druzhiniky
into custody, again assuring them that they would not be harmed, but as soon
as the militiamen emerged from the building, troops brutally attacked them
with sabers, to the outrage of the many ordinary citizens who were observing
the whole affair from the sidelines. About seven students were killed, twenty
more were wounded, and about 100 were jailed. Word of the government’s
treachery and brutality spread all over the city, and in retribution, on the
evening of 10 December, SRs bombed the headquarters of the Moscow
Security Police.

Finally the police and troops seemed to lose control over their behavior. The
morning after the killings at the Fiedler Academy, huge protesting crowds
filled the boulevards and streets of Moscow—to which the military responded
by raking the streets with artillery fire. This event, too, was seen as an
unprecedented action in a civil disorder.that so infuriated Muscovites that
many of them erected barricades at key intersections of the old capital. No
class identities are discernible among these angry insurgents: the insurrection
had widespread support not only among the workers but all sections of the
middle and well-to-do classes, who were shocked by the needless brutality of
the troops. As Laura Engelstein observes, ‘Druzinniki, concierges, workers,
students, upper-class women, and even “‘gentlemen in beaver collars’ gath-
ered fruit stands, telephone poles, iron house gates, and other loose objects [to
build barricades], which they piled across the streets every hundred feet or
s0.” In the Zamoskvorech’e district, behind the Kremlin, the barricade
building took on a typically festive atmosphere. Writing later about the events
of 9 December, the Bolshevik A.V. Sokolov observed:

r

The streets of Zamoskvorech’e had an excited, holiday air; crowds of people

gathered on street corners in an attitude of expectation. Here and there they

built barricades, less [rom considerations ol strategy than from the need to
lind some occupation, The builders were mainly working-class youths,

Ii'l““'ll II"’. Wil 1.”.“.”'.“!“-" l.|||h| Cllizen nrtisinnns JI"l I"“‘lllﬂll.l"'lln lt}“l‘:i I.:".r

stel ‘I"'!'J'_“'H broken benches, twodlegged stools, and other supertluons

THE REVOLUTION OF 1905: THE POPULAR PHAS 1%

household objects onto the altar of revolution. Cossacks were concent rated
in the center of the city and did not appear. Police unilorms vanished.
Simonovo [a district adjacent to Zamoskvorech’e] became something ol an
autonomous republic: the police evaporated, as they did everywhere else,
and full power fell into the hands of the local soviet delegates."

'he Presnia district of Moscow, meanwhile, became a separate insurrectionary
cnelave. Some of the city’s most important textile factories—and most I'i.?SI:‘JlutE
workers—wvere located in the area. On 10 December an unknown participant

reported:

The streets overflowed with people. Many were just curious bystanders. But
the majority of residents helped put up baﬂ"ic:acles.. Old women, for
example, dragged sleds and bed frames; concierges carried gates and wood.
Throughout Presnia resounded the rumble and crash of telegraph poles :.-'1.11::1
street lamps falling to the ground, as though an entire forest were being
(elled. Workers tore off house gates and piled them in the streets. Occa-
sionally house owners and concierges tried to stop them, but they retreated

TS T
when threatened by druzhinniki.

'he local soviet had assumed full governmental powers in the Presnia district,
and on 12 December druzhiniky took over the local police station. Thereatfter,
workers formed their own patrols to police the district: they conducted house-
‘o house searches looking for weapons and tsarist officials. A revolutionary
(ribunal was even established, but the sentences meted out were relatively
mild. |

Although workers formed its backbone, the Presnia insurgency earned
most universal respect from politically aware people in the district. Lc-.cal
wesidents offered the insurgents their restaurants and tearooms as gathering
nlaces and took over a hotel where the druzhiniky could sleep. A local psy-
chiatrist gave the district soviet his clinic as a meeting place, and a hurgan-
tarian employer, N.I. Prokhorov, fed his embattled workers and pmﬂclfle:d
diem with meeting space. A sympathetic furniture maker, N'Pf Schmv:_it,
lowed his factory to be used as a center for the rebellion. This populist
Character of a seemingly socialist uprising, conducted quite publicly under red
(laps and banners, attests to the rransclass nature of the entire insurgency.

Clearly the drughiniky’s hitand-run guerrilla street-flighting tactics gave the
msurgents the initial advantage in an urban area; regular troops hunln.ng for
Them often had no idea where they could be found. Small squads ol four or
at soldiers from rooltops, windows, and  building

ive milittamen  hred
only to lade away when the
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troops advanced upon them. Soldiers were never certain what to expect as they
moved cautiously through the streets and boulevards. Troops became so jittery
that they often fired on harmless individuals and groups of people—which
served to turn nearly all the remaining ordinary citizens, except for staunch
monarchists, against them.

As scattered army patrols approached the barricades, the druzhiniky would
snipe at them—only to retreat just before the military could arrive and take
them in force. When the troops finally did reach a barricade, they would find
nothing to “capture’ but furniture and overturned vehicles. They would simply
destroy the barricade and leave, but soon afterward the population would
spontaneously rebuild them as evidence that the neighborhood or district was
still in rebel hands. These tactics produced widespread disarray among the
attacking soldiers. With bullets coming at them from every side, the soldiers
assumed that their opponents were better armed than was actually the case.
Having already been exhausted by service in the Russo—Japanese war, it is
surprising that the troops did not mutiny against their officers then and
there—so deeply imprinted was their obedience to state authority.

On 10 and 11 December the druzhiniky were still holding their own against
Dubasov’s forces, so that, in Keep’s view, ‘it could truly be said that the
outcome of the struggle hung in the balance.”? Had the insurgents been
guided by an overall plan, Moscow might very well have fallen to them,
although they could not have held the city very long without a similar victory
in Petersburg or a widespread mutiny of troops (as would happen in 1917).
The druzhiniky had no leadership to plan their moves, while Dubasov, who had
sent for more troops, had only to await their arrival. The autocracy had issued
orders that the insurgency should be put down mercilessly—indeed, in their
readiness to shed the people’s blood, Nicholas and his ministers were of a
single mind. The soldiers, whose courage was pumped up with generous
quantities of vodka, were now only too ready to oblige the authorities. As
Christmas, a very sentimental Russian holiday, drew closer, many insurgent
workers simply left Moscow and returned to their villages to be with their
families.

Dubasov now began systematically to use artillery fire against the remaining
insurgents: ‘as,soon as rebels fired one shot from a building,” says Ascher,
‘artillerymen trained their guns on the building and blasted it.”"* Troops now
fired indiscriminately on any group of people who gathered in the streets. By
| 4 December many ol the insurrectionaries in the city had either been arrested
or fled. Finally, on 15 December the military forces that Dubasov had
requested arrived: notably, 1500 roops ol the elite Semenovsky Regiment,
Lhey entered the city on the single mailroad line that remained open-—the
Nikolaevsky Line from Petersburg. By that tme the government had already
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reduced all the rebel-held areas in the city except for the pl'nlri;u'mln i‘s"urum
Jistrict. The Semenovsky Regiment’s commander har.l‘nn rnmpui:{t't|:n|u.:11 H,”,ll |1
using artillery against the district’s buildings. Dubasov's [rucr[?:‘:it.lllmru ';:‘:I[ :lt ;
artillery pieces on Presnia, and for two full days they %}TS'[EI'IIH.UL& l},r om ; m..ﬂ
the district, firing more than 400 shells into the buildings and leaving entire
ecti ' ring ruins.
H{ L't[ll?: i;;;f;jewhgﬂ finally entered Presnia on 16 December were n;dt?lreci_
(0 treat the insurgents mercilessly. Having already been graet‘ed by a a:j 0
bullets from the rebels, the elite force followed their orders, with nobregar ::-
law or person. ‘Suspicious’ groups of people, whether they were com ai_;aft; -
hot. were often shot on sight or executed after drumhead cﬂurts-martj}.j -
insurrectionary enclave could not withstand this ruthless cnnslaugh;l, ;;nc 1}r -
December the fighting was over. A delegation of warkers. approached Colo
Min, the commander of the semenovisy, and accepted his .nrdf:r.fﬂr a ;ur.r;nci
der.* On the previous day the Mensheviks and Bolsheviks J(}ml'lltl}rh sc;;n
olficially to end the strike on 19 December."fhe cost of tl’.ne gpnsfu&% ]ii -
«errible by the standards of the day: according to the statistics 0 ; e -
Vedical Union, more than 1000 people, most of them pmbabz civi 1anﬂls,
ncluding 86 children, had been killed by government troops during The
surrection and the subsequent bombardment of the Presnia district. The
tumber of wounded in this carnage will never be known, Put the .ﬁ.gm:e mu}ft
have been enormous. Yet despite its high cost in human life and injuries, t z
Moscow insurrection of 1905 had a very important consequernce. 1!; severe
the political alliance between the bourgeois liberals anFI the revo ugﬂntag
workers. None of the bourgeois parties had supported the msurremiim;. fnt -
contrary, they condemned it to one degree or another and, fearful of a futu
working-class insurrection, fled into the arms Di:: the autocracy. -
Nor did the crushing of the Moscow insurrection end Witte's repress.mnl.a :
(he contrary, Nicholas’s minister, who now revealred that he had a p?mc;f dr ;;
el streak despite his reputation as a far-seeing statesman, Ufl eashe
‘white terror” over the whole length of Russia. Punitive expeditions were sencti
At 1o other restless cities, towns, and peasant villages, and all SITEPEF'E?
evolutionaries were arrested, shot by the hundreds, or sent off to E:JIbEI'L‘f:l in
The repression was especially savage in the Baltic region,

the many thousands. .
; in a veritable carnage, claimed thousands of
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lives by hanging and firing squad. Detachments of soldiers were sent along the
Trans-Siberian railroad line to terrorize towns and villages that had risen
against the tsar or misbehaved in ways offensive to the officers in charge.
Peasants in remote parts of the empire were subjected to public beatings and
their huts wantonly burned to the ground. For the rest of the winter of 1905 to
1906, the tsarist regime waged a one-sided civil war against the Russian people
that did not abate until the country had been cowed into submission.

THE SOVIETS OF 1905

The 1905 Revolution created the first soviets as institutions of proletarian self-
government. The autocracy had so completely suppressed the kinds of inter-
mediary working-class institutions familiar to Western Europe, such as trade
unions and labor parties, that the Russian workers were compelled to create
their own institutions ab novo. In Petersburg the formation of the 1905 soviet
was largely forced upon the workers by a great variety of circumstances. In the
absence of any trade unions to take control of the situation, the soviets arose
to maintain the most basic amenities of life. Strike committees simply fused
together, to feed the capital, to provide its population with means of public
transportation, and to police its streets.

The Petersburg and Moscow Soviets thus became governmental centers in
their own right. During the three months of its existence the Petersburg Soviet
was a relatively democratic and popular body. Its deputies were elected
directly by the workers in mass assemblies on shop floors, and soviet delegates
were directly answerable to and recallable by the workers who elected them,
especially those that existed on the district level. The district soviets
approximated a direct democracy more closely than any institution aside from
popular assemblies like the French sections of 1793,

Their emergence, it must be emphasized, baffled Bolshevik and Menshevik
theorists—soviets were alien to the revolutionary tradition in which Marxists
were schooled. Guided by Lenin, the Bolsheviks tended to think of a future
‘dictatorship of the proletariat and poor peasantry’ not as a conlederation of
proletarian demacracies but as a republic, like the Jacobin republic of the
French Convention. Lenin made no secret of his wish for a party-state, con-
trolled by the Bolsheviks. Initially he seems to have accepted the soviets simply
as arenas for Bolshevik propaganda, but he also expressed fears that the wide
diversity of political perspectives that they could harbor might endanger his own

|ul|ll s, Indeed, Lenin saw any |uuh- thint wis not controlled by his cmerging

THE REVOLUTION OF 1905: THE POPULAR PHASE 117

party as a ‘petty bourgeois’ indulgence, even as an obstacle to a Jacobin-type
centralized state. Soviets, in Lenin’s view, were to be welcomed solely

for the purpose of developing the Social-Democratic movement; at the same
time the Social-Democratic Party organisations must bear in mind that if
Social-Democratic activities among the proletarian masses are properly,
cffectively and widely organised, such institutions [as soviets] may actually
become superfluous.'

It should not be surprising, then, that Lenin’s role in the 1905 Revolution was
minimal: he had no impact on the events and seemed more an observer than a
participant, addressing the Petersburg Soviet only once and then ignoring it
alter a visit or two.

The soviets of 1905 were equally vexing to the anarchists, since as repre-
sentative institutions, however informal in character (rather than directly
(lemocratic bodies), they resembled statist institutions, the embodiments of
authority and power. As for the syndicalists, the soviets had little in common
with their program of workers’ committees for control of production. The
Mensheviks, however, welcomed the soviets, regarding them as institutions of
proletarian self-government, even as quasi-legal workers’ parliaments. But they
were either unclear or divided about the relationship of these institutions to
the bourgeois republic they professed to demand. To his credit, only Trotsky,
among the major Russian Marxists, saw the importance of the soviets as
political class institutions that potentially provided a revolutionary alternative
(0 a bourgeois-democratic state, a position that Lenin did not definitively

adopt until 1917.
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CHAPTER 42 The Cl’iSiS Of SOCiElliSIl’l

THE THREE DUMAS

On 23 April 1906, in keeping with his promise to provide Russia with a
measure of constitutional legality, Nicholas promulgated the so-called Fun-
Jamental Laws, which supposedly established the system of rights sketched by
‘he October Manifesto. In fact, the tsar of the realm actually violated even the
mildly reformist spirit in which the Manifesto had been issued. The autocrat (a
litle the tsar still retained) kept all of the executive powers that he traditionally
held as head of state, including control over the armed forces, the exclusive
right to make war and conduct foreign policy, and the right to exercise
complete authority over the dynastic succession. Significantly, his ministers
were accountable only to him, not to the Duma, and he was free to veto any of
he Duma’s enactments, issue ukazes between its sessions (which had the
power of law), and even dismiss the Duma as he chose.

Still hopeful for a revolutionary resurgence, all of Russia’s established
socialist parties—Bolsheviks, Mensheviks, and SRs—called for a boycott of the
Duma elections, which were in the offing in April 1906. But the masses were
caper 1o acquire any relaxation of tsarist absolutism, and the boycott call
notwithstanding, they participated in the elections in great numbers. In the
absence ol substantial Left participation, the urban workers and middle classes
threw their support to the liberal Kadets. In fact, to everyone’s surprise, the
normally conservative peasants gave their greatest support not to the Right but
(0 the lelt-wing Labor Group, or Trudoviks. Like the working class, the peas-
ity no longer relied on the myth of autoeratic paternalism; its vote for the

fudoviky was a clear indication that these ‘small proprietors’, as Lenin dis-
dainfully called them, were quite capable of acting in a radical manner.

[he First Duma's sessions were marked by persistent demands lor a con-
stituent assembly, land reform, and expansive civil liberties, The tsar, shocked
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by this turnabout, dissolved the Duma after 70-odd days. Faced with elections
to the next Duma, the government did all it could to ensure that the new
members would be more tractable than the previous ones, but the Second
Duma was, in fact, even more obstreperous than the First, not least because
this time the Social Democrats and the SRs participated in the elections and
gained representation. When the Second Duma met in February 1907, it
encountered a new antagonist: the prime minister, Pyotr Stolypin, an
unyielding political reactionary who was intent on prosecuting the 55 Social
Democratic Duma deputies for treason. To do so, however, the Duma
would have had somehow to lift their parliamentary immunity, which it
decidedly refused to do. Thus after three months the Second Duma also was
dissolved.

An infuriated Nicholas and his ministers were now determined to formulate
an electoral law that would drastically reduce peasant and working-class
representation, while greatly increasing that of the landed gentry. The Third
Duma, which emerged under the new law, was quite willing to accept Stoly-
pin’s restrictive policies—hence it was permitted to live out its legally
authorized life span, from 1907 to 1912. Stolypin, in turn, began his own rule
by making the years 1906 and 1907 into the most repressive experienced by
either liberals or radicals since the bleak reign of Alexander III. He ruthlessly
crushed the scattered peasant uprisings and military mutinies that followed in
the wake of the 1905 uprising. The government’s savage attack occurred in
great part as a response to the terror that the SRs and assorted anarchist groups
unleashed against all levels of governmental authority. Terrorist organizations
and soloists assassinated more than 4000 people, principally police officials,
gentry, government bureaucrats, overseers in factories and on estates, nobles,
and high-ranking administrators. Stolypin’s own summer residence was blown
up, killing 32 people and wounding the prime minister’s son and daughter as
well as others in or near the building.

Verging on panic, Stolypin’s new government declared a general state of
emergency. The empire was sectioned into 82 areas, and each one was placed
under special regulations that gave the authorities sweeping powers to subdue
the revolutionaries and rebellious peasants. A law promulgated by the prime
minister in August 1906—but never submitted to the Duma—allowed special
military courts to be established granting officials without any juridical training
the authority summarily to try alleged rebels and even hang them. An oflicial

could convene such a court 24 hours alter an act ol terrorism was committed;
nor did its deliberations have to last more than 48 hours, Once the accused
was found guilty, the sentence—usually death—was carried out immediately.

At least o thousand people were executed by these kangaroo courts; the nooses

that hanged the victims were grimly called "Stolypin's neckues’, Known o
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suspected Social Democrats and SRs were simply rounded up en masse and
imprisoned or exiled to Siberia.

So effective was Stolypin’s repression that revolutionaries fled to the West
in large numbers, including the entire Central Committee of the Party ol
Socialist Revolutionaries. Groups of soldiers and rightist freebooters, almost
certainly subsidized by landlords, roamed the countryside, razing entire vil-
lages and hanging or shooting suspected as well as known peasant rebels who
were suspected of attacking manors and expropriatng land in 1905. Pogroms
were waged against defenseless Jews throughout the country until world
public opinion, shocked by the massacres, obliged Nicholas to rein in his
official and unofficial ruthans.

What remained of the revolutionary movement of 1905 was pulverized. The
once-sizable Social Democratic organizations were reduced to small, scattered,
and forlorn groups. Their leaders who had not been arrested were obliged to
seek refuge in Europe: Lenin resumed his peripatetic exile, mainly in Geneva,
Paris, Cracow and finally Zurich. Martov encountered his erstwhile friend in
| ondon., Paris and Zimmerwald (in Switzerland), while Trotsky drifted through
Berlin and Vienna and, after the outbreak of the world war, crossed the
Atlantic to live briefly in New York City.

But Stolypin was too shrewd to resort to brute force alone. To give the
monarchy with a social base, he provided peasants with the means to break
away from the supposed tyranny of the paternalistic village and consolidate
(heir land allotments into compact farmsteads—in short, economically viable
netty-bourgeois enterprises. Peasants, Stolypin hoped, would eagerly embrace
individual proprietorship and gratefully support the monarchy. New ‘strong
and sober’ property-owners, the government anticipated, would constitute a
hase upon which tsardom could rest and re-create the Russian peasantry into a
rcactionary force comparable to the French peasantry.

Ihe Bolsheviks, especially Lenin, saw Stolypin’s policy to break up the
village commune as a threat to their hopes for an imminent revolutionary
upsurge and a step toward Russia’s modernization—which, according to
Marxist precept, they should have welcomed. Stolypin’s policies, in the event,
were only partly successful. Although the government’s Land Bank issued
loans for private proprictorship and tried to solve the burdensome problems of
strip farming, most peasants in the central provinces of Furopean Russia
(where the communal system embraced nearly all of the villagers) resisted
Stolypin's policy outright or accepted it with considerable reluctance. In all,
between 1906 and 1914 only about one in hve peasant houscholds—{arming,
only 15 per cent ol the land-—actually withdrew from the obshchina or [led a
petition to do so. Many households that chose to privatize did so in order to
ol their already small and dwindling allotment, usually with a view to leaving
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the village and finding permanent work in a city. To be sure, a number of
peasants, the so-called kulaks (fists), who already owned considerable tracts,
increased their holdings and became successful farmers. But they were
thoroughly detested by the mass of peasantry, who found the obshchina a
major source of stability and support. Stolypin did not live to see the failure of
his agrarian reform policy: in September 1911 he was assassinated by SR
terrorists.

Before his death, however, the old reactionary had loosened his grip on the
country and cautiously allowed a number of political reforms. A year after his
assassination the regime he had created used the occasion of the 300th
anniversary of the Romanov dynasty to grant a general amnesty to political
offenders in prison or in exile within the country. Martov and Fyodor Dan,
among the Mensheviks, and Lev Kamenev, among the Bolsheviks, were per-
mitted to return to Russia. Lenin might have done so too, had he so chosen,
but always prudent and aware that the government regarded him as especially
dangerous, he remained in foreign exile. Trotsky, as a ‘criminal’ fugitive from
internal exile, was not eligible for the amnesty.

SOCIAL DEMOCRACY AFTER 1905

The 1905 Revolution had temporarily harmonized relations between the
Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks—both factions alike had been swept up by
the general strikes and the Moscow insurrection. The positive experience with
the soviets had lessened the Bolsheviks’ mistrust of mass non-party organi-
zations, upon which the Mensheviks placed a high premium; the Mensheviks,
in turn, gained greater respect for the Bolsheviks’ capacity to prepare and
organize an insurrection. The two factions also began to converge in their more
positive attitude toward the soviets. After a Fourth (Unification) Congress in
Stockholm in 1906 it seemed that the two groups would come together to
form a single organization with a common program.

Lenin’s recurring mistrust of the Mensheviks, however, now put him at
odds with his own Bolshevik followers, but he reluctantly yielded to their
collaborative mood. The marriage was ostensibly finalized at the Fifth Congress
of the RSDWP, held in London in April and May 1007, At this congress
Bolsheviks and Mensheviks agreed on the details of how to work as a single
organization, leading Lenin and his dwindling ranks ol followers warily o
share places with the Mensheviles on the party's central committee and the
editorial board ol its newspaper, Sotsial Demolerat

Lenin, however, was not one o decetve himsell that he could remain ot
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long in the same party with a faction that sought to achieve a working
accommodation with the ‘bourgeois democratic’ liberals, and there is reason to
suspect that after 1903 he had formed a secret Bolshevik ‘center’ of highly
committed supporters, which essentially functioned as a sub rosa revolutionary
central committee for his faction even after the Fifth Congress. His faction
remained intact, and he often appropriated financial bequests that had been
made to the party as a whole for his own press and organization. Nor did he
hesitate to resort to robberies (‘expropriations’, or ‘exes’, as they were called)
to replenish his faction’s funds, despite party policy that condemned them as
morally and psychologically reprehensible.

The surface harmony between the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks continued up
to the end of 1910, when it began to disintegrate and finally collapsed. The
Bolsheviks were more resolved than ever to build a highly centralized party
composed of an elite of professional revolutionaries. Indeed, Lenin relished the
accusation that he was a modern ‘Jacobin’, and especially after 1905, he was
convinced, as he had every reason to be, that the liberal bourgeoisie could not
he trusted to make a democratic revolution or any significant social change
without compromising with the tsarist order. Accordingly, the proletariat and
the landless peasantry would be obliged jointly to establish their own revo-
lutionary ‘dictatorship of the proletariat and poor peasantry'. The Bolsheviks,
in effect, were prepared to form a revolutionary coalition government with
revolutionary workers’ and peasants’ parties alone—not with the liberals—
with the goal of completing the ‘bourgeois democratic” revolution on terms
most advantageous to the working classes. Exactly what form such a revolu-
lionary democracy would take was by no means clear in Lenin’s mind. In some
ol his writings he seems to have been inspired by a Jacobin-type republic as in
1703 or a ‘Commune-state’, as he confusedly called it, such as the Parisians
had tried to establish in 1871.

The Mensheviks, in turn, had been shaken, during the Moscow insurrec-
tion, to find their behavior converging with that of the Bolsheviks; they had not
expected to find themselves frightening the so-called ‘democratic’ bourgeoisie.
As Bertram D. Wolfe so astutely observed, they experienced a ‘crisis of inner
remorse” and emphatically resolved never to repeat this mistake:

So deeply did [the Mensheviks] repent now of their ideological sins, com-
mitted when the revolutionary tide had swept them off their feet, that
hencelorth [they] were to become passionate pedants in their insistence
that the working class must thrust the power into the hands ol the bour-
geotsie, though the latter was losing its appetite for rule without the security

of a Tsar.'
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There are strong reasons to believe that the Mensheviks, in fact, regarded the
failure of the 1905 Revolution as the price that Russia had paid for even
demanding the eight-hour day. Renewed in their commitment to the formation
ol a European-type mass working-class party whose rules for membership were
relatively lax, they reaffirmed their belief that after a revolution the Russian
working class would have to defer to the bourgeoisie and allow it to develop a
Western-style industrial economy and a parliamentary democracy in Russia.
Only at some distant time in the future, they contended, would it be mean-
ingful for the proletariat to establish a ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ (an
expression that was plainly distasteful to their liberal sensibilities), albeit one
that was highly democratic and that would embrace the vast majority of the
working population.

Despite a barrage of criticism, Lenin meant to keep Russian Social
Democracy a revolutionary movement and preserve the party’s integrity and
seli-defmition as a consistently anti-capitalist force. The Mensheviks, by con-
trast, were enamored by notions of a mass Western-type organization, a two-
stage revolution that first gave power to the liberals, and then sought to throw
open the doors of the RSDWP to anyone who agreed with its minimum
program. Lenin, by contrast, regarded such an approach as an odious sub-
version of the party’s revolutionary and socialist identity. His refusal to make
compromises on these issues exposed him to charges of ‘sectarianism’, ‘dog-
matism’, and a “dictatorial’ pursuit of ‘personal aggrandizement’.

Finally in the summer of 1912 an impatient Lenin assembled his available
supporters for a conference in Prague and, with the hesitant aid of Sergo
Ordzhonikidze, a hard-fisted Georgian activist, moved toward the formation of
a separate Russian socialist party. Lenin persuaded the conference, which had
no more than twenty participants (of whom two were stray Mensheviks!) to
regard itself as a full party ‘congress’, and it voted to designate itself as the sole
Russian Social Democratic Workers’ Party, essentially expelling all opponents
of Lenin’s basic views. No one else in Russian Social Democracy but Lenin
would have taken such a daring step. All Mensheviks and Bolsheviks who were
eager to achieve party unity (whom Lenin designated as ‘liquidators’) were
simply placed outside the pale of the organization. The ‘congress’ elected a
new central committee for the new party. Its central committee was divided
into two bureaus—a Foreign Bureau, consisting of Lenin and his new young
associate Gregory Zinoviev, and a Russian Bureau, which included a large,
ever-changing group that, for a time, exercised nominal control over the party’s
allairs,

Alter considerable infighting over whether o participate in Duma elections,
Lenin, who had doubted the boycott policy of 1906, succeeded in convineing

his faction to participate inoall Duma contests, With o handlul ol Bolshevik
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deputies in the Duma and a legal, albeit heavily censored newspaper, Pravda
(Truth), the Bolsheviks began to grow with extraordinary rapidity until they
became a major working-class party. Their membership numbered in the
thousands, with many supporters in Russia’s industrial cities, particularly St
Petersburg and Moscow. In 1912 Pravda was read by more than 60,000
workers, exceeding the circulation of the Menshevik organ Luch (Light Ray) by
some 10,000 readers. The Bolsheviks managed to acquire leading roles in most
of the legal trade unions and the workers’ committees that administered the
newly formed and important state insurance system. Notwithstanding many
myths about the diminutive size of the Bolshevik Party, on the eve of the world
war, it was probably the largest workers’ party in Russia.

By no means, however, did Lenin control the new party. Most of the central
committee members, although nominally Bolsheviks, were weary of Lenin’s
[ractious behavior and frequently challenged his divisiveness. He was fre-
quently reproved for his excessive attacks on the Mensheviks and blocked from
publishing many of his articles in the party’s new organ, which first appeared
legally in Russia in April 1912. The six Bolshevik Duma deputies acted very
much on their own, at times in concert with the seven Menshevik deputies,
much to Lenin’s chagrin.

Not only were the Bolsheviks growing steadily, but the Russian proletariat
itsell was growing numerically and becoming increasingly rebellious. In the
(irst six months of 1914, political strikes brought more workers into the streets
(han had participated in all the strikes in 1905. Two weeks before war erupted,
1 peneral strike, led primarily by Bolshevik worker-militants, gave rise to vio-
lent clashes with police that went on for well over a week. According to
| copold Haimson’s vivid account:

Many thousands of workers . .. clashed with the police—at times hghting
them with clubs or hailing them with rocks from behind improvised bar-
ricades. Women and children had joined in building these barricades—out
ol telephone and telegraph poles, overturned wagons, boxes, and armoires.
No sooner was a demonstration dispersed, or a barricade destroyed, than
the workers, alter evacuating their wounded, would regroup, and clashes
would start all over again. Whole districts were without light, their gas and

kerosene lamps having been destroyed.”

On 1 August 1914, four days after this strike was quelled, Russia went to war
! ,

with Germany. Almost immediately, a huge wave ol nationalistic chauvinism

abruptly ended the economic, soi wl, and politeal erisis that had  been

apreading over many parts ol the empire
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WAR AND THE COLLAPSE OF SOCIAL DEMOCRACY

As we have seen, the Second International had discussed the prospect of a
general European war at several of its conferences before 1914.> But how to
respond? Proposals to stage a general strike of the European proletariat had
been raised as early as the International’s Congress at Zurich in 1893, and
again at Paris in 1900, and still again at Amsterdam in 1904. Despite thun-
dering rhetoric against the prospect of a world conflict, however, none of these
congresses committed its member parties to an unequivocal agreement to
strike against the looming conflict.

At the International’s Stuttgart Congress of 1907, Jean Jaurés, Edouard
Vaillant and Gustave Hervé presented resolutions that called for general strikes
and insurrections against an outbreak of war, but the ‘Resolution on War and
Militarism’ that the Congress actually passed proposed nothing concrete. Its
most important paragraph, in fact, was merely a tactical caveat; ‘The Inter-
national is not able to determine in rigid forms the anti-militarist actions of the
working class. These naturally vary for different countries for different cir-
cumstances of time and place.” Thus the Congress essentially stipulated what
the International could not do rather than what it could do to try to prevent a
war.

By the summer of 1914, however, a decision on concrete common action
could no longer be deferred. On 28 June Archduke Franz Ferdinand, heir to
the Austro—Hungarian throne, was assassinated during a visit to Sarajevo by a
Serbian nationalist. A month later, on 28 July, Austria-Hungary declared war
on Serbia and a day later bombarded her capital. With dizzying rapidity the
situation careened toward a general European conflict. On 30 July, Russia
ordered a general mobilization of her vast reserves of peasant-soldiers. In
Germany, Kaiser Wilhelm sent an ultimatum to the tsar demanding the
demobilization of Russian troops within twelve hours. But the tsar rapidly
continued mobilizing his armies, and on 1 August Germany declared war on
Russia, followed on 3 August by a declaration of war on France. On the same
day the Kaiser sent an ultimatum to the Belgians, demanding the right of
German troops to enter the country as they swept across the lowlands rto
France. The Belgian king refused: the country’s neutrality had been guaranteed
by Britain, as well as other European powers, and Germany's violation of that
neutrality brought Britain into the war on the side of Belgium and France.

Bent on challenging Britain’s naval supremacy with his own maritime force
and eager to extend his colonial rule in Alrica by waking territory that the
French had colonized in the previous century, Wilhelm acted with a detes
mination that shocked much of the nentral world, German troops were pe

mitted 1o commit outrageous atrocities in thetr advance through the lowlands,
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which polarized socialists along national lines. Nationalism replaced class
politics, all but effacing the avowed internationalism of Marxists, anarchists
and pacifists. France’s republican system—and its posturing as the home of
the Great Revolution—earned the Allies greater moral support from the
world’s liberals and socialists than the Reich’s authoritarian legacy, but as
events unfolded, the French Republic was no less eager than the Kaiser’s
Germany to resume the Franco—Prussian War and finish it off in its own favor
and absorb the German-speaking Rhineland. Russia’s participation in the
Allied coalition, in turn, allowed German militarists to claim that it was
fighting to protect Europe from ‘Asiatic barbarism’—a claim that pro-war
German Social Democrats invoked (drawing amply from Marx’s anti-Russian
writings) to rationalize their support for the Kaiser. Britain’s participation in
the war was patently motivated by an attempt to prevent Germany from
paining supremacy on the seas and to retain the old European ‘balance of
power’, the keystone of British diplomatic policy on the Continent. The
Iinglish, French and Russians were all eager to carve up the moribund Turkish
limpire. The other belligerents, including Serbia, who had their own territorial
ambitions, could barely pretend to be fighting for lofty ideological goals. The
key to gaining popular support by all the governments in the war was a crude
chauvinism that the First International had been created to oppose and that its
successor dishonored.

In August 1914 few Europeans, mindful of the brief Franco—Prussian War,
expected the war to last long. Conventional military wisdom—among general
stalfs and recruits alike—predicted that the conflict would be over by autumn
or winter of 1914 at the very latest. The declarations of war initiated by Vienna
and Berlin seemed to provide a release for tensions of all kinds—psychological,
social and cultural—that had been building up for years. The popular anxiety
that was initially manifested in anti-war demonstrations almost immediately
pave way to a wave of popular chauvinism and patriotism. Trotsky, walking
through the streets of Vienna in August, wondered, “What was it that drew to
the square of the War Ministry the Viennese bootmaker’s apprentice, Pos-
pischil, hall German, half Czech; or our greengrocer, Frau Maresch; or the
cabman Frankl? What sort of an idea? The national idea? But Austria—Hungary
was the very negation of any national idea.”” The scandalously chauvinistic
slopan ‘Alle Serben miissen sterben” (All Serbs must die) was plastered
throughout Vienna; comparable slogans appeared on walls in the other belli-
perent countries, including Russia. The name St Petershurg was changed to the
less German-sounding Petrograd, and patriotism became so pervasive that
many workers who only a lew weeks earlier had supported anti-war Social
Democratic slogans now reverentially sang 'God Save the Tsar’ and excoriated
or even beat up the dwindling number ol their fellow proletarians who still
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professed to be internationalists. Bolshevik militants who had been leading
them in virtual insurrectionary strikes were excoriated and even beaten up. To
the astonishment of their deputies to the Duma, the nationalist upsurge
overwhelmed nearly all the parties, socialist as well as bourgeois, as did their
counterparts in Europe’s various parliaments.

The war, once it began, continued not for four months but for four years
and claimed the lives of approximately 10 million combatants—mainly men
under 40 years of age—in a monstrous network of trenches that sprawled for
hundreds of miles across the battlefields of France, northern Italy and Russia.
Russia’s incompetent generals sent more than 2 million peasants in uniform,
poorly equipped and poorly trained, to their graves. Germany’s losses quickly
approached 2 million as well, followed by nearly 1.5 million Frenchmen, 1.25
million Austro-Hungarians and a million Britons, not to speak of Italian,
Turkish and other losses. Men were massacred by the tens of thousands in
only a few days of futile offensives, and the wounded—often limbless, blind,
or otherwise mutilated—filled nearly every hospital in Europe.

The outbreak of the world war, and the reactions to it, demolished the
Second International as an effective socialist organization. Not only did the
International fail to stand up resolutely against the very imperialism that its
congresses had denounced for decades; but its most important parties—par-
ticularly the German SPD, ‘Marx’s own party’, as it was long denoted—dis-
carded its most important anti-imperialist principles. French and Belgian
socialists’ attempts to create a common front with their German comrades
against the Kaiser's patently aggressive policies failed ignominiously. Long-
standing friendships among comrades who for decades had affirmed their
internationalist solidarity arm in arm at congresses of the International rup-
tured ignominiously.

No less shameful was the way the German Social Democrats came to the
support of Wilhelm and the Fatherland. On 25 July, the party’s leadership
published an open letter in Vorwdrts (Forward), its official organ, condemning
not Berlin but Vienna for provoking the war—and carefully ignoring the

German government's ultimatum to Russia against mobilization. The party’s
executive committee declared indignantly:

No drop of German soldier’s blood must be sacrificed to the Austrian
despots’ lust for power, to imperialist commercial interests. Comrades, we
call upon you to express immediately in mass-meetings the unshakable will
lor peace ol the class-conscious proletariat, ... The ruling classes, who in

E}t"i'll'{‘ Lmne H|1|H'l'."-f‘i YOLL, {ii'.‘-|1i‘11‘ YL, I'H|IIIHI yOou, wint o use¢ vyou as

cannon lodder, Everywhere the cry must ring in despots’ ears: "We want no
war! Down with warl Long live international brotherhood!™
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Fven as the SPD called for mass meetings against the war and illk’l'l;ﬂ:ll'tl w.nln
brave words against the Austrians for fomenting it (leaving Wilhelm's assist
nce unmentioned), the underlying reformism of Social Democracy hr:g;;m L0
surface in the behavior of its leaders. When Leon Jouhaux of the French
General Confederation of Labor appealed to Carl Legien of the social demo-
cratic German Free Unions to join him in calling for a joint general strike, the
CGT leader received no answer whatever.” On 29 July, the top leaders of the
‘uropean parties, from Victor Adler of the Austrian party to Ange.ﬁca Bala-
hanov of the Italian, traveled to Brussels to attend an emergency meeting of the
international’s bureau. But they quickly found that they could not agree on a
practical policy against the impending war and deferred any decision to the
congress that the International had scheduled for 9 Augl{sL |
As early as 26 July, however, German Social Democratic leacle:rs-—s,’pﬁcﬂﬁc-
ally Hugo Haase, who had succeeded Bebel after his death as the party’s chiet,
nd Otto Braun, the party’s treasurer—met with the German chancellor,
[heodor Bethmann-Hollweg. The chancellor made it very clear to Haz_lse and
Braun that Germany would stand by Austria—Hungary—clearly indir:‘aju?tlg that
the Reich would ally itself with the dual monarchy. The hostilities, he
emphasized, would be preceded by a period of martial law—meaning that .the
imperial government would outlaw the SPD if it opposed the war. A right-wing
Social Democratic deputy to the Reichstag, Albert Siiddekum, wrote a SE(?IEII
report on 29 July assuring Bethmann-Hollweg that ‘no actions of any kind
(general or partial strike, sabotage, and the like) [by the SPD] are planned or
cven to be feared precisely because of our desire for peace.” The German
chancellor could thus knowledgeably assure the Prussian Ministry of State that
it had nothing to fear from the leadership of the German socialist -IHD\?EF'IEI}L
The Vorwirts continued to agitate for peace, but by 30 July its EthDI:lal
hoard was divided over which line to take. On 31 July the SPD’s executive
committee convened to wrestle with the agonizing question of whether .the
party’s Reichstag deputies should vote in favor of war credits if the @er
declared war. Hugo Haase, who led the SPD’s parliamentary caucus, vigor-
ously opposed a vote to finance the war, while Philipp Scheidemz}nn, a leader
ol the party’s right wing, voiced his support for the Fatherland, with the result
that the executive initially failed to come to a decision on whether to vote for
credits, .
Meanwhile the SPD made a final attempt to work out a joint plan of action
with the French Socialists. But as soon as their delegate, Hermann Miiller, a
member of the SPD exccutive, arrived in Paris, he realized that French
Socialists would vote in favor of war credits, Upon returning Lo Ht'rlin.nl_l 3
August, he reported to his party that a joint strategy with the French ‘ull,'lilll*-.l-.‘-'-
would be unattminable, Meanwhile, Germany had actually declared war, and i
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was announced that the vote on the war credits to support the Imperial Army

would occur in the Reichstag the next day.

On 3 August, after agonizing days of concentrated discussion and argu-
ment, the SPD’s parliamentary caucus decided (78 to 14, with a few absten-
tions) to vote for the credits. The ‘Russian peril'—Bethmann-Hollweg’s line
that Russian despotism was the real culprit in the war—became the specious
excuse lor abetting Prussian militarism in plunging Europe into a four-year
continent-wide war, despite the fact that only days before the war crisis

emerged, Russian workers had been on the verge of an insurrection.

Party solidarity required that the SPD Reichstag members deliver the vote

unanimously, irrespective of dissenting views within the party faction. Thus on
4 August Haase, despite his opposition to the vote, was obliged as head of the
party to declare that the SPD supported the appropriation of funds for the

conflict. To complete the irony of the occasion, an SPD back-bencher wrote in
a letter to a friend:

I saw [German] reservists join the colours and go forth singing Social
Democrat songs! Some Socialist reservists I knew said to me: “We are going
to the front with an easy mind, because we know that the Party will look

after us if we are wounded, and that the Party will take care of our families if
we don’t come home.™

The long years of socialist opposition to German expansionism, which had
once sent some SPD leaders to prison for refusing to support the Franco—
Prussian War in 1870, were now a distant memory. This vast, indeed cum-
bersome party—raised to public prominence with the support of a huge
bureaucracy; financed by its periodicals, cooperatives, varied enterprises, and
investments; stupefied by its own parliamentary self-importance; and guided
by a highly conservative trade union leadership—had drained German soci-
alism of whatever revolutionary spirit it had had in the leaner years of its
existence. Whether the SPD could have succeeded in arresting the war, given
the wave of patriotism that swept over the German people, is questionable, but
any losses in public support that it might have suffered in 1914 would have
been more than recouped in the years that followed. When the French
Socialist leader Hervé denounced the SPD at the International’s 1907 Stuttgart
Congress as "an electoral and accounting machine, a party ol cash registers and

parliamentary seats,” indeed shouting that ‘the whole Social Democracy has
now become bourgeois,” he may have been saying even more than many ol the

party’s lelt-wingers were prepared to acknowledgpe '

The French Socialists did not behave very differently. Their most vocal
opponent ol the war, Jaures, was assiussinated on 31 July by a deranged patrior,
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leaving the party’s anti-war tendency in the hands of the much I{'.‘.!::‘H.I'lli]u"ll:llll
Jean Longuet, Marx’s grandson. Even if Jaures had lived, hc:rwew:rj. it s Iughlly
improbable that his views could have prevailed in the party; nor is it certain
‘hat he would have continued to hold them when the war took the form of a
(German invasion. Jules Guesde, who had been the most orthodox of Marxists
within the International, became a vigorous patriot and even entered the
government. The syndicalist CGT shifted from its traditional anti-statist gen-
cral strike position to support for the republic. Such esteemed French anar-
chists as Jean Grave, Charles Malato and Paul Reclus rallied to the support of
the Allied cause.

The Belgian socialists, whose country had been brutally trampled upon by
(ierman armies, could most easily claim that they had been forced by cir-
cumstances to participate in a war they never wanted. But no internationalist
sentiments or feelings of class solidarity subsequently diminished their now-
passionate hatred of all things German, including German Social Democracy.
Indeed, all the Social Democratic parties in the belligerent countries were
(ramatically transformed from opponents of the war into ardent Supporters of
their country’s respective ‘cause—and de facto opponents of their fDI‘.'I'l'l'EI‘
comrades on the other side of the battlefield. Curiously, the Serbian Socialist
deputies dutifully opposed war credits but reversed themsalve,_s once ﬁ}e
conflict finally got under way. The SPD, like most Social Democratic pamf:s* in
lhe belligerent countries, declared a suspension of the class struggle—a “civil
peace’ policy of public unity—in support of their respective governments. '

Russia proved to be an exception. Here the Bolshevik .and Menshevik
deputies in the Duma issued a joint statement denouncing the war as
imperialist and walked out without voting for financial support for the war.
tut the “father of Russian Marxism’, Plekhanov, as well as the old Iskra hand
Potresov. defected to ‘social patriotism’ (as anti-war socialists named the civil
neace policy), joined by a number of Mensheviks and SRs, who suppﬂ.rted the
Allied cause and, by extension, the very tsarist despotism against which they
had struggled throughout their adult lives. Rising Menshevik stars such as
Jilkolai Chlkheidze and Mikhail Skobelev took another tack and declared that,
| tsarism were overthrown, they would support the Allies against Prussian
militarism. From his London exile Peter Kropotkin, the aging theorist of
snarcho-communism, embraced the Allied cause so fervently that he violently
broke with some ol his closest British comrades.

(he Second International was all but dead. Within the secretariat of the
(niermational Socialist Bureau, the remnant of the International, most repre-
sentiatives ol the various parties in the 1H'”iﬂl'l1'|l| countries :ululm‘d the same
chauvinistic attitudes as their bourgeois compatriots toward the ‘enemy’ and
celused even to meet in the same room with each other, The outhreak ol the
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war and the SPD’s collaboration with the Reich all but shattered Lenin. When
he read in Vorwdrts that the party had voted for war credits, he was so shaken
that he initially insisted that the report had been forged by the German general
staff in an attempt to disorient the world socialist movement. When he realized
the truth, he flatly declared that he no longer considered himself Social
Democrat—he was now a Communist.

THE INTERNATIONALIST OPPOSITION

The war lasted far longer than the belligerents had expected. Following the
German offensives in the West and the rollback of Russian troops from Prussia
in the East, the conflict ground down into seemingly endless trench warfare,
claiming life on an appalling scale and producing extreme economic misery at
home—especially for the Central Powers, who were effectively blockaded by
Allied navies.

Each passing year after 1914 saw the growth of anti-war sentiment among
socialists, anarchists, and even leftist liberals, with the result that the policy of
civil peace began steadily to unravel. More than most of their European
counterparts, Russian socialists and anarchists remained almost solidly
opposed to tsarism and refused to collaborate with the hated monarchy. The
British Independent Labor Party had never supported the war: led by Keir
Hardie, many Independents were pacifists as well as anti-imperialists. In
Germany Karl Liebknecht, a Social Democratic deputy to the Reichstag and the
son of the late Wilhelm Liebknecht, broke the SPD’s parliamentary unity in
December 1914 and voted against any further credits to the military, launching
a vigorous public campaign against the war. ‘Every people’s main enemy,” he
declared in May 1915, ‘is in their own country!’"' He was joined by Rosa
Luxemburg and a growing coterie of fervent Internationalists, as socialist
opponents of the war were called. Despite persecution and arrests by the
imperial government, the German Internationalists and others from socialist
and non-socialist ranks were now determined to follow a policy of active
opposition to the war and to the policy of civil peace.

As a Russian, Lenin would have faced internment on German and Austrian
territory and so fled to the salety ol neutral Zurich and Bern. In early Sep-
tember 1914, the Bolshevik leader advanced a consistent internationalist
position in "The Tasks ol Revolutionary Social Democracy in the European
War', bluntly denouncing the war as imperialist, dynastic, and ‘a strving Lo

suppress the revolutionary movement of the proletaciar and democracy in the

individual countries.” He bitterly inveighed against the SPD leaders lor thet
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‘sheer betrayal of socialism’, including the Belgian and French socialist leaders
as well. His attack swept in the tendencies in Social Democracy that had led to
the collapse of the International and singled out the various excuses that the
parties had made for collaborating with their respective governments. Lenin
then propounded a position that in time acquired the name ‘revolutionary
defeatism’: ‘From the view of the working class and the toiling masses of all the
peoples of Russia, the defeat of the Tsarist monarchy and its army . .. would be
the lesser evil by far.’

Lenin concluded his article by advancing his own ‘slogans of Social
Democracy’: Bolsheviks must issue ‘all-embracing propaganda’ in the army as
well as among the people; organize illegal nuclei in the army against chau-
vinism and patriotism; press for a ‘republican United States of Europe’; and
wage an unrelenting revolutionary struggle against tsarism ‘coupled with the
immediate slogans of a democratic republic, the confiscation of the landed
cstates, and an eight-hour working day.’

The document was signed by ‘a group of Social Democrats, members of the
Russian Social Democratic Workers’ Party.”? Later articles by Lenin called for
the creation of a Third International, and the anti-war socialists, for reasons of
their own, soon took the necessary steps to convene leading Internationalists
across all the front lines—obviously motivated by the need for a new Inter-
national. Between 5 and 8 September 1915, in deep secrecy, a general con-
lerence of anti-war socialists convened near Bern in the village of Zimmerwald.
Organized by the Italian and Swiss socialist parties, the conference brought
iogether 38 delegates from the Left in the SPD as well as a miscellany of Dutch,
Bulgarian, Latvian, Polish, Romanian and Russian delegates, as well as the
Swiss and Ttalian socialists who convened it. The French and British delegates
were prevented by their respective governments from attending.

The conference participants immediately divided into the usual three
wings—a left, a right and a center—each of which drafted its own anti-war
manifesto. The ‘Left Zimmerwaldians’ were led by Lenin, his close aide Gre-
pory Zinoviev, and Karl Radek of the Polish party; they were supported by Ture
Nerman and Karl Zeth Hoglund of Sweden and by J.A. Berzin of Latvia. The
| elt's manifesto sharply attacked the ‘social patriots’ for betraying their most
hasic principles and particularly condemned the SPD’s Reichstag deputies who
had voted for war credits and civil peace. It summoned the masses to "go out
into the streets and (ling in the lace of the ruling class your rallying cry: Enough
of the slaughter!” Additionally, the manilesto held that the existing pro-war
socialist parties were irremediably compromised by their behavior and urged
that anti-war socialists must ereate an entirely new organization in their stead.

'he document closed by calling lor the formation of ‘a powerlul International
| thit | will put an end o war and capitalism " Te was signed by an
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imposing list of ‘delegations’ from Russia, Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Sweden,
Norway, Germany and Switzerland, most of whose signatories were either
Bolsheviks or their supporters.

The ‘Zimmerwald Right’, composed mainly of anti-war German moderates,
opposed an organizational split within the existing social-democratic parties,
and was oriented toward a pacifist position rather than a revolutionary one. It
was headed by Georg Ledebour and the French syndicalists Alphonse Mer-
rheim and Albert Bourderon. The Russian Mensheviks, including Martov, who
had been schooling themselves in the art of moderation since 1905, gave their
support to the Zimmerwald Right’s manifesto. A small Center, which included
the Swiss host of the conference, Robert Grimm, as well as Trotsky, Angelica
Balabanov of the Italian Socialist Party, and Henriette Roland-Holst from the
Netherlands, also emerged that included the bulk of the pacifists who attended
and a number of militant revolutionaries who were alienated by the Left’s
tendency to draw uncompromising differences with the Zimmerwald Right.

A composite final document or ‘Zimmerwald Manifesto’ (commonly
attributed to Trotsky and Roland-Holst) blamed the horrors of the war squarely
on capitalism and denounced the socialist parties’ support for war credits and
civil peace. It called for international proletarian solidarity, a peace free of
annexations and war indemnities, and a continued struggle for the ‘sacred
aims of socialism’ and the ‘irreconcilable proletarian class struggle.”

Representing as it did a compromise by the three factions that made up the
conference, the document was unavoidably mild. The Left, in fact, felt obliged
to issue a statement of its own declaring that it was ‘not fully satisfied with the
conference manifesto’ because ‘it contains no characterization of [the]
opportunism’ that had caused the Second International’s downfall. Moreover,
it contains no clear characterization of the methods of struggle against the
war.””” Nevertheless, the Left signed the manifesto in order to preserve a
common front of the Zimmerwaldians against the ‘social patriots’. The man-
ifesto was translated into a great variety of languages and made its way sur-
reptitiously through the entire European labor movement, exacerbating the
mounting popular hatred of the war.

Critics of the war had been raising their voices well before the Zimmerwald
conference and were met by ever-intensifying repression. On 7 February 1915,

as hunger riots broke out in Berlin, the Reich tried to silence its most militant
and well-known anti-war socialist critic by dralting Karl Lichknecht into the
army. Less than two weeks later, it arrested the Marxist theorist Rosa Lux
emburg lor her anti-war agitation, Whenever the Reichstag held [urther votes

on war credits, however, the SPD continued to vote in favor of them. albeit by

ever-diminishing marging. Oppositon 1o the war grew within the SPD’s
|~!|'It||'-l.1ll.{ lnction itsell, and on 29 December 1915, twenty SPD 1|:'||||!|ru
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finally broke party parliamentary discipline and voted against war credits,
while 22 abstained. Thus approximately half of the entire SPD faction now
refused to support the government’s requests for funds to continue t.hf: con-
(lict. In March 1916 Liebknecht (on leave from his regiment) once again voted
against war credits and was joined by still other SPD deputies.

All the independent anti-war deputies were summarily expelled fmm‘ the
SPD Reichstag faction, presenting the party with a major split. The committee
that had been formed at Zimmerwald to carry on the conference’s work called
1 second conference, this one at Kienthal, another small town outside Bern, in
late April 1916. It was attended by 43 delegates and two observers, mrglf:e of
whom belonged to the Zimmerwald Left. With the support of seven additional
delegates, who voted with the Left on key issues, about half of the c:lﬂnference
could be said to adopt a radical stand on the war and the International. The
Kienthal Manifesto, however, was surprisingly pacifistic (‘Violence begets
violence,” read one rather trite conclusion). But the Left scored its gains in
other resolutions—particularly those dealing with the cnnferen.ce’s relalzin'n—
ship with the executive of the Second International—the Inteman{?nal Socialist
Bureau. The so-called Lapinsky Resolution, named after its Polish sponsor,
cxcoriated the International’s executive committee. |

By May 1916 more hunger riots broke out in Germany, followed by major
strikes in Berlin, Braunschweig, and even at the Krupp armament works in
'ssen. Farly September 1916 and the winter of 1916 saw one strike wave after
another sweep over the main Russian cities, particularly Petrograd, where more
(han 150.000 workers downed tools on 3-9 September, followed by 100,000
on O January in commemoration of the anniversary of ‘Bloody Sunday’. |

Particularly strong feelings of despair began to well up among foreign
evolutionaries who were isolated in Switzerland, who had little if any contact
with their supporters in the belligerent countries. Lenin, boxed into ijir:h,
had little contact with his comrades in Russia. On 22 January 1917, in a
speech to young Swiss workers at Zurich’s Volkhaus (People’s Hnusej_, }1&
primly lamented, “We of the older generation may not live to see the dECl.SWE
hattles of this coming revolution.”'® Only a few weeks later, however, in a
sudden turn of events, Petrograd would explode in a revolution that uns,eatf;d
the 300-year-old Romanov dynasty in less than a week and open 2 period‘ in
which the red flag would (ly over government buildings not only in the Russian

capital but in Berlin, Vienna, Munich and Budapest, to cite only the major
Cities, Fyven as despair settled over central and Fastern Europe after three years
ol carnage, a revolutionary storm suddenly emerged that was to reshape world

history
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RUSSIA AND PETROGRAD AT WAR

By any standard of reason or morality, Russia’s entry into the First World War
in July 1914 on the side of the Allied powers was an unprecedented folly. With
the possible exceptions of Austria~Hungary and Turkey, no country was less
equipped economically and socially to sustain a modern conflict. Austria—
Hungary was at least geographically contiguous to the German Reich and
could count on its immediate assistance, while Turkey, on the periphery of the
world conflict, was generally spared the concerted attention of its opponents,

The Central Powers and the Allies alike had long regarded the seemingly
endless manpower reserves of the tsar as Russia’s most important asset. This
belief may have had some justification during the Napoleonic wars, when
massed infantry, hand-to-hand combat, bayonet charges, and cavalry were
decisive in winning battles. But from the mid-nineteenth century onward,
technology was increasingly replacing the valor of brightly colored infantry and
gallant horsemen in national military reserves. By 1914 a great variety of
artillery pieces, breech-loading rifles, and especially machine guns rendered
mass charges and shoulder-to-shoulder marches of infantry across a battlefield
not only obsolete but disastrously wasteful of human life. The Germans had
developed their strategies with the aid of the lessons provided by Von Clau-
sewitz and the strategic genius ol Von Schlielfen, but most ol the Russian
command was still frozen mentally in the strategy of the aging Prince Mikhail
Kutuzov, whose successful war againsi Napoleon in 1812 had depended on
his huge serl army, the harsh climatic conditions, and the vasi spaces ol his
backward empire

Russia's pre-modern conditton was a re tpe lor disaster in the Great War, all
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the more because her army had no substantial economic base on which to
conduct a modern conflict. The country had no land route to the Allied
powers along which it could receive material support, and German na:val
predominance in the Baltic Sea closed off any pnssibility‘ of transporting
adequate foreign aid by a water route. As a result, the Russian army was to
suffer immensely high casualties—not only because of superior German
weaponry, but also because of huge shortages of supplies.

Moreover, Russian infantry was woefully underequipped. By the time the
army was mobilized to its initial wartime strength of 6.5 million in the last da}rs
of 1914, its infantry had only about 4.5 million rifles at its disposal. That is to
say, anywhere from a quarter to a third of the tsar’s infantry lacked the most
basic weapons. The army required about 150,000 rifles monthly, but _Russmn
industry could produce only 27,000. In practice, Russian troops in huge
numbers had to wait for a suitable number of their comrades to fall before they
could enter the conflict against German troops armed with modern guns of all
kinds. The Fastern Front required massive artillery bombardments, but R115—
sian industry could supply only a fraction of the shells needed to sgstain its
puns, at times only two or three for each cannon. Only their rudimentary
irenches kept Russian combat troops from being entirely exposed to ﬁrepmf.rer
[rom sophisticated automatic German weapons. In contrast to other Allied
soldiers, the ordinary Russian infantryman went through the war without a
stcel helmet and commonly without a gas mask. Russian railroad networks
were among the most pitiful in Europe and incapable of supplyingia huge
army; the entire empire had little than a sixth of Austria—Hungary's track
mileage. ‘

The initial successes of the Russian army against Germany were highly
deceptive. In the opening days of the war Russian armies had sliced suddenly
into a militarily unprepared East Prussia, but they were soon driven back at
cnormous losses and were never again able to mount a serious offensive
against the Kaiser’s troops that yielded lasting results. By 1916 the Eastern
I'ront was more or less stabilized along a line running from the Gulf of Riga—
slightly less than halfway between Petrograd and Warsaw—to the Romanian
horder. Russia had lost Poland, most of her Baltic provinces, and Galicia at a
cost of 2 million dead and wounded as well as 350,000 prisoners. On the eve
ol the 1917 Revolution, an estimated 1 million Russian soldiers had deserted
ltom the army and returned to their villages. To make up the shortfall, the
sovernment conscripted about 15 million men into the army, many of whom
were older or younger than the age groups normally eligible for Hll'lﬁ[‘['i]'ﬂi{h'iﬂ.

Ihese peasant-soldiers filled Russian cities in huge numbers, occupying
avercrowded and unsanitary barracks, and were commonly at the mercy ol
newly commissioned junior olhicers, who treated the older men under thei
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command with a baronial arrogance that was more redolent of feudal behavior
prior to the Emancipation than the conventional military discipline that
existed in modern European armies.

Each levy of conscripts for the army, together with the steady drift of
peasants into war industries, produced a serious labor shortage in the coun-
tryside. As the fateful year of 1917 drew near, severe shortages of staples
became the rule in Russian cities, and living costs began to soar beyond the
means of the average working-class family. As the availability of consumer
goods diminished, the peasants who remained behind to till the land could
buy little or nothing in return for their harvests and therefore withheld their
crops from the urban centers, which further exacerbated the grave shortages in
the cities. Urban women were obliged to line up for hours in front of food
shops, often arriving before dawn. Public bitterness, which no amount of
patriotic appeals could assuage, intensified steadily, not only against the
war but against the autocracy itself, which had grossly mismanaged the
distribution of goods for an ill-clad and hungry population as well as military
operations.

This anger manifested itself in the increasing restiveness of the working
class, whose hatred of the regime burned on a very short fuse after its early
outburst of jingoism in 1914 wore off. The war had brought no improvement
in the income and working conditions of the proletariat, more than two-thirds
of whom were recently arrived peasants from the villages and were housed
under terrible and worsening living conditions that already beggared
description before the war. Petrograd, however, enjoyed a favored status
among Russia’s large cities, not only as the capital of the empire but as its most
important manufacturing center. Fully 22 per cent of the country’s industrial
output was produced by its factories, which, during the war, provided work for
more than 400,000 men and women in the city proper and its environs. Above
all, the capital was Russia’s most important center of heavy industry: by 1917
more than 237,000 workers were engaged in metal and hardware production.
The city’s industrial structure was also its most highly concentrated and
technologically advanced: 13 per cent of Petrograd’s factories employed nearly
81 per cent (317,000 men and women) of the capital’s workforce, or an
average ol 2400 workers in each enterprise. Impressive as such statistics may
be, however, they do not convey the enormous size of the largest plants. The
Putilov works, which manufactured vital metal products, employed more than
24,000 workers, making it the largest factory complex in the city, The most
socially restless industrial arca in the capital was located north of the Neva
River, in the Vyborg District, where 18 per cent ol the city's proletariai
generally, the youngest, most mobile, and most volatile workers—was con

centrated, The two plants with the most milivant workers were the Parvininen
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and New Lessner plants, with only about 7000 and 6000 workers respectively
Located in the Vyborg District, these two plants were major producers ol
military goods and had a high concentration of radical workers led by Social
Democrats and Socialist Revolutionaries. | | i
Despite the large number of peasants that flooded its factories, the capital s
working class was probably the most literate in Russia. Nﬂa.rly 90 per cent of
the men and 65 per cent of the women could read and write. These percen-
tages were even higher among the metalworkers, who were the pm%e;tarmn
hackbone of the capital’s Bolsheviks in the troubled months preceding the
suthreak of war. As has been noted, they formed the most politically advanced
and volatile sector of the Petrograd proletariat. |
The newly arrived peasants, especially single and mobile young men, may
not have been schooled in socialist ideas, but they were disposed to direct
‘ction or buntarstvo, the typically pre-industrial form of village rebellion from
which so many rural uprisings were born. Of the nearly 150,000 T.mrkers who
cntered the Petrograd labor force between 1914 and 1917, an es?mated 50 to
70 per cent, or roughly 80,000, were peasants. These nev.r.rly arrived peasant-
workers were not the hereditary proletariat that Marx believed would be th:a
hegemonic class in creating a new society. Indeed, few workers in the t_sar S
Jomains were so far removed from the countryside, as has been emphasized,
(hat they had forgotten the riotous buntarstvo militancy that had been nour-
ished in the village world for centuries. | |
Finally, Petrograd was not only a major industrial center of the 1mper.131
sovernment: it was also a very important garrison city. Scattered over the city
were thirteen barracks containing twelve combat regiments (two of which were
( ossack units), armored car units, an engineer battalion, bicycle troops,
machine-gunners, and the notorious Semenovsky Regiment that had played a
crucial role in putting down the 1905 insurrection in Moscow. More than
17000 soldiers actually worked in government-owned muni‘ti‘cms pl.:mlts a_md
siher enterprises in the city. These men were under strict military dlSElPhI]E:
not only were they subject to the everyday humiliation faced by ordinary
soldiers, enduring degrading modes of address and pEI‘SDH;:Ztl.tI'E:Eﬂ'[lEHt, but
they could also be brought before courts-martial rather than civil courts for any
ieal or supposed infraction of factory rules. |
in the Petrograd garrison soldiers of all types—many of them helq in reserve
1o put down civil disorders, others working as unih:_}rrncd proletarians in t‘rﬂxe
Av's industrial districts, still others in transit to or from the front—ranged in
ambers rom 160,000 to more than 270,000 and were often quartered in the
poorest parts of the capital, This huge lorce of disciplined men, largely peasant
n ortgin, had been trained inor were amiliar with the use ol modern

oL ab ; cworkers’ [actories and
weapons, Their barracks were in close proximity o the worker
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residences, which made them easy targets of radical political propaganda.
Given the privileges accorded to the officers and the arrogant behavior that the
ordinary soldiers had to endure, a genuine if hidden class war simmered in
most of the barracks, one that was eventually to explode into the greatest
military mutiny Russia had seen up to that time.

WARTIME DISCONTENTS

The repression that followed the tsar’s declaration of war was swift and
unrelenting. Social Democrats, particularly Bolsheviks, the capital’s most
intransigent anti-war activists, were quickly rounded up and sent either into
the army or to Siberian exile. Thus Bolshevik membership in Petrograd fell
from several thousand to barely one hundred in the months that followed.
Strikes were outlawed; violators could receive sentences from several months
to four years of hard labor. All the periodicals of the Internationalist Left—be
they Bolshevik, Menshevik, or Socialist Revolutionary—were shut down; their
city and district committees were arrested; and their grassroots networks were
shredded by the police. The Bolshevik deputies to the Duma, led by Lev
Kamenev, were obliged to stand trial for their Internationalist views and were
eventually exiled to Siberia.

When remnants of the Bolshevik’s Petersburg City Committee called for a
strike to protest against the trial of the Bolshevik Duma deputation in February
1915, only 340 workers downed their tools in six factories. This humiliatingly
small number of strikers reflects the temporary paralysis that silenced the
capital’s proletariat, due to its fear and its pro-war sentiments. Between August
of 1914 and July 1915 only 45 political strikes took place in Petrograd,
involving a mere 10,000 workers. Strikes over economic issues were more
plentiful, but they rose slowly in number and reached serious proportions only
a year after the outbreak of the war. The Petrograd proletariat had been cowed
by the war for the time being.

But in the summer of 1915 the strike movement began to surge forward. In
August 1915 alone about 24 political strikes, embracing more than 23,000
workers, occurred in Petrograd. On 10 August, textile workers in Ivanovo-
Voznesensk were shot while demonstrating—30 were killed and 53 wounded.
Like Bloody Sunday 1905, this atrocity produced a near-insurrectionary
response: once the news reached Petrograd, a two-day protest strike erupted in
the Vyborg, Narva, and Peterhol districts, bringing out more than 22,000
workers rom 23 factories. Not only did they clash openly with the police—the

hatedd pharaohs’, as they were calledbut newly recruited soldiers from the
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Fgersky Regiment sympathetically joined the workers, injuring twenty ‘phar-
aohs’ before being quelled by the military police.

The alarmed authorities made another sweep of Petrograd’s radical network
between late August and early September, arresting 30 of the most active
Putilov metalworkers, 23 of whom were Bolsheviks, six SRs, and one Men-
shevik. But far from intimidating the movement, the police action provoked a
full-scale citywide general strike, in which the workers not only demanded the
release of the arrestees but raised new political and economic demands. In
fact, as the strike movement increased day by day, an All-City Strike Com-
mittee was created to co-ordinate it. Within four days, more than 82,000
workers from 70 factories had downed their tools. The Strike Committee called
lor the formation of a Soviet of Workers’ Deputies—the first one since 1905—
to which various factories responded by electing deputies.

The prospect of a soviet and a possible insurrection apparently alarmed the
Menshevik leaders, especially Chkheidze and Skobelev. Mindful of their
‘errors’ in 1905, the Mensheviks were frightened by the prospect of alienating
the bourgeoisie, particularly members of the moderate liberals in the Duma’s
Progressive Bloc (headed by the Kadet Pavel Milyukov and the Octobrist leader
and reform-minded industrialist, Alexander Guchkov). The Menshevik depu-
lies joined Alexander Kerensky, a rising young deputy and leader of the
moderate Duma SRs known as Trudoviks (Toilers), in visiting the factories and
irying to induce the workers to return to their jobs. At an enlarged All-City
Strike Committee meeting, most of its participants except for the Bolsheviks
succumbed to Menshevik and Trudovik pleas for moderation. The socialist
majority of the committee, led primarily by the Mensheviks, prudently called
oll the strike—validating Lenin’s mistrust of a speciously united socialist party
whose members had fundamentally different goals and analyses.

No less revealing of deep-seated differences among the Mensheviks, Bol-
sheviks and SRs were the conflicts fought over the issue of forming a Workers’
Crroup as part of the Central War Industries Committee. The committee was a
lepal but non-governmental agency that had been formed on the initiative of
relorm-minded industrialists who tried to gain government war contracts for
small Petrograd firms and provincial factory owners. In proposing to form a
Workers’ Group, the committee was eager to promote fairness in governmental
military contracts as a means to enlist the support of workers; by ensuring
labor participation, they believed, they could loster industrial peace under the
cxpansive umbrella ol patriotism

The members of the Workers' Group were 1o be chosen from an elected
collegium ol proletavian deputies, each representing a thousand lactory
worlers, The deputies, in turm, were to select a small commitiee to represent

the workers as o whole. But what the worlers lound most appealing about the



144 THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTIONS OF 1917

proposed Workers’ Group was the electoral procedure that made it possible
for them to discuss their class problems without restraint and to gain a legal
institution to promote their interests.

Of the three workers’ parties that were expected to participate—Bolsheviks,
Mensheviks and SRs—the Bolsheviks were most militantly opposed not only
to the war but to any form of class collaboration. The ‘Petersburg’ Bolsheviks*
decided to use the first stage of the indirect electoral process to campaign
against the war and call for the overthrow of the autocracy. They would
boycott the final electoral stage to express their refusal to collaborate with the
bourgeoisie or the government. They also called for converting the Workers’
Group into a Soviet of Workers’” Deputies, falling back on the vivid memories
of the Soviet of 1905. In this strategy they were supported by the left-wing or
‘activist’ tendency of the SRs (a collaboration that set a precedent for the more
significant alliance in 1917 and early 1918). The Mensheviks, however, chose
to follow the whole electoral process to its very end, even standing for election
to the initial Workers’ Group.

In the first electoral stage, held in September 1915, the 213,000 workers
who voted chose 218 electors, of whom 60-70 were Bolsheviks, 80 were
Mensheviks and SRs, and the remainder were unaffiliated. The Bolsheviks
dutitully withdrew their candidates and boycotted the rest of the process.
Accordingly, the Workers’ Group that finally emerged from the elections was
dominated by Mensheviks." The Mensheviks, to be sure, expressly denied that
they were following a class collaborationist policy or supporting the war.
Rather, they declared, they planned to use the Workers’ Group as a means of
expressing the workers’ class grievances and as a forum for propagandistic
purposes. In practice, however, the Mensheviks had become averse to pro-
voking or alienating their bourgeois allies, even lagging behind the anti-war
sentiment that was spreading among the worker-militants. Clearly the Men-
sheviks had retreated from their militant position of 1905 and were func-
tioning more like liberals than like revolutionaries.

Accordingly, they were more hesitant than ever fully to support proposals
for strikes and demonstrations. Their dogmatic notion that the Russian labor
movement must strive for a ‘bourgeois democratic’ regime was straitjacketing
them into a fixed, doctrinaire position. Ensconcing themselves in quasi-legal
bodies such as the Duma, the Workers” Group of the War Industries Com-
mittee, and various workers’ cooperatives, they exuded an air of constructive
gentility rather than insurrcctionary lervor,

" The Bolsheviles™ few committees in the capital retained the name Petersburg’—racher
than “Petrograd’ 1o dely the regime's attermpt to foster ant-German sentment among
the ||n|rlll.1ll| W

THE REVOLUTION OF FEBRUARY 1917 145

The Mensheviks’ changing behavior ultimately benefited the prospects ol
the Bolsheviks. From a membership of only about 100 in the latter half of
1914, the capital’s Bolsheviks grew to 2000 by September 1916 :ancl to 3000
only five months later. The number of Bolshevik Party cells in .Petmgrad
doubled from 55 in 1915 to 110 in January 1917. Lenin’s associates now
accepted the notion that only a revolution could remove the obstructions
created by tsarism and install a modern constitutional government, and th:’ﬂ[
<uch a revolution could succeed only with the support, indeed the leadership
of militant workers and their organizations. Although the Petrograd wnrkers: as
vet had very little knowledge of the disputes among Bolsheviks, MEHS}IE?TE]‘:ES,
and the various SRs, their more militant cadres learned to regard the socialist
moderates with mistrust—which left them open to Lenin’s strategic appeals.

THE GATHERING STORM

1 1916 strike waves were now following one upon another with ever-greater
requency. In January there were 68 strikes, involving 61,000 workers, mainly
o commemorate the dead who had fallen in Bloody Sunday. It was followed
by 51 in March that involved nearly 78,000 strikers, and a startling 77 in
November, which brought out 170,000. All these strikes, let it be noted, were
political in nature and were matched in number and size by economic strikes
as well.

They expressed a resentment of the tsar’s government, moreover, that m;se
in frequency as the months passed. During the Bloody Sunday r‘nemunal
soldiers in a military truck belligerently drove their vehicle into a contmge'nt of
mounted police—to the cheers of the demonstrators. In October, during a
demonstration near the barracks of the 181st Infantry Regiment, the “phar-
wohs’ attacked the protesters, which angered the soldiers nearby, who joined
he demonstrators in a wild fracas against the police. The police might well
have been trounced had the authorities not called in mounted Cossack
detachments. One hundred and thirty soldiers were arrested after this incid-
cnt, and the regiment was removed from the capital. |

In the lace of soaring prices, widespread hunger, governmental misman-
apement at the rear as well as at the front, the fact that Petrograd workers

strnck in inereasing numbers and that soldiers gave them occasional support

Jould not have been very surprising—at least, so the authorities consoled
themselves. The workers, after all, had raised no barricades, as they had in
1014 and the soldiers had not mutinied, as they had in 1905, Morcover, the

withorities expected that the nearly 4000 police mobilized to cope with civil
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unrest could handle the workers’ strikes and the military episodes. The Cos-
sack detachments, those privileged dragoons, were still loyal to the tsar, and
the regiments stationed in the capital, such as the Semenovsky—which had
put down the Moscow 1905 uprising—were still reliable. These forces seemed
more than enough to control any civilian ‘disturbances’, authorities reassured
themselves: the police would handle any small disorders that might arise, the
Cossacks would take on the more serious ones, and the regiments in and near
the capital would suppress any incipient insurrection.

In August 1915 the tsar personally assumed command of his demoralized
army, demonstratively moving his residence from Petrograd to Moghilev, the
city on the Dnieper River in Belorussia where the Supreme Command or
Stavka was installed. This gesture was apparently meant to reassure the Rus-
sian people that military affairs were in good hands. But this gesture failed
miserably. Nicholas’s subjects felt no safer under his guidance than they had
under previous army commanders. Moreover, by moving to Moghilev, the
emperor simply shifted the blame for the army’s failure to vanquish the Ger-
mans from his commanders’ shoulders on to his own. In performing the
onerous job of commander-in-chief of the army Nicholas was out of his depth.
The tsar simply loitered around Moghilev and raised his flagging spirits with
braided, spoiled and obsequious officers who shielded him from any expres-
sion of popular discontent.

When Nicholas left Petrograd for Moghilev, he placed civil affairs in the
incompetent hands of his wife Alexandra, her ‘holy man’ Rasputin, and the
sell-serving, corrupt court camarilla that had formed around the pair. The
wiltul, mystical empress took control of the government and appointed min-
isters and officers to key imperial positions—appalling the more rational fig-
ures in the tsar’s service. Alexandra was not only grossly incompetent and
hopelessly paranoid; she was even more of a tyrant than her husband.
Domineering toward her imperial husband, she in turn was dominated by a
rapacious Siberian monk, drunkard, and womanizer, Rasputin. Rasputin had
used hypnosis to arrest the hemophiliac bleeding of the young heir to the
throne, the tsarevich, which made him seem to Alexandra’s eyes a miracle
worker. Worse, it had earned him the power to play a decisive role in gov-
erning the empire and peopling its leadership with rogues.

Recalling all too vividly the events of 1905, the Duma’s liberals, in letters
and petitions, implored the tsar to make the ministerial and military changes
that were visibly necessary to salvage the crumbling empire. Guided by his wife
and her *holy man’, Nicholas simply replaced one incompetent minister with
an_even more incompetent successor. The nobility was equally unable 1o
influence events: even the grand dukes were shut out from the inner counsels

ol the war's immediate family. The court seethed witl anger andd impotence, In
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late December 1916 youthful nobles succeeded in murdering Rasputin—bul
his removal did nothing to change the course of events leading to revolution.

The Kadet leader Milyukov tried to rouse the lethargic monarchy with a stormy

+ddress from the rostrum of the Duma, hinting at treason (that is, by the
(ierman-born tsarina), but he soon lapsed into a hopeless fatalism about the
: racy’s inadequacies.
‘U[if th:::r end ofqlglﬁ the empire’s wartime losses and class hatreds had
soared to intolerable proportions. The specific economic dislocations fﬂﬂil:lg
Russia would have undermined the stability of any modem nation, even in
peacetime. Indeed, had the tsar consulted the statistics that his own Ministry
of Interior collected instead of reading the patriotic claptrap that emanated
lrom his War Ministry’s press, he could justifiably have panicked over the
luture of the dynasty. These statistics would have told him that the currency of
his realm was becoming worthless; the number of rubles in circulation in the
last half of 1916 had leaped more than threefold, from about 2.5 billion to
nearly 8 billion, while the prices of goods had risen on the overall about
threefold in less than four years. By contrast, average wages had only dﬂubledj
lcaving the urban lower classes in sheer destitution. Petrograd was fac1ng+ a
(amine. It was receiving only a third of the food supplies needed to keep+ its
lower classes alive and only half of the fuel it needed to operate its industries,
warm its homes, and fire its bakeries. Food prices edged steadily upward—that
5. where food was still available. In a brief two months, from 16 December
1016, to February 1917, the price of such basic staples as potatoes and bread
rose 25 and 15 per cent respectively. Cabbages rose in cost by 25 per cent, and
(he remaining goods soared beyond the reach of even fairly well-paid wage
carners, let alone poor ones. A secret police agent reported that:

Resentment is felt worse in large families, where children are starving in the
most literal sense of the word, and where no other words are heard except,
‘Peace, immediate peace, peace at all costs.” And these mothers, exhausted
lrom standing endlessly at the tail of queues, and having suffered so much
in watching their half-starving and sick children, are perhaps much closer to
1 revolution than [the liberal Duma deputies] Messrs. Miliukov, Rodichev
and Co.. and of course, they are much more dangerous, since they are the
stockpiles of flammable material, needing only a spark to set them afire.”

he winter of 191617 in the capital was one ol the coldest on record, with
average temperatures registering 12 degrees below zero {:'t*tiligl‘:l{lt‘] and l1}lge
blizzards blocking the transportation of direly needed supplies into the {'El|}1?£ﬂ.
iy late February 1917 the long quenes that normally gathered in the lreezing

; oy o [ I ' W (IREINI G |1'|..l| Il'll.' (8L
morning hours belore the city's bakeries were rile with rumors g
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ernment was planning to limit the bread ration to only one loaf per adult.
Factories, lacking fuel, began to close down, leaving thousands of workers {ree
to mill around the depressed neighborhoods or fill the proletarian taverns,
heightening the feelings of class hostility that were spreading through the city’s
industrial districts. Despite the frigid weather, the political temperature in
Petrograd was rising to boiling point. Only a mere incident was needed to
plunge the capital into an outright mass insurrection.

THE FEBRUARY REVOLUTION

On 23 February many of the factories and shipyards in Petrograd were closed
because of strikes, punitive lockouts, or a lack of raw materials. The strikes
were quite disconnected from one another: they were started or led mainly by
factory militants, not by the revolutionary parties, in response to the specific
needs of their fellow proletarians. The Bolsheviks’ Petersburg City Committee
played no role in the events under way. In fact, most members of the com-
mittee had recently been jailed as a result of police raids, and the party press
was closed down by the police. Only the Russian Bureau of the Central
Committee*—the highest Bolshevik committee within Russia—was available
for leadership. It was headed by the metalworker Alexander Shliapnikov, along
with his two subordinates, the young Vyacheslav Molotov and 1. Zalutsky.
Shliapnikov seemed almost indifferent to the ferment in the capital and per-
sisted in viewing the strikes as narrowly economic and politically incon-
sequential. Even when great masses of workers began to take to the streets and
shootings occurred between the masses and the ‘pharaohs’, he tended to
dismiss their importance and seemed to be convinced that the troops would
easily bring them to an end. The authority for mobilizing the party as an active
force during February thus fell to the capital’s district committees, especially

# The Bolshevik Central Committee, it will be recalled, was divided into a Foreign
Bureau and a Russian Bureau. The Russian Burecau was composed mainly ol “prac
ticals’, responsible for the party’s day-to-day allairs in the homeland, in contrast to the
ideologically oriented Foreign Bureau living abroad. In February 1917 the Foreign
Bureau consisted mainly ol Lenin and Gregory Zinoviev in Switzerland, while the
Russian Bureau was led by Alexander Shliapnikov, the most senios Bolshevik who was
still at liberty in the country. In theory, the Russian Burcau had as much authority as
the Foreign Bureau, but Lenin's voice obviously counted lor more——he was, alter all,
e founder of Bolshevism, After 1915, the two halves of the ( cntral Committee were
vot it close communication with ench other, and positions that Lenin was abandoning
were unknown 1o the Russian Burean and s lower organs
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the Vyborg District Commitiee, whose members were eager 10 go the whole
wiy and overthrow the autocracy

International Women's Day was on 23 l'chruary, a radical holiday that had
heen proclaimed by the Second International in 1910 on the initiative of Clara
Jetkin. a close comrade of Rosa Luxemburg, Belore textile plants in the Vyborg
Oiatrict. worker-militants and  left-leaning Social Democrats staged mass
meetings celebrating the holiday (which was still a novelty in the Russian
ievolutionary movement and did not evoke great emotions). They denounced
(e war and the terrible food shortages that affected the city, but their oratory
il ot have to be overheated to stoke up the extreme bitterness of the textile
workers. These workers, most of whom were women, Wete obliged to work
hirteen hours a day for scandalously low wages in the capital, and they daily
vitnessed the growing hunger faced by their families as well as the abusive
hehavior of their overseers.

Inspired partly by the holiday and partly by their economic burdens, the
women in the textile mills decided to strike. They were supported by many
young unemployed male workers who were loitering in the streets and cafés.
I growing numbers the strikers and unemployed youths filled the streets of
(he Vyborg crying ‘Bread!’ and denouncing the war. The women challenged the
cmployed men, particularly the metalworkers, to come out and join them.
holshevik leaders, in turn, tried to restrain the metalworkers, fearful that the
Atuation was not sufficiently ripe to engage the authorities. But the crowds of
nluriated women and their cries were too combustible for the men to ignore.
woon metalworkers flooded the streets, gomng from plant to plant to induce
others to join them or, in some Cases, simply forcing them to close down their
plants, Whether out of enthusiasm, despair, or simply moral coercion, nﬁa:rly
60,000 workers and 30 large plants stopped working in the Vyborg District;
(hey were [ollowed by a smaller number in the Petrograd District and were
woon joined by the putilov workers, who had been locked out of their Narva
District plant the day alter a strike.

By the carly alternoon, tens of thousands of workers were marching toward
(he center of the city, translorming an inchoate movement into an overt
political demonstration against the autocracy. Workers pressed agamnst pc::]jt:e
lines, trying to force their way across the bridges leading from the suburbs into
Petrograd’s center. The police had all they could do to hold their own ground
el restrain - demonstrators without recourse 10 (ircarms—whose use the
povernment had explicitly lorbidden. [he workers, in turn, soon sensed that
e LrOOPS were not averse 1o then demonstration, Une {'.HHH:I.IL“{ ‘il'tl‘u‘:'{L on
orders to charge a crowd, moved almost lackadaisically and came 10 @ [ull stop
without charging into the wo Lkers. This reluctance did not escape the notice ol
e crowd. which realized that these ardinartly brutal horsemen were passively
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on their side. Nor did the incident escape the notice of the secret police, who
reported the event for posterity.

At nightfall on the 23rd the demonstrators withdrew to their districts,
leaving the center of the city deserted. But the working-class suburbs were alive
with discussions, arguments, and plans to continue, indeed expand the day’s
strikes and demonstrations. The unwillingness of Cossacks to attack the
workers, limited as it was, undoubtedly played a major role in raising their
hopes for success and in encouraging them to press harder the next day to test
the government’s authority. Thus did a sudden women’s strike for ‘bread’
become an attempt to bring down a centuries-old autocracy.

The Bolsheviks’ Vyborg District Committee now raced ahead of the cautious
Petersburg City Committee, and its boldness began to override the higher
committee’s qualms. That evening, acting in defiance of the wishes of its own
City Committee, the Vyborg Bolsheviks called for a three-day general strike,
thereby opening a new stage in what was seemingly a protest movement. While
the City Committee’s principal leaders still regarded the strike call as pre-
mature, even adventuristic, the Vyborgers brought together the galvanized but
inexperienced masses, providing them with guidance and palpable goals.

By the next day, even the normally reticent Mensheviks decided to act
conjointly with the Vyborg Bolsheviks. The cold, overcast daybreak of 24
February was charged with excitement in the working-class districts. Orators
appeared everywhere, not only from the socialist organizations but from the
faceless ranks of the proletariat itself, stirring the workers to use every means
at their disposal—from rocks to bolts, screws and tools—in confrontations
with the police. At the New Lessner, Erikson, Parviainen and Russian
Renault plants, contingents of Bolshevik agitators and worker-militants
closed down the remaining Vyborg factories, bringing out 75,000 workers
from 61 plants.

At the Sampsonievsky Prospect, which lay just before the Liteinyi Bridge,
linking the Vyborg District with the city center, the authorities mobilized two
and a half companies of Cossacks, two companies of the Moscow Regiment,
and police contingents to cope with the inevitable march into the city proper.
It began at nine o'clock that morning, when some 40,000 workers and
sympathizers and some 2500 Erikson workers converged at the bridge, lace to
face with the Cossacks. The Cossacks were ordered to charge into the crowd,
but to everyone’s astonishment, they passively trotted their horses in swaths
behind their mounted officers, leaving the demonstrators virtually untouched.
In the exultant words of the Bolshevik Kayurov: ‘Some ol [the Cossacks]
smiled: and one of them even winked at the workers, ™ In his vivid account ol
the ‘five days' that brought down the 300-year-old dynasty, Trotsky shrewdly

abhserved
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[his wink was not without meaning, The wor kers were emboldened with a
(riendly, not hostile, kind ol assurance, and slightly inlected the Cossacks
with it. The one who winked found imitators. In spite ol renewed ellorts
(rom the officers, the Cossacks, without openly breaking discipline, failed to
(orce the crowd to disperse, but flowed through it in streams. This was
repeated three or four times and brought the two sides even closer together.
Individual Cossacks began to reply to the workers’ questions and even enter
into momentary conversations with them.”

While the Cossacks preserved their neutrality, the mounted police ‘pharaohs’
harged the crowd in a frenzy and dispersed it. About 5000 workers managed
(y cross the icy Neva River, but waiting police detachments scattered them all
aver the city. By now the strike had spread throughout Petrograd and all its
‘nvirons, bringing out unprecedented numbers of workers who furiously
enpaged the police in nearly every part of the capital. At Kazan Square in the
City center at least four rallies followed upon one another until Cossacks and
srmy cavalry finally cleared the area. At Znamensky Square a mass rally was
held before the huge statue of Alexander IIL, while Cossacks and police
impassively stood by. A platoon of the Volynsky Guard Regiment, sent to
disperse the crowd, allowed the workers to pass on the sidewalk unharassed.
Nearly everywhere the street demonstrators were cheered by bystanders,
neighborhood residents, and even wounded soldiers who waved to them from
hospital windows. As the last demonstrators, flushed with success, finally left
(he Nevsky Prospect—Petrograd’s main avenue—they declared that they
would return in even greater numbers the next day.

But his pledge was uncertain. The workers were showing signs of weariness,
i the Petrograd military command would undoubtedly strike back more
vigorously il events got out of control. During the night of 24-25 February
embers of the Bolshevik Russian Bureau, led by Shliapnikov, still opposed a
Al for an insurrection as premature. It remained for 2 small internationalist
Locial Democratic group, the mezhrayontsy (Interdistrict-ers), who were com-
mitted 1o unity between the Mensheviks and Bolsheviks, to circulate a mani-
lesto calling for an uprising and a democratic republic. Vague as the
nanilesto’s demands were, they buoyed the spirits of the workers and sug-
sested that a firm hand guided the masses.

At the factory level party dillerences among Bolsheviks, Mensheviks, and
SRs began to give way (0 a Sense of common purpose and unity ol action. With
lew exceptions all socialists were now engaged in propagandizing the workers
andd reaching out to the soldiers [he next morning, 25 February—a Satur-
day——saw o dramatic broadening ol the striker more than 200,000 workers

downed their tools and headed again for the center ol the capital, At the
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Liteinyi Bridge the Cossacks abandoned their posts to the workers, who
streamed into the city center unimpeded. At the Nikolaevsky Bridge, which
linked Vasilievsky Island with Petrograd’s center, a platoon of Don Cossacks,
the cream of the tsar’s mounted forces, impassively permitted a crowd of
workers to cross into the city, ignoring the Island’s military commander’s
frantic orders to stop them. Still another Cossack detachment permitted a
crowd to free detainees who had been arrested by the ‘pharaohs’ in a nearby
building. To the cheers of the surrounding crowd, the Cossacks actually
chased away the police guards with insults and freed the detainees themselves.

Perhaps the most dramatic incident of the day occurred in the late afternoon
at Znamensky Square. Here mounted police attacked a rally and dispersed the
people in all directions while a Cossack detachment sedately stood by. When a
few bold workers, caps in hand, approached them with pleas for help, the
Cossacks suddenly charged the police with their sabers unsheathed and dis-
persed them, leaving the commanding police inspector dead in the snow. Nor
were the Cossacks alone in their partisanship. Demonstrators who confronted
troop contingents across the Nevsky Prospect appealed to the soldiers for their
support. “Fhe soldiers raised their bayoneted rifles—then broke ranks and
melted into the crowd. Other soldiers in the city center, however—many of
them non-commissioned officers being groomed for higher positions—fired at
demonstrators and left a scattering of dead civilians in the streets.

Meanwhile the working-class suburbs, particularly the Vyborg, were
inflamed by feelings of revolt. Everywhere the ‘pharaohs’ were disarmed and
beaten. Police stations were attacked and stripped of their weapons. The city
was paralyzed by the general strike. Trams, cabs, even ordinary vehicles were
nowhere to be seen; printing presses, banks, business offices, stores, and
government buildings were closed down. The universities were empty, cafés
and restaurants were closed, postal deliveries came to a halt, and water and gas
works were no longer in operation. Crowds surged through the great avenues
of Petrograd, singing revolutionary songs, waving red flags, and carrying
banners calling for an end to the war and the autocracy. In fact, Petrograd had
seen nothing like the fever that now gripped the city since 1905, when the very
existence of the monarchy hung in the balance.

The Petrograd workers had now committed themselves to an insurrection
that could only be put down by troops. But the workers alone could not
overthrow the government. They needed the support ol the middle-class
population—and above all the Tull support ol the troops themselves, With
only small quantities ol weapons at their disposal, the workers were incapable
ol meeting trained soldiers in open combat. The Tundamental question was:

Would the soldiers go over 1o the people? Would they undertake a huge
ity mutiny?

.
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The authorities seemed to understand that the very existence ol the anto
cracy was being challenged and shifted to the worst possible recourse: the use
of ordinary soldiers against the people. During the night and early morning the
Petrograd military governor, General Khabalov, turned the city center into an
armed camp. All the major intersections were occupied by pickets ol troops,
reinforced by machine-gun nests. Detachments of soldiers were deployed to
puard public buildings, railroad stations, and bridgeheads. Cavalry contingents
patrolled the avenues, and scattered groups of sentinels checked the papers of
all passing civilians.

The next day, 26 February, opened as a bright and crisp Sunday. The high-
cchelon Bolshevik and Menshevik leaders alike thought the military forces that
KKhabalov had assembled spelled the end of the uprising, Astonishingly, they
thought that the better part of wisdom would be to call off the strike. But the
Petrograd proletariat was so impassioned that it seemed to have lost all sense
of danger. For reasons that are difficult to explain, workers again assembled in
the streets and made their way across the icy Neva to the Nevsky Prospect.

As the crowd marching along the Nevsky reached its intersections with the
Vladimir Prospect and Sadovaya Street, detachments of the Semenovsky Regi-
ment inauspiciously opened fire. Elsewhere, in Znamensky Square, a training
detachment of the Volynsky Guard Regiment unexpectedly fired on a crowd, as
Jid troops elsewhere. But the crowds persisted in their demonstration, scat-
tering and regrouping with resolute determination to shatter the discipline that
+till held the troops under the command of their officers. Somehow the
Jemonstrators must have sensed that the military forces were undergoing a
major change in outlook; the discipline that held many soldiers together was
actually beginning to unravel. Nikolai Sukhanov, the Menshevik-Internationalist
who observed their behavior, noted that many of the military patrols

had a rather casual. unserious, and unreal character. Both the cordons and
patrols looked as though they were hoping for organized attacks on
themselves and seeking an occasion to surrender. Single policemen had
long since completely vanished. The patrols, who were not marching but
strolling around the city, were as a matter of fact disarmed [by the
demonstrators] in many places without offering serious resistance. ... In
spite of the presence of an officer, [a cordon of Grenadiers] were standing
casy and conversing animatedly with the crowd on political topics. Agitators
were haranguing them in quite unambiguous terms. Some soldiers were
chuckling, others were listening in-attentive silence. ... There was no direct
neubordination. but they were obviously unsuitable material for any active
operations, and there was clearly nothing lor the olficers to do but tum a

Blind eve on this scene ol ‘corruption.™
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The uprising’s militants now knew that events would reach their decisive stage
the next day. If the soldiers opened fire on the workers and their supporters,
the workers would have to retreat to their homes in defeat. But it was also
possible that the soldiers would lower their weapons and go over to the
crowds.

When the members of the Bolsheviks” Vyborg District Committee met that
night, they seemed inclined to call off the next day’s action. But at the same
time meetings, even rallies, were occurring everywhere in the workers’ sub-
urbs, and here the workers were plainly elated. They had noticed the non-
chalant behavior of the troops; under the very eyes of their officers, and many
military cordons and patrols had freely talked with the workers. Militants and
ordinary workers argued, compared experiences, and formed judgements
about the next day. A meeting of Bolshevik worker-militants and mezhrayontsy
on Vasilievsky Island resolved that the workers should not only continue the
strike but extend it further and collect weapons to create a workers’ militia. All
that stood between the state and a successful popular rising, they were con-
vinced, were the embittered peasants in military greatcoats who comprised
most of the Petrograd garrison.

Unknown to the socialist leaders and the workers alike, the bonds of
military discipline that had kept the garrison harnessed to the regime were
being severed. The lenience of the Cossack detachments had been unnerving
enough to the authorities, but the reluctance of troops to fire on the people
had produced growing alarm at the headquarters of the Petrograd military
command. Most alarmingly, workers had even felt free, at day’s end, to rush to
the barracks of the Pavlovsky Regiment and inform them that their training
detachment (among others) had fired upon demonstrators in the Nevsky
Prospect. Outraged by this news, the Fourth Company of the pavlovtsy left its
barracks to stop the training detachment, then found itself in a fire-fight with
mounted police. Bereft of weapons, the soldiers returned to their barracks to
incite other companies in their regiment to rebellion. The ringleaders of the
mutiny were soon surrounded by loyal troops and duly imprisoned, but it was
found that 21 armed men were missing. They probably took refuge in the
working-class districts. Each of these soldiers, in effect, was an agitator des-
perate for an uprising and, as soldiers, could talk freely to others who shared
his uniform. The army, no less than the workers, the Cossacks, and the police,
was primed for a break with the government.

During the night of 26 February the training detachments ol the Volynsky
Regiment that had fired on demonstrators hours earlier decided to mutiny and
go over to the people, Led by Sergeant 1. Kirpichnikov, they secretly com
mandeered the regiment's weapons, including machine guns. Alter lining up
for revetlle the next morning, they had an altercation with a junior officer
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then ran in squad lormaton 1o other soldiers of the

(which cost him his lile)
they reached the

regiment, By nine a.m, the next day-—Monday, 27 l-'rln'un_r}r EAGRALL:
nearby Preobrazhensky and Lithuanian Regiments, w.lm finally Lhi‘i_']t.l.t‘.l:_l Lo join
them. Soon the Sixth Engineer Battalion and mutinous troops lrom other
bartacks along the way joined forces and appeared on the Nevsky Prospect
lully armed, where they encountered cheering crowds of wnfkers and (no
rivial fact) middle-class people. Armed soldiers and workers, in turn, .p_lunF
dered tens of thousands of weapons from the Arsenal and other military
.torchouses. By nightfall revolutionary [roops and Sclatte.red armored cars
appeared in the broad avenues of the city, and the dmrfdlmg holdouts 5001:'%
currendered to their revolutionary besiegers. As Tsuyoshi Hasegawa observes:

The soldiers’ insurrection that began in Volynskii Rf:g'iment early in the
morning thus involved practically all the military units in Pf:tmgrad by. [he,
end of February 27. It is estimated that the participants in the soldiers

nsurrection rose from 10,200 in the morning to 25,700 in the afternoon,

and to 66,700 by evening. It further grew in the morning of February 28 to
72,000, by afternoon to 112,000, and in the evening, 11?1.000. By the
Afternoon of March 1, almost the entire garrison, 170.000 soldiers, took the

side of the revolution.”

'HE END OF TSARDOM

by 1917 imperial Russia’s bureaucratic-military complex had bECﬂI:ﬂE such a
lifcless archaism that it simply could not grasp what was happening to the
country it ruled. That it had survived the 1905 Revolution—for twelve years—
was due more to the inertia of the peasant masses, the product of centuries ot
the tsarist regime. 1f the autocracy could
1ot bend to historic social changes that were sweeping Europe, 1t would have
(o collapse in the hurricane that assailed it in late February. Fﬂarful_ as the
of counter-revolutionary troops outside the
capital, the generals at the front and at military headquarters éeeme_til as
depleted of will as the tsar himsell, who was eager only to get to jtus fi‘itml 1¢f+111'-11
lsarskoye Selo, Career military olficers seemed concerned Dru‘narli}r wit

retaining their positions el did almost nothing to aid the obviously dt‘:[ur‘u:t
| Moscow simply tipped over and ell

ubservience, than to any vitality of

l'ebruary revolutionaries were

repime, inlormed ol the Petrograd nsing, ! _ S
g the next lew days by provincial capitals, cities,

mto line, to be lollowed duarin i |
horities tallied up the victims of the

and towns across the empire When the aul

Petrograd rising, they (ound that fewer than 1500 people had been leilled o
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wounded, 869 of whom were soldiers. By comparison with other major
uprisings, Russia’s ‘first revolution’, which brushed away a centuries-old
autocratic state, was comparatively bloodless—which, more than any other
fact, revealed that it had been moribund for years and was merely awaiting an
appropriate burial.

The uprising of February 1917 was a political insurrection, not a social
revolution. The social problems that had induced the workers to go into the
streets and the soldiers to mutiny remained unresolved. The war was still going
on; agrarian problems remained ubiquitous; employers still exploited their
workers; and even the difficulties of feeding the capital were as overwhelming
as ever, exacerbated by the presence of tens of thousands of hungry and armed
soldiers. Now that the autocracy had been overthrown, what institutions
would take its place? Who would lead the centralized, bureaucratic empire that
had kept millions of people, including non-Russians, in chains for centuries?
Would the war continue? Would the conflicting classes—bourgeois and pro-
letarian, landlord and peasant—unite, after February, to defend the empire
against Prussian militarism? Or would the war end in a separate peace? The
next few months would reveal the enormous difficulty of answering most of
these questions, as well as the inertia that paralyzed the revolutionary leaders
to whom the masses turned for guidance.
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CHAPTER 44 ThEt Soviets n Power

THE PROVISIONAL GOVERNMENT

(he insurgency of the Petrograd workers, it need_hardly l?e ,saicL te'rriﬁed th::

capital’s upper classes. On 14 February, to cope with the city's growing 1:untfrﬁ.:.1 ,

Nicholas convened the Duma, but then on 26 February, the thll'ﬂf day of the

<trike movement, he inexplicably prorogued it, telling Fhe deputies to IE.T-.TE
Petrograd and return to their homes and estates. In so dmng the tsar left R}L;slmz
bereft of any legitimate legislative body. The Dur:na. cleputl_es were asmtf di

by the prorogation—a de facto abolition of their institution—but ar.[r_:L e
revolutionary upheaval they were undecided on how to respc}nFl. Dln RN
hand, they could obey the emperor’s order to abandon the city, EaEng its
political fate to the workers and soldiers. Un.the f:rther hand, they cmlJtd meet
regardless of the tsar and deal with the 51tuat1nn+—but Fhat wou (HEHE
defying Nicholas's decree and aligning themselves with the 1:*1151.11'g1e":.ni;ls1 whic -
would have disastrous repercussions for them personally, §hnuld the mgn

archy survive the upheaval). Most of the‘ conservative deputies chose to DB ley‘
Nicholas and beat a hasty retreat. That left the members of the Progressive bloc
wnd the constitutional monarchists to confront the ::;risiﬁ On thfa aftﬂ:nnnn mlf
)7 Tebruary about one-third of the former Duma deputies met in an informa

. g “ - % o= T = t Gf
cession and selected a Duma Committee. hey chose an assortmen

o i . % - - . L"-'II r_hE
nembers from across the political spectrum, including two socialists,

Frudovik Alexander Kerensky and the Menshevik Nikolai ('.hiduiu.?zn |
(he cumbersome full name ol the Duma Committee “!’lmflﬁlumnl (.mIn:

mittee of Duma Members for the Restoranon of Order in the Capital illlll[l the

Fatablishment of Relations with Public Organizations and INSOEITIONS ==Wis

| the insurre . w Nicholas's decree, the
no accident, Panicked both by the insurrection el by !

; . " I W *Isar ot
remaining Duma members were insure whether power lay with the s

. : W Y e
with the IH.““h. ‘a\“““hnﬂly thiy l|l"+|}'|lll‘+l the D Commenities 1o e nble
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either to keep the revolution under control, should it succeed in changing the
government, or to negotiate with a counter-revolution, should the tsar prevail
over the insurrection.

Later that day, when news reached the Committee that the Preobrazhensky
Regiment had ceased to be at the tsar’s disposal, the Committee nervously
decided to take power. The Kadet leader Milyukov, the Committee’s informal
head, was intent on keeping Russia a monarchy and cautiously sought to
restore order in the capital and keep a Romanov on the throne. On 1-2 March
the Duma Committee agreed that the tsar should abdicate in favor of his son,
under the regency of the Grand Duke Michael. The Committee actually had no
authority of its own to offer the throne to the reluctant grand duke, who wisely
rejected the risky honor. Nicholas, for his part, seemed to be sleepwalking
through his dynasty’s ultimate crisis. First he demanded the outright military
suppression of the insurrection; then he agreed to accept a constitutional
monarchy; and finally, ‘encouraged” by nervous generals, he acknowledged
that a new provisional government was the only alternative to anarchy in
Russia.

Nicholas, however, again offered too little too late. The remains of shattered
royal insignias that abounded in the streets of the capital made it eminently
clear that the masses would not allow the autocracy to continue to rule Russia,
let alone with a Romanov on the throne. As he met with emissaries from the
Duma Committee and consulted with his more trusted military advisers, it was
plain to the emperor that his own supporters were eager to see him removed.
Nicholas’s capacity to influence events had become so minuscule that his
abdication on 2 March was almost a mundane event. With little ceremony the
tsar and his family were temporarily placed under house arrest in his palace in
Tsarskoe Selo.

With the abdication of the emperor, the Duma Committee had to create a
legally responsible provisional government if it was to prevent the immense
tide of political change from creating a radically democratic government
beyond the control of the bourgeoisie and landowners. In a negotiating session
that began at midnight on 1 March, the Duma Committee delegates (headed
by Milyukov) and a Soviet delegation (headed by Chkheidze) met and ham-
mered out an eight-point program to establish a provisional government tha
would run the state until such time as a constituent assembly could be con-
voked. With this program as its basis, the new government intended to (1)
offer amnesty to all political prisoners; (2) guarantee freedom of speech,
assembly, and association, including the right to form unions and engage in
striles; (3) abolish all privileges based on natonal, religious, and social status:

(+) [T pare lor the convocation ol a constituent assembly: (5) Il‘|l|;!.: ¢ the

I'“I“l‘ lorce with o militia whose olhcers would be ele e, (0) |'I'Ill‘l|'|1.il' 8]
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elections for new organs of municipal self-government, by a ‘four-tailed” sul

frage (universal, secret, direct, and equal voting); (7) ensure that insurgent
military units in Petrograd would keep their weapons and would not be sent (o
the front: and finally (8) give all off-duty soldiers the right to enjoy the [ree-

ns. Finally Milyukov drew up a list of ministers to fll

doms possessed by civilia ‘
the positions of the proposed government. All of these measures werc
ack of the

undertaken without any public involvement—indeed, behind the b
Revolution. | |
With a Provisional Government in place, Milyukov now needed to some-

how gain a semblance of popular consent for its existence. His strategy was

simple. An anonymous crowd of ‘the people’ had gathered in the Catherine

Hall of the Tauride Palace ‘for the purposes of information’ (as the Menshevik-
Internationalist Nikolai Sukhanov later put it). Milyukov, passing b}.f th‘e hall,
felicitously chanced to encounter them. In 2 sudden bursF of inspiration he
decided to regard the crowd as a sample of the revoluﬂgnarygeaple. He
announced that a new government had been formed, described its structure

.nd ministers. and then simply asked for their approval. | |
The ‘people’, however, were not nearly as accommodating as Milyukov had

hoped.

“Who elected you?’ was one rather difficult question, to which the answer
had to be given that no one had elected anyone, that there was 1o time for
clections. that the ‘revolution’ had done the electing, When Miliukov called}
: Premier [G.E.] Lvov the incarnation of Russian ‘society

the proposed]
e gime, an exclamation was heard from the crowd:

oppressed by the Tsarist re
‘Propertied society!

Ihe whole program and list of ministers might have been discarded the.:n _and
there had Milyukov not mentioned that Alexander Kerensky would be minister
1 have just received,” he said, ‘the consent of my cc:ll?ague: AF
Kerensky to occupy the post of Minister of Justice in the first people’s CjaE.Jme::;
‘1 which he will mete out just retribution to all the servants of the old régime.

ed this news with ‘thunderous applause’. Kerensky,
osition to the autocracy, would

ol justice.

he ‘people’ naively greete
widely known to the masses for his opp Y |
undoubtedly declare a general amnesty, it was assumed, for all Pt}htlcal pris-
oners at home and expatriates abroad, an issue that was ol pammnur}t
ilyukov mentioned Kerensky’s

srtance to the capital’s residents, Once M .
h little complaint.

TNTRL |
qame. the crowd agreed to accept the rest ol the program wil |
§ iy - e . i FLI i H
Chat single, ad hoc encounter macde up the ratilication process in 1l
§ ¥ ¥

welbw ereated ndowed with
tv. The Provisional Government was thereby created and end

crbre
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all the privileges and status of the governing power of the land. The Allied
powers eagerly recognized it as the legitimate Russian state. That its legitimacy
had been granted by a heckling crowd of ‘the people’, whom the ministers
would normally disdain, seemed to disturb no one in those chaotic days. Put
bluntly: the Provisional Government had been created to prevent the masses
from establishing a radically democratic government outside the control of the
bourgeoisie. Months later the complaint would be raised that the Bolsheviks
had ‘illegitimately’ seized power from Russia’s ‘legitimate’ government—yet
the Provisional Government was virtually a coup d’état carried out by Milyukov,
with the co-operation of the Menshevik-controlled Fxecutive Committee of the
Petrograd Soviet.

Its members were a gray list of bourgeois liberals: the zemstvo leader and
landowner Prince G.E. Lvov would be the official head of the government,

acting as chairman of the Council of Ministers; Milyukov was its minister of
foreign affairs; Kerensky, its minister of justice; Nekrasov, its minister of
transport; and the industrialist Guchkov, its minister of war, to cite the
principal figures. Hand-picked by Milyukov, its eminence grise, this cabal held
power primarily by virtue of the presence of Kerensky.

Still, after casting aside a four-centuries-old semi-Asiatic autocracy in less
than a week of street fighting, the February Revolution catapulted Russia into
the freest liberal democracy in the Western world. In March 1917 the Provi-
sional Government would institute a series of progressive reforms that had few
equals in modern European history. It granted a package of civil liberties that
included guarantees of freedom of speech, press, and assembly, as well as the
right to form trade unions and declare strikes—this in the midst of a bloody
war. A large section of the proletariat was given the eight-hour day. It abolished
the death penalty and declared an amnesty for all political prisoners, thereby
opening Russia to the return of politically incendiary revolutionaries. It
eliminated legal inequalities based on race, religion, and legal status, granting
Jews civil rights for the first time in Russian history. It granted national
minorities varying degrees of autonomy, and it gave Poland, after generations
of sanguinary struggle, its independence.

THE FORMATION OF THE PETROGRAD SOVIET

The real power in the capital, however, lay not with the Provisional Govern
ment but with the newly formed Petrograd Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers’
Deputies, The Soviet had obvious roots in the soviets of 1009 During the briel
general strike in Petrograd in 1915, it will be recalled, Bolshevik worket
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militants had also raised the demand for a soviet,* and it was echoed again in
the January 1917 general strike. On 24 February, even before the Pﬂtlﬂ}g{ ad
Soviet came into existence, the workers in several factories (the Fraflm—Rue.smn
and Promet plants) elected delegates to form a soviet. Eefnre Nlﬂhi}l?js pro-
rogued the Duma, these delegates met with the MenshewkﬁDuma members to
demand that a soviet be organized. The next day, whether in reaction to these
workers or on their own initiative, the Menshevik deputies did precisely that: 2
party meeting agreed to organize a soviet and called a m?etmg for ?ﬁ Febn:ﬂary
at the headquarters of the Petrograd Union of Workers’ Cooperatives. BE:f E:E
that meeting could be held, however, the police rounded up more than half the
delegates, and the formation of the soviet was stalled. | .
The definitive step toward forming the Petrograd Soviet occurred on
lichruary, when insurgent crowds freed several imprisoned members of [hE]
Workers' Group of the War Industries Committee. On the same day severa
lcaders of the Group—notably K. Gvozdev, B. Bogdanov, and G. Breido—
quickly made their way across town to the Tauride Palacte, where the Duma
sessions had been held. There they encountered Chkheidze and Kere.ns.ky,
who arranged to set aside a room for their common. use. These 5::tc1a115t5
immediately formed a Provisional Executive Committee, as Tf;uyasm Hase-
gawa notes, whose purpose was to organize a Petrograd Smilet.
n The self-appointed ‘Provisional Executive’ that met consisted of the Men-
sheviks Chkheidze, Volkov, Grinevich, Gvozdev and Bogdanov; and the non-
party intellectuals Kapelinsky, Frankorussky, Sukhanov and N. SDleD?.‘P?lEt:
Petrograd Soviet thus began as a committee that had a moderate socialis
orientation. At two o’clock that afternoon these members issued an .appeal to
Petrograd’s ‘citizens’, calling on them to assemble at seven that evening at the
lauride Palace and elect delegates to what would become a soviet (although
the word did not appear in the appeal). Soldiers were to elect one deputy fu.:}r
cach infantry company (about 250 soldiers), one for Ea{?h thousand 1|;J.ﬁ.ft::rl']caezll:lﬁ in
the large factories, and one for each agglomeration of small facmnesi. w ose
workers collectively totaled a thousand, which thereby gave a huge majority to
- peasant-soldiers.
[I“'I'lhr Mensheviks and their allies were not alone on 27 February 111 th.e Ef.f{JI‘l:
‘0 form a soviet. A number of groups were racing to create the institution;

‘In 1915 Menshevik deputies to the Duma—most {-nn_-1'|'=-1i;~|m|.|.::1f.r -:.’hk}mdi;;id
opposed both the general strike and the demand lor a soviet, h.l'lf',i-l-lh;-.\l Iilf- thwv.r f:'ll";
they believed, was not ‘ripe’ lor openly challenging the authorities, ‘l‘: . T}:ﬁ;ftilil
1.II|'.I. ||nl|it;l“"5“. { |||m|ll'|11.’|' Wil% Illt' hessucd 0l Iiu' sOviel dl'll'}‘,jl.llul'l.Ll1ll:;;1|': hl‘:‘:j‘ir“f.l
Milyukoy over ways 1o legitimize the bourgeois Provisional Government's custody ol ¢

vevolution that he had done nothing o loster
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indeed, the competition among them was nip-and-tuck. In the early afternoon,
while the Mensheviks were conferring in the Tauride Palace, the revolutionary
mezhrayontsy and their radical Socialist Revolutionary allies were meeting at
their headquarters, where they unanimously agreed to issue an appeal for an
insurrection and the formation of a soviet. In fact, the mezhrayontsy were
almost certainly the first socialist tendency to raise the demand for both an
uprising and a soviet.

The mezhrayonts appeal for a soviet of workers’ deputies was patently an
attempt to make the Soviet into a ‘provisional revolutionary government’—a
soviet with governmental powers.? This strategy was more radical than that of
the Mensheviks, who seemed to be endeavoring to avoid the creation of a
proletarian revolutionary government. During the evening of 27 February the
mezhrayontsy and their allies distributed 30,000 copies of their appeal
throughout the capital, but by this time, at nine o clock, the Mensheviks were
already holding their own soviet plenary in the Tauride, pre-empting the
mezhrayontsy effort.

Both the Mensheviks and the mezhrayontsy, however, had outpaced the

Bolshevik leaders, who continued to underestimate the importance of the
soviets. In an October 1915 article Lenin had opposed the Petersburg Bol-
sheviks’ demand for a soviet, warning that it should be created only ‘in con-
nection with the development of a mass political strike™* and not as an
institution around which to build a revolutionary regime. On 25 February the
Russian Bureau of the Bolsheviks issued a leaflet that echoed Lenin’s view,
declaring that soviets were instruments of struggle, not forms of self-
governance. It called upon the workers to create specifically Bolshevik com-
mittees in the factories and in the city’s districts—a demand that must have
seemed more like a recruitment drive for the party than a call to serious
confrontation. The leaflet went so far as to demand that such committees had
to subordinate themselves to the party’s Petersburg City Committee, which all
but prevented Bolsheviks from participating in non-party mass organizations. *
The Bureau seems to have viewed the February Revolution strictly as a party
aftfair, to be conducted by party committees under direct Bolshevik leader-
ship—a view it derived from Lenin’s organizational writings, -

By no means, however, did all the Bolsheviks in Petrograd support this
highly sectarian policy. On the same day that the Mensheviks were organizing
the Soviet in the Tauride Palace, the Vyborg District Committee, which was
subordinated to the party’s City Committee, called upon the strikers o elect

* The Bolsheviks' City Committee, it should be recalled, retained the naime ‘Petersburg

instead ol shilvng to ‘Petrograd’ because i despised the chauvinism that motivated the
autocracy's name changes once war broke oul
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deputies to a soviet. It was to be convened at the spacious Finland Station and
eputies : .
fcsrlzn the basis for a provisional revolutionary government. [he commitie ul
i ' >lections (o the
leaflet declared that the workers should “start immediately . .. LlLlill(}:h i.t}l :
- 1 = & ] I_
factory strike committees. Their representatives will cumlz;m{, the § gvu
' ' 151 tionary Govern-
‘ ' Il create a Provisional Revolu
Workers’ Deputies, which wi . by - SH—
eatiel was CXlle
= 1 i hrayonts leaflet, this Bolshevi
ment.”* Like the earlier mez ‘ et
ordinary: it anticipated the policy that Lenin would adopt nnPhls 1:: o
: | ' ‘
Russia in April and that would ultimately carry the Bolshevik Party to p
nine months later. -
On 27 February, however, the insurgent Petrograd wnrl;esrsﬂand soldtu.us
} i iks’ soviet. asegawa te
' ' favor of the Mensheviks’ sovie ‘
|largely ignored this appeal in : ‘ e
S nts to the laurl
it * i e procession of insurge |
us, it ‘could not divert the massiv s
Palace.’® The Mensheviks understood only too clearly that t‘n:i Left wa:ﬁ ;-}r?: tE
‘ ’ — made every
: ts’ government—and they .
to create a workers’ and peasan 1 st e
' i t the Soviet’s leadership,
' ary rivals and ensure tha j _
outpace all their revolution . s
' icies, would provide room for Milyu
committed to moderate policies, ! 1 I
[ hoice of the Tauride Palace—
sional Government. Even the c A e
let’ i act. It suggeste
ting place was a politica '
Duma—as the new Soviet's mee . e
eois in character and, in some m ,
the new government should be bourg ' + ——
the Durfa Although the Menshevik appeal claimed Enpbe 15511;4:1 Tﬂﬁ EE N
. | 1 rad , n
' ldiers, and other people of Petrograd,, .
sentatives of the workers, so , an | e b
authors appears to have participated in the strike movement and insu
let alone to ‘represent’ anyone but themselves. o s
After the planning meeting ended, some of the Soviet's DI'E -
| ' ' they cou
: es and call upon whomever
haste to canvass the city’s factori | | e
there instantly to elect ‘deputies’ for a meeting of the Soviet that was

' ew Soviet
only a few hours later. At nine p.m. the first plenary session of the n

: ; =
linally got under way at the Tauride. The palace itself was literally divide

’ 1S] nt met
(opographically into a ‘right wing, where the Provisional Gnvemn}z mci
{ ' ' i t WO
and a ‘left wing’, occupied by the aborning Soviet, t}}us ;reagng;r rivons:
| | a ’. The participants in the Soviet,
soon be called a ‘dual power. e |k st o R
~ecounts. numbered no more than 50 voting ‘deputies anddES g
Apart from Shliapnikov and a handful of h?s party.cc}m;;:l : \;Drk E};ﬁ i
Bolsheviks were present at this fateful {:upt-:n_mg sessmn. 1 e
Ahout the ultimate goals of the various socialist pa
Due to the quasi-legal status that the
wion in the Duma and the

apparently unclear .

mrmed to their better-known deputies. o
ks enioved as a result of their particip: 1

Mensheviks enjoyed as o i B

Workers' Group, they were widely known to the mass of workers in the capite

NOTIKELDS i " .

md easily rose to leadership ol the Soviet

il 41 moderate
At the hirst meeting the Tauride, the Mensheviles and their
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by .alecting Chkheidze as chairman and Skobelev and Kerensky as vice-
t:.hamnen. The plenary also created an Executive Committee, which included
six Mensheviks (Chkheidze, Skobelev, Gvozdev, Grinevich, Sokolovsky and
Pankov), two moderate Socialist Revolutionaries (Kerensky and Alexan-
drovich), two Bolsheviks (Shliapnikov and Zalutsky), and five non-party
intellectuals (Sukhanov, Steklov, Sokolov, Krasikov and Kapelinsky), most of
whom initially tilted politically toward the Mensheviks’ policy. |

SOVIET POWER

The Executive Committee of the Petrograd Soviet was quickly endowed by the
Revolution with power unequaled by any other authority in Russia. Workers
were at its beck and call in any action it chose to take, and Russia’s peasants
soon came to follow its lead, especially if it promised a repartition of the land
Although its Menshevik leaders were avowedly reluctant to turn the Soviet int{:;
a state—Menshevik dogma explicitly assigned that task to the alleged ‘revo-
lutionary bourgeoisie’—material circumstances and popular allegiances soon
forced the Soviet to function as a state power.

The. Executive Committee began to function as a state when it established
commissions to handle affairs that properly belonged to a bourgeois govern-
ment. During the afternoon of 27 February, before the Soviet had even met
the Provisional Executive Committee had already formed a Food Suppl};
Cammiss?nn to handle the distribution of food in the capital, and a Military
Commission to restore order in the army. A Socialist Revolutionary, one
Cr:}l{':-nel Sergey Mstislavsky, was instrumental in forming the Military E:ﬂm-*
fmssinn, which decided to meet, not in the left wing of the Tauride Palace, but
in the right—in fact, in the offices of the Duma’s vice-chairman, the }éader
?‘Jikﬂlai Nekrasov. This change of venue all but placed control over lhe milita .
in the Duma Committee’s hands. That night the first plenary of the 'Smriz
an.g.ril}r overruled Mstislavsky’s literal ‘move to the right’ and h]'ﬂllgl:ll the
?vhhtar}r Commission back to its place in the palace’s left wing, placing it under
its own jurisdiction.

M{Jrenvg.r, while meeting in its first session, the Soviet enacted an old
demand of the Left. It decided to replace the capital’s hated police forces with
a militia, to be composed of a hundred out of every thousand factory w;u'}wr-«
in the capital. These contingents were 1o be led by commissars [rom 1||;~
Soviet's district committees, which were being established in all of Petrograd’s
boroughs. Two days later, milida units composed ol lactory workers Iwc'lr
lormed throughout the capital, o the chagrin of the Provisional Government
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Among the members on the Executive Committee, the executors ol the
Soviet’s power, notably the right-wing members, visibly outnumbered the
leftists. At the 27 February session of the committee Shliapnikov, dissatisfied
with the low representation accorded the Bolsheviks, proposed that every
socialist party in the city assign two deputies to the Soviet’s Executive. His
motion was approved, and when the Executive Committee met the next
morning, its membership had grown to include two Socialist Revolutionaries
(Zenzinov and Sviatitsky), two additional Bolsheviks (Molotov and Shutko),
and a mezhrayonts (lurenev).

But it also included additional right-wing socialists: two Trudoviks (Bram-
son and Chaikovksy), two members of the right-wing Popular Socialist Party
(Peshekhonov and Chernolusky), two Jewish Bundists (Ehrlich and Rafes),
nd two additional Mensheviks (Bogdanov and Batursky). Most of these added
embers were hostile to the Bolsheviks and the mezhrayontsy. The net eftect of
Shliapnikov’s motion was thus inadvertently to tilt the Executive Committee
even further to the right than before, reinforcing the Menshevik policy of
collaboration with the liberal bourgeoisie.

Tradition and precedent also played a role in the formation of social
loyalties. Given the insurrectionary mood of the masses, the Soviet plenaries
could not allow the Executive Committee to collaborate too closely with
capitalists. Thus when the time came for the Petrograd Soviet to define its
power in relation to that of the Provisional Government, the members of the
Fxecutive Committee suffered from political schizophrenia. On 1 March, fol-
lowing Marxist precept, it duly voted (13 to 8) not to join the Provisional
(;overnment, and on 2 March the Soviet adopted the semi-Bolshevik position
of functioning as a * ““‘controlling organ of revolutionary democracy’’ vis-a-vis
the [official] government.”” Hence it agreed only to ‘conditionally support’ the
povernment—a formula that was to harness the Soviet to the government in all
the months that followed.

Meanwhile, on 28 February the Provisional Government had issued an
order, under the Kadet minister Rodzianko’s signature, commanding the
nsurrectionary troops to return to their barracks and place themselves at the
disposition of their former officers. It should be understood that the soldiers
had rebelled not only against the tsarist regime but against the old military
hierarchy and its disciplinary authority as embodied by the officers. On the
day Rodzianko’s order was issued, the insurrection was by no means over;
amed conflicts were still continuing, in the capital. The revolutionary soldiers
had every reason to believe that il they (ollowed the order and returned to
their barracks, their former officers would disarm them and subject them to

retalianion
Mhat Rodzianko had even dared to issue such an ordel produced shocleand
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dismay among the workers and soldiers. The Soviet plenary session furiously
condemned the order and even demanded Rodzianko’s arrest. For their part
the insurgent soldiers took matters into their own hands by electing their own
commanders. The Moscow Regiment even went so far as to arrest suspect
officers and bring them to the Tauride Palace for confinement. Rodzianko’s
order thus had the ultimate effect of inducing any reluctant soldiers to elect
delegates to the Soviet, following the workers on the day before, and to air their
grievances there, making the Soviet into the sole armed popular power in the
capital.

On 1 March, while the Executive Committee was completing the day’s
business, soldiers poured en masse into its meeting room and demanded that it
prevent the Duma Committee from placing them under the command of their
old officers. In Hasegawa’s colorful description,

suddenly the doors of the assembly hall [of the Soviet] flung open and a
large group of soldiers burst into the hall. Overwhelmed by the number of
soldiers, who for the first time appeared in the Soviet session en masse, and
panic-stricken by their anger, [the Menshevik] Skobelev immediately
announced that the session was open. The soldiers turned this general
session to an exclusive meeting of soldiers, not allowing other delegates to

speak.®

The Petrograd Soviet of Workers” Deputies, now filled with angry gray-coated
delegates, quickly renamed itself the Petrograd Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies, uneasily giving the volatile soldiers a direct voice in its operations
and decisions.

A new plenum was thus established consisting exclusively of soldiers. This
plenum, thenceforth called the Soldiers’ Section, proceeded to pass resolu-
tions of its own that required that the Soviet approve of all military orders
before the soldiers would execute them. It further resolved that no weapons
could be turned over to the officers; rather, arms were to be placed in the
custody of battalion committees elected by the ranks. After much debate about
whether officers should be elected, the Soldiers’ Section agreed to limit the
authority of the officers exclusively to men on duty, and it required olficers to
give their orders to ordinary soldiers respectfully and politely (as they had
rarely done in the past). Lastly, the plenum demanded that the garrison soviets
be composed ol deputies from all units ol the army,

When these resolutions were transmitted o the Provisional Government,
Rodzianko and Guehkoy categorically rejected them. Alter the delegates Irom
the Soldiers” Section made several vain attempts o gain the adoption ol their

resolutions, they hinally left, angrily asserting, "So much the beter, we will
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write them ourselves.” And so they did. Ten soldiers—two Bolsheviks, two
Menshevik-Internationalists, one moderate Menshevik, a Socialist Revolu-
tionary, a Kadet and a handful of unaffiliated soldiers—were elected to the
Fxecutive Committee of the Soviet as soldiers’ representatives. Together with
the Menshevik Sokolov they betook themselves to a room adjacent to the
meeting place of the Executive Committee and wrote the remarkable Order
Number 1, which essentially shifted full command of the army over to the
Soviet.

The soldiers who wrote this vitally important order were no political naifs—
most were likely members of revolutionary parties, and a few may even have
heen junior officers. Sukhanov, who witnessed the writing of the order,
dlescribes the scene with earthy authenticity:

Around 10 o’clock, going back behind the curtain of Room 13, where the
[Executive Committee] had been in session shortly before, 1 found the
following scene: N.D. Sokolov was sitting at a table writing. He was sur-
rounded on all sides by soldiers, standing, sitting, and leaning on the table,
half-dictating and half-suggesting to Sokolov what he should write. ... It
appeared that this was a committee elected by the Soviet to compose an
‘Order’ to the soldiers. There was no agenda and no discussion of any kind,
everyone spoke, and all were completely absorbed in the work, formulating
their collective opinion without any voting. I stood and listened, extra-
ordinarily interested. When the work was finished they put a heading on
the sheet: ‘Order No. 1.7*

ltotsky appropriately called the Order Number 1 ‘a charter of the freedom of
the revolutionary army.”® Addressed to ‘all the soldiers of the Guard, army,
artillery and fleet for immediate and precise execution, and to the workers of

* N.N. Sukhanov, The Russian Revolution 1917: A Personal Record, ed. and trans. by Joel
( armichael (London and New York: Oxford University Press, 1955), p. 113. Richard
Pipes, a historian who was also a member of Ronald Reagan's National Security
Council, asserts: ‘One of the myths of the Russian Revolution is that Order No. 1 was
dictated by a crowd of grubby soldiers. Sukhanov has left a vivid picture of the Social-
Democratic lawyer N.D. Sokolov seated at a table in Taurida and writing down the
demands of the troops. There even exists a photograph which seems to lend 1:!"1{51_13[
credibility to this version of the order’s origins.” But, says Pipes, the Order ‘was initially
lormulated, not by rank-and-file soldiers, but by civilians and garrison delegates pi‘f:li.l}’:d
by the lspolkom, some of them officers and most of them alfiliated with the socialist
parties.” Richard Pipes, The Russtan Revolution (New York: Vintage Books, Illll.‘:‘{'.l), .
404, 1s this interpretation tenable? Sukhanoy was certainly in a beter position to
describe the event than Pipes, aned there s 1|n||:|nH whatever in his report that indicates
(e presence ol w 't Ill“"lll, let alone 'HIH|1|!"|.' soldiers'
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Petrograd for information’, it abolished all honorific titles and forms of address
for officers; officers were to desist from addressing soldiers in the familiar
second-person singular, the form by which masters had addressed serfs. Off-
duty soldiers and sailors were no longer obliged to salute their officers, act
deferentially toward them, or provide them with services as they had in the
past. ‘Arms of all kinds,” which it specified in detail, were to be placed ‘at the
disposition and under the control of the company and battalion committees’
and were not ‘in any case to be given out to officers, even upon their demand.’

Moreover, the order opened a wide breach between the Soviet and the
Provisional Government. It bestowed upon the Soviet’s Executive Committee
full command of the Petrograd garrison—a large army in its own right—and
control over most of the military forces at the front. Resolutions passed by the
Soldiers’ Section became commanding directives of the Petrograd Soviet, and
orders issued by the Provisional Government could be fulfilled ‘only in those
cases which do not contradict the orders and decisions of the Soviet of
Workers™ and Soldiers” Deputies.” The order called upon all military units to
‘choose committees’ and elect ‘one representative to a company [generally,
250 men|, who should appear with written credentials in [the Tauride Palace]
at ten o’clock in the morning of March 2.”*° The soldiers seized upon it as their
declaration of independence from the tsarist military system and established
front-line committees at all military levels, from company to division.

The Menshevik-dominated Executive Committee was by no means eager to
accept the tremendous amount of power that the order conferred upon it—in
fact, it issued an order appealing to the troops to obey their superiors. But the
Petrograd typesetters refused to publish the committee’s document. Two days
later the Executive Committee tried again, issuing Order Number 2, a more
prudent ordinance that attempted to repeal the more radical aspects of its
predecessor. It established a ‘commission’, composed principally of Executive
Committee Mensheviks, that was designed to curb the authority of all soldiers’
committees. The committee’s subsequent Order Number 3 limited the jur-
isdiction of the first two orders solely to the Petrograd garrison. But many army
formations simply ignored the order and established frontline committees that
were composed of three soldiers and one officer to interpret them.

EARLY SOVIET POLITICS

In the months that lollowed the Febriry LLPEISING, SOVICEs were established in

the uezdy and the provinces ol the old empire, while the large cities and towns
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of the realm formed municipal soviets. Often even a village skhod would be
renamed a ‘soviet’, although many of them remained direct democracies, in
contrast to the representative system used by the urban soviets. By the end ol
1917 an estimated 900 soviets existed in Russia. The Petrograd Soviet, in turn,
formed the apex of an elaborate structure of soviets that existed at all levels of
political life.

While the provincial soviets tried to emulate the Petrograd Soviet, they
varied enormously in structure, in number of members, and in their occu-
pational background. The Moscow Soviet of Workers’ Deputies, for example,
was composed of 700 deputies, 540 of whom were workers, while the
remainder were professionals and salaried employees. The soviet was divided
into two plenaries—Workers’ and Soldiers’ Sections—that met separately and
had separate executive committees (whose combined membership totaled 75);
they were co-ordinated in joint meetings.

Although the Petrograd proletariat greatly oumnumbered the garrison, the
soldier-deputies to the Soviet outnumbered the worker-deputies by three to
one. In March a Petrograd Soviet plenary comprised only 800 workers and
2000 soldiers. The same disproportion was replicated in most of the urban
centers that had garrisons. Military units of various sizes—companies, battal-
ions, and regiments—flooded soviet plenaries with deputies, skewing deci-
sions in favor of the garrison rather than reflecting the views of the much larger
proletariat. The numerical superiority of soldier-deputies made the soviets
more conservative than they should have been, reflecting the views of the
peasants-in-uniform, who generally felt that Russia should continue to fight
the Central Powers until a separate peace could be achieved ‘without
annexations and indemnities.’

Irakly Tseretelli's return from Siberia in March pushed the moderate
Menshevik faction, initially led by Chkheidze, markedly to the right. Before the
Revolution, Tseretelli had been a paragon of Marxian orthodoxy. But the
success of the Revolution had changed his views profoundly: not only did he
helieve strongly that the liberal parties had vigorously to lead a “bourgeois
democratic’ revolution, but his influence on the party did much to change the
Mensheviks from defenders of the workers into supporters of the liberal
bourgeoisie, or the ‘democracy’, as the Provisional Government and its sup-

porters came to be called.

[he rightward tilt of the Petrograd Soviet was thus supported both by its
Menshevik-dominated Executive Committee and by its politically unsophistic-
ated soldier-delegate majorities in its plénaries, Accordingly, the Soviet passed
measures that played directly into the Provisional Government's hands. The
very unruliness of many soviet plenaries, which olten resembled rallies more
than popular legislatures, facilitated this outcome. In many cases, votes were
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held by acclamation rather than by balloting. The plenaries’ very looseness and
informality made it easy for organized cliques to manipulate them, militating
against democracy and concentrating power in committees and commissions.
Political celebrities tended to overshadow the intellectually more responsible
figures from the old underground. An unknown number of ‘deputies’ were
self-appointed rather than elected. The absence of regulations to guarantee
fairness in the plenaries’ procedures and identify legitimate delegates—far
from fostering revolutionary democracy, as anarchists might have supposed—
served the interests of the Right. These problems worsened as the Soviet's
plenaries grew in size. Plenaries were held in the largest Petrograd theaters, but
even these venues, especially during joint plenaries of the Soldiers’ and
Workers’ Sections, were filled so completely that the deputies—overheated,
weary, and choking on tobacco smoke—were obliged to stand wearily for
many hours during the disorderly proceedings.

As the weeks passed, however, and as experienced socialist leaders returned
from abroad or from Siberia, the soviets became more deliberative bodies.
Although some voices still favored large plenaries as more democratic, legit-
imate delegates replaced free-wheeling interlopers who spoke for no one but
themselves, and the proceedings were conducted in a more orderly fashion.

The 18-19 March plenary meetings of the Petrograd Soviet decided that the
Soviet’s two sections had to be trimmed down to 250-300 delegates each,
forming a full Soviet of 600. In the middle of April, the credentials committee
began excluding illegitimate would-be delegates. These measures made the
Soviet's plenums more workable bodies.

But other changes tended to reduce the plenaries’ democracy. During late
February and early March plenums had been held daily, but in March only five
were held, and only six in April. As plenaries met less frequently, more of the
plenary’s business was left to the Executive Committee. As Oskar Anweiler
observes, ‘most practical activity ... remained in the hands of the Executive
Committee,” which ‘maintained its preeminence dating from the first days of
the revolution.’'" Smaller, less frequent plenums were easier for the Executive
Committee to manipulate, which it did with considerable dexterity. ‘“The soviet
Executive,” Anweiler continues, ‘became increasingly independent, even
though it remained subject to certain controls by the deputies, who had the
right to discharge it.”"

[rakly Tseretelli also did much to centralize the Petrograd Soviet and
diminish the power ol its plenaries, On 14 March he induced his fellow
Mensheviks to set up a small select burcau (sometimes called a presicdium)
within the Executive Committee, which was charged with ‘preparing all the

business’ lor the committee's sessions and with ‘solving current questions’——a

vague lormulation that conld be interpreted guite broadly. " The burean met
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secretly and more frequently than even the Executive Commitiee, which had
initially met daily but now held its meetings only three times a week. |
The bureau was composed of eleven Mensheviks, six Socialist ]-"Lm.fulunnn-
aries, three Trudoviks, and four unaligned Social Democrats. A scant few seats
were assigned to the Bolsheviks, but far fewer than they would have received
had the bureau reflected their real strength among the workers. Outraged, the
Bolsheviks accused Tseretelli and his colleagues of creating the bureau spe-
cifically for the purpose of excluding them, and they refused to legitimize its
authority by occupying their assigned seats. The Bolsheviks began to attack ‘thE
hureau unremittingly. They were joined by Martov’s newly formed radical
group, the Menshevik-Internationalists; one of its members, Sukhanc.w, calleFl
the bureau a ‘star chamber.” A month after it was formed, Tseretelli and his
supporters were obliged to compromise: members of the Executive CnmmitFEe
were permitted to attend the bureau’s meetings—but only as non-voting
observers. That is, they could sit in on bureau meetings, but they were not
permitted publicly to disclose its proceedings or even the lF}Eﬂtiﬂﬂ {.::-f the
meeting place. To add injury to insult, the bureau reserved the nghf: to I:EJEE[ as
1+ member anyone who refused to support the Executive Committee s Men-
<hevik ‘defensist’ line. This rule automatically excluded everyone—Bolsheviks,
mezhrayontsy, and Menshevik-Internationalists—who differed furiously with
lseretelli and his followers on support for the war. Political homogeneity now
hecame the order of the day. |
Thus by the end of March a hierarchy had emerged in the Petrograd Soviet
that increasingly limited its democratic practices. The tightly controlled,
cssentially secretive bureau, which was dominated by Tseretelli and, to a les.ser
depree, Chkheidze, presided over the Executive Committee and by extension
over the Soviet's ever-rarer plenums, greatly diminishing the democracy they
prolessed to defend. Nor was the Petrograd Soviet by any means alone in
pursuing this authoritarian direction. In Saratov, too, the plenum was grad—
ually subordinated to its executive, and the executive to its bureau. Initially,
the plenum of the Saratov Soviet had met every second day, preceded by a
meeting of the executive the evening before. By the end of July, however, the
plenum met only every two weeks (although its workers’ section met we&ldlyl
i the executive met only twice a week. But the bureau met daily, which
sugpests, as John Keep observes, ‘that the executive committee itself lost
mlluence to its bureau, which was nominally subordinate to it.”'* As the
months passed, executive committees in other locales gradually appmpriatled
powers from plenums, and bureaus steadily usurped the powers of executive
committees. with the result that Russian workers and soldiers saw their control
aver the Revolution s course i'H!"”H'I [0 '.|l|1 [rom thelr lill:.'.rth
(e multi-tiered structure of soviets was also becoming less democratic and

e
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more centralized, particularly as elections to the various levels of local and
provincial soviets came to be conducted indirectly. Members of a ‘higher’-level
soviet were chosen not by all the workers that had particular jurisdiction in a
popular election, but by the various soviets on the level ‘below’ them in the
soviet hierarchy. District soviets, for example, elected the members of city
soviets, who in turn elected the members of provincial soviets. This decidedly
hierarchical system of representation increasingly removed the soviets from
direct popular control.

Throughout Russia, as winter and spring passed into summer, the layers of
soviets that had blossomed in March developed sizable bureaucracies. Com-
missions or departments, established for the various tasks that confronted the
country, steadily took on a life of their own, with growing staffs, offices, and
emoluments. The proliferation of departments in the Petrograd Soviet is
typical. On 3 March the Petrograd Soviet created eleven departments (initially
commissions), each of which was equipped with a staff of experts, adminis-
trators, and office workers. These departments dealt with military affairs,
supply, labor, the formulation of legislative proposals, international affairs,
propaganda, finance and the co-ordination of the city soviet with its district
soviets, among other things. To its credit, the Petrograd Soviet dared to do
what had daunted the Paris Commune: it placed a guard over the state bank,
the mint, and the government printing office, thereby taking the financial life
of Russia into its own hands.

But a gap was opening and widening between the leaders who sat on the
executive committees and bureaus and the masses who had placed them in
power. The steady growth of the Bolsheviks’ popularity in the late spring and
early summer of 1917 is normally attributed to the failure of the Provisional
Government’s liberals and the Soviet Mensheviks to satisfy the desires of the
people for peace, food and land. But the widening gulf between the Soviet
leaders and the people, which occurred fairly early in the Revolution, was
doubtless a major factor as well. As the Petrograd Soviet’s bureaucracy grew, so
too did its need for space. The Petrograd Soviet soon took over the entire
Tauride Palace, while the Provisional Government moved its quarters to the
former tsar’s Winter Palace, where ministerial eyes could linger on the large
square where troops had shot so many workers on Bloody Sunday in 1905.
Oskar Anweiler observes that after two months the Petrograd Soviet changed
‘from a provisional revolutionary organ into a well-organized administrative
machine. ... However, as the soviet worked more elliciently, it lost pro-
portionately its direct contact with the masses, '

Alter the Bolsheviks took over the soviet government in October, the
Mensheviks would regrer establishing these centralizing and authoritarian

precedents, which the Bolsheviks enlarged upon. Sull, the Mensheviks and SRs
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in the Petrograd Soviets were far less authoritarian than the Bolsheviks would
become. Under their control the Petrograd Soviet never became a statist ogre,
and the Executive Committee and the various committees were still subject to
many democratic controls from below. The Mensheviks still adhered to their
long-time position that Russia needed to undergo a liberal “bourgeois demo-
cratic” stage, a precept that made them very responsive to changes in popular
mood. No less important, it led them to develop a richly articulated society
that took the form of factory committees, militia contingents, trade unions,
local soviets, and a finely spun network of popular societies that annulled the
cffects of the many governmental institutions that had existed under the old

reglme.
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CHAPTER 45 Popular Committees and
District Soviets

THE FACTORY COMMITTEES

Following the overthrow of the monarchy, a vast array of popular organ-
izations—{factory, neighborhood, military, and village committees, councils,
unions, and cooperatives—appeared, in which workers, soldiers, sailors and
peasants created a dazzling new social and economic reality that remade the
institutional structure of Russian society. Russia’s komitetchina, as this growth
was called, which convened politically in local, regional, and all-Russian
congresses and conferences, was comparable in degree of self-management
only to that of the French revolutionary sections of 1793.

Factory committees in particular began to exercise great economic control
over the industrial cities, rapidly politicizing and radicalizing the proletariat. To
be sure, the factory committees long antedated the February Revolution: as we
have seen, Russian workers had a long tradition of working together in cor-
porate bodies. The peasants who came to the cities looking for jobs brought
with them deeply ingrained values of collective decision-making that had
served them so well in the countryside. A strong spirit of co-operation and
mutual aid, born in the Russian obshchina, was carried over into the cities by
rural craftsmen and ‘peasants in overalls’. After the February Revolution, this
cooperative tradition found its formal expression in factory committees, which
increasingly gained control over the shop environment alter February and
commonly determined the length of the workday, the wage scale, and even
industrial output. As John Keep observes, the revolutionary lactory committees
emerged directly out ol the February swikes: It was natural that those
lworkers] who organized the informal strike committees which emerged in
Petrograd during the February days should seele o perpetuate thein r.w:lrln ¢
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once the men had returned to work.” One ol the first lormally organized
factory committees was established on 1 March at the Petrograd Cable Worlks,
which was engaged in munitions production. The workers demanded that they
be permitted to create a militia and a committee to oversec the operations ol
the factory shop—a measure to which management was obliged to agree.

Thereafter factory committees proliferated rapidly throughout Petrograd
and other industrial cities. On 10 March, Petrograd employers concluded a
joint agreement to permit workers to establish such committees; less than two
weeks later, on 23 April, the Petrograd Soviet promulgated a law making the
factory committees into permanent institutions. On 6 May the Provisional
Government took cognizance of the committees, passing a statute allowing for
workers’ participation in industrial management.

Factory committees normally consisted of the most militant workers in an
enterprise. Known as the worker-intelligenty, they were the most politically
informed workers in a shop—the men with ‘ideas’, so to speak—who either
belonged to or were associated with krughky, or study circles, and revolu-
tionary parties. They were the workers whom their peers chose to speak for
their interests on the shop floor and with the fighters who had come to the
loreground during strikes and spoken for strike committees. And they were the
informal leaders who propelled strikes into virtual insurrections. The more
sealous factory committees met frequently, often under the eyes of the entire
lactory workforce, so that they sometimes resembled workers’ assemblies more
than committees. The 1866 Electric Power Company workers’ committee,
cstablished on 2 March 1917, convened 45 times during March and April—
indeed, almost daily. Initially the committees concerned themselves with
bread-and-butter issues, such as the eight-hour day; but they soon demanded
wid even exercised much broader rights, vetoing the appointment of managers
nd dismissing those whom they found objectionable. Foremen and even
cngineers and technicians against whom workers had long-standing grievances
were dismissed by the score and in some cases were handed over to the army
(0 be dispatched to the front.

Ower time the committees involved themselves in ever more detailed aspects
ol the workers’ everyday lives. They saw to the workers’ food supply, opening
canteens and establishing cooperatives as hunger set in. They maintained
discipline among unruly workers and absentees. In time they took respons-
(hility for the formation and maintenance of workers’ militias, educational and
cultural affairs, and campaigns against gambling and drunkenness. They
orpanized classes to improve literacy, staged cultural events such as plays,
promoted lectures, and fostered politi al discussion. Virtually no aspect ol life
escaped the attention of the committees, In one mstance i committee tool it
apon itsell 1o decide whether 1o by scented soap for the workers. Such
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concerns, trifling as they seem, made the committee meetings the most intim-
ate locus of working-class life. As S.A. Smith tells us:

Precisely because of this concern with the detail of everyday life at the
factory ... the committees were considered by the workers to be ‘their’
institutions—{ar closer to them than the [trade] unions or the soviets, and
consequently more popular. Workers did not hesitate to turn to the com-
mittees for help and advice. The wife of a worker at the Sestroretsk arms
works turned to the works committee when her husband threw her out,
although the committee was unable to do much.’

The committees were developing political goals that were soon to be
remarkably radical. On 13 March representatives of the factory committees in
twelve enterprises under the management of the state’s Main Artillery
Administration expressly raised the call for workers’ control over industrial
production. During the course of several months, the representatives’ con-
ference drew up a programmatic ‘instruction’ that advanced many syndicalistic
ideas, reflecting the growing power of the factory committees: ‘All adminis-
trative personnel, such as works directors, departmental and workshop heads,’
it read, ‘all technical officials . . . and other managerial staft are to assume their
duties with the approval of the general factory committee.” The conference
assigned itself the role of controlling ‘the activity of the works management in
an administrative-economic and technical sense’; as Keep explains, ‘its
representatives were to be present in all departments of the enterprise and
were to have access to all documents, accounts and other official papers.™ In
varying degrees most of the proletariat of Petrograd accepted the conference’s
‘instruction’. But they interpreted it differently: some thought it meant that
workers should participate in the management of industrial enterprises
through advisory boards, while others thought it meant that workers should
take over industry outright and fully manage it through democratically elected
factory committees.

On 24 April the Putilov workers devised their own ‘instruction’ on estab-
lishing shop committees, calling for factories to take, as Smith puts it, ‘as
much independence and initiative as possible.

The success of the labour organisations in the lactories lully depends on
this. By becoming accustomed to sell-management ... the workers are
preparing lor that time when private ownership ol lactories and works will
be abolished, and the means ol production, together with the buildings
erected by the workers” hands, will pass into the hands of the working class
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Revolutionaries ‘simply because the name of this party seemed to harmonize
with their own ideals,” says Keep.® Factories whose workers were ideologically
close to the extreme Bolsheviks often nonetheless elected committees that
contained majorities of Mensheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries—even while
objecting to those parties’ foot-dragging positions.

It was not until the summer of 1917 that workers begin to choose factory
committee members based on political affiliation. By that time Bolshevik
propaganda—reinforced by the undemocratic behavior of the Menshevik- and
SR-controlled Executive Committee—had made the political distinctions
between the socialist parties fairly clear, with the result that party allegiance
became an issue of real importance in factory committee elections. Factory
committees were in fact the first bodies in Petrograd consciously to elect
Bolshevik majorities; in April the 1886 Electric Power Company established a
Bolshevik-controlled committee by a vote of 673 out of 1230.

[nevitably, the many factory committees in Petrograd sought to work
together institutionally, and in the spring of 1917 the Putilov workers made an
appeal for a citywide conference. By this time the Bolsheviks probably exer-
cised the strongest influence within Petrograd’s factory committees; indeed,
according to Frederick 1. Kaplan, it was they ‘who seem to have been the chief
initiators of the First Conference of the Factory Committees of Petrograd and
its Environs."'® This conference was held from 30 May to 3 June at the Tauride
Palace, the citadel of Menshevik-SR soviet power. Nearly 570 delegates
appeared, of whom about half came from metallurgical factories. Repre-
sentation was based on one delegate from factory committees in enterprises
with 1000 workers or fewer; two from factory committees in enterprises with
1000 to 10,000; and three from enterprises with more than 10,000. Some
speakers extolled the value of workers’ control as a preparation for socialist
production and underscored the crucial role of the factory committees in
fighting the bourgeoisie. The Mensheviks presented a dissenting view,
spurning workers’ control as chaotic and particularistic: the Menshevik Sko-
belev declared that ‘the regulation and control of industry is not a matter for a
particular class’ and invited the delegates to co-operate with management. By
a vote of 230 to 128, however, the delegates rejected the Mensheviks™ posi-
tion. On the second day of the conference, Lenin (who by now had returned
to Russia) excoriated the Mensheviks for trying to obstruct workers’ control.
The statement apparently surprised everyone: as a result, remarks Keep, the
‘anarchists and syndicalists present could be lorgiven for thinking that Lenin
had been converted to their views.”"" The conlerence closed by establishing a

formal 25-man Central Committee ol Factory Committees ol Petrograd
(CCEFCP), chaired by a Bolshevik
During the spring and summer, factory committees spread irresistibly to the
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remaining Russian industrial cities. Conferences like the one in Petrograd were
held in Kharkov at the end of May, in Moscow at the end of June, and in ather
provincial industrial cities in the weeks that followed. The Kharkov conlerence,

more than any other, was militantly syndicalist, eschewing the influence ol the

moderate trade unions and calling for a national organization ol lactory

committees. ’
Despite the factory committees SUppo
workers continued to distrust all intellectuals or

who professed to speak for them, as they had SiTIEE 5T .
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1917 a ‘triple power’ began to appear in Russia: the Provisional Government,

the soviets, and the factory committees.
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THE MILITIAS

o the abolition of all tsarist police agencies. At

Ihe February Revolution led t . .
the first general session of the Petrograd Soviet on 27 February, 2 Menshevik

deputy, M.A. Braunstein, proposed that the Snvi_ef ‘issue_ a dire-'.:ti??e tﬂf the
g them to form militia units consisung ot ten
men out of every hundred, and appoint a commissar for each district .tc}
oversee the militia’s activities. Braunstein’s motion was adopted by a voice
vote. but the workers needed no directive from the Soviet to form their own
militia units. During the February street fighting they had already be:gun to do
<0, with considerable gusto. In fact, the factory committee of the Putilov works
had called for the formation of armed workers’ detacl}mentﬁ as Eﬂﬂ}i as 15.
ascgawa observes, the aims of these militias were revolutionary:

lactories in the capital, instructin

l'ebruary. As H
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the creation of a militia
This militant
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and establish their own autonomous powel
militia therealter—a
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underscored the |11l|u'||ml PUTPOSE ol the workers
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purpose far more important in their minds than the mere restoration of

order and the struggle against lawlessness and anarchy.'?

In calling for a workers’ militia, the Soviet was simply acknowledging an
accomplished fact and adding legitimacy and momentum to the ongoing
process of forming armed working-class detachments. By 1 and 2 March all
large factories were enthusiastically forming or enlarging their militias. Eduard

Dune, who had been a member of a Moscow workers’ militia, later described
militia training in that city:

The volunteers numbered 150 and were all drawn from among the young
workers, with the exception of some three dozen older men. Twice a week
we lined up and were taught military drill, tactics, camouflage, and the rifle
manual. We had no weapons, so we learned the rifle manual using wooden

staves. We also marched with these. Ensign Lygzdyn’, son of a worker at the
factory, was elected commander of the militia."

In contrast to the Moscow workers, the Petrograd workers had access to
weapons in great variety and number. The seizure of the Arsenal placed at least
60,000 rifles, 30,000 pistols, and an enormous number of cartridges in their
hands, in addition to the weapons and ammunition they had already seized
from regimental stores. Although the Provisional Government issued appeals
for the return of these weapons, very few workers did so. Much of the Pet-
rograd proletariat was thus well armed, particularly in the Vyborg District,
where workers’ detachments patrolled the streets and occupied strategic
positions in the locality.

To be sure, the workers were not alone in forming militia units within
Petrograd’s city limits: on 28 February the City Duma—the equivalent of the
pre-revolutionary city council—established a city militia under its own jur-
isdiction. Regarded by the Provisional Government as a regular police force,
the city militia’s function was organized to preserve public order, protect
property, disarm juveniles and ‘hooligans’, and handle logistical problems
such as traffic control. In effect, this force simply replaced the old tsarist
police force. As of early March, it numbered some 7000 armed men, most of
whom were students, civil servants, civic-minded middle-class people, and
regular police who were [ree of compromising political connections with the
autocracy.

In many industrial areas, however, the workers” militia units supplanted the
city militia. Workers” units patrolled the streets not only in the Vyborg but in

the inclustrial Vasilievsky Island District, where a general meeting ol workers at
the Cable Works explicitly demanded that the Petrograd  Soviet give full
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authﬂrity to the workers’ militia in |)[‘['|'L‘I't‘m't' tor the civy mitlitia, As Plase gawa
notes, ‘In the industrial sections of the city, the workers [militial commis
cariats constituted the sole, highest power, establishing the workers' sell
sovernment and fulfilling the most direct day-to-day administrative lunction,

thus filling the power vacuum created by the climination ol the isarist
police.”'* The Petrograd city militia acquired pre-eminence over the worlers
militia only in the less industrialized parts ol the city, like the Moscow I.'Illl.ll
Kolmna Districts. By mid-March the city militia controlled about 65 militia
centers, compared to the twenty controlled by the worlers' militia.

But the armed workers outnumbered the city's lorce by 11,000 to 8000, In
some parts of Petrograd, there was a grea deal ol overlapping -| etween l’m*: l'w.-:}
militias, which sometimes led to a mutually tolerant integration ol |ll[:l[‘(|+_;‘.if"1!.-ii
the city militia would patrol one street, while contingents ol utrurkcrs militia
patrolled an adjacent one. In other areas, however, the coexistence '-:}[ tWO
wiliia forces led to considerable friction. In the Petrograd District, for
cxample, the relations between the two forces were so tense that, in {)I‘dEI: to
avoid outright conflict, they were obliged to work out a guarded compromise.

In Moscow. as Dune tells us, the workers’ militia was highly selective in
choosing its members: ‘The candidacy of each prospective member was dis-
cussed at a session of the factory committee, and applicants were often turned
down on the grounds that they were regularly drunk or e.nbg‘aged in.hnuli-
panism or behaved coarsely with women.”"> Petrograd’s militia was, il any-
thing, even more selective: applicants were carefully screened,' th{?n members
were chosen by lot and grouped in squads of ten men each, which in turn were
combined into companies of one hundred men each. Ten companies, or 2
‘housand men, made up a battalion.* The rank-and-file elected all their
ommanders. The characteristic insignia, both for ordinary militiamen and for
ollicers, was a red armband, and the normal form of address was ‘comrade’,
with no honorifics. —

Initially it was the factory committees that controlled the warkE{s militias
i provided militiamen with identification permits. Om:e. EStEib‘TJShEd, II:he
nits commonly trained in their respective factory yards during paid working
hours. Ostensibly they were responsible for protecting the factory's property,
but a militiaman often spent his time guarding party and soviet headquarters
and strategic governmental centers as well as patrolling neighborhoods.

1t unclear whether this decadonal structure ol tens and hu!nh't‘th Wil l“-‘*l"”""‘]“l*}]’
Braunstein's direcove, But in was 1o e |l|-|]1h‘*'|'1‘-"| lw the militias in the ""1|”””"|1 {-WI1
War, although most Spaniards almost certainly knew nothing about the organization o
the most militas in the Russian Revolution
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Criminal investigations and the defense of property were usually left to the city
militia, whose recruits were drawn chiefly from the middle and upper classes.
Politically, the workers’ militias were intensely radical from their inception,
although at first, like the factory committees, they drew only the vaguest
distinctions among the various socialist parties, and tended to distrust all
institutions—including the Petrograd Soviet—with the result that workers’
militia units often operated primarily under conditions and rules set by their
own factory community. As Rex Wade observes in his study of the militias:

The workers’ militias and the Petrograd Soviet . . . already looked upon their
organizations as much more political and distinctly class-oriented (even if
this sentiment was not yet clearly articulated), and at least by implication
insisted that the City Militia also was in some way partisan. The workers
especially mistrusted the basic concept of a neutral police force. Their
experience with the tsarist police led them to look upon the police as agents
of the political authorities and backers of the factory management. '

In the eyes of the Petrograd proletariat, the militias were not only the means to
achieving their long-sought material goals; they were also sources of dignity
and class empowerment.

For the workers and their factory committees ... the presence of factory-
based armed units gave emphasis to their demands. Although overt use of
arms to settle work issues was very rare in the spring, the threat was already
there. Indeed, the whole coercive relationship between workers and man-
agement was reversed. Now the workers had arms and some organizational
basis for their use, whereas management had lost its factory guards and the
ultimate threat of government police and troops. The factory guards now
were the workers themselves, and the City Militia was too weak to assist
employers even if it wanted to.'’

The militias and later class-based military units thus imparted to workers a
sense of identity and strength that led them to feel that they were now masters
of their own fate.

The Provisional Government, however, viewed the workers’ militias with
extreme disfavor and determined to disarm them, when doing so became
possible. The Petrograd Soviet's Ixecutive Committee, which was also very

cager to subordinate the workers to the bourgeoisie, agreed, As Hasepgawa

t‘h|‘.ﬁ|.l|”‘.'
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Its actions were motivated not only by a desire to help the ‘hourgeols lorces
organize a new government but also by its fear that popular pressure might
push it to seize power—a course which it was not capable ol pursuin ;.;Iaunl
had no intention of following. Indeed, the leaders of the Executive Com
mittee were as scared as the Duma Committee leaders of the uncon trollable
energy of the masses, which defied their rational approach and the

‘objective’ law of history.™

But for the present both bodies agreed to hold back and attempt to amalga-
mate the Petrograd workers’ militia with the city militia under the official
urisdiction of the city government. The workers’ militia vigorously repulsed
this effort, disallowing any city militia officials from joining its staff.
Unfortunately for the Mensheviks and their Socialist Revolutionary col-
lcagues on the Executive Committee, however, the workers and pm.bably many
ol the soldiers did not yearn for a government led by the bourgeoisie—nor, for
that matter, by the landowners. Hence the masses generally ignared.ti'ze
attempts by the City Duma, the Provisional Government, and the Sm&et.s
ixecutive Commnittee to surrender their hard-won gains and dissolve their
lactory committees and militia units. Try as it might, the E:-{ecutivf': Cemmitte.e
could not persuade the workers to give up their arms and dissolve their

lighting institutions.

I'HE DISTRICT SOVIETS

Politically conscious Russian workers and soldiers nonetheless saw the soviets
15 their own political organs, the embodiment of their power. Indeed they saw
(hem not simply as a means to achieve their immediate political EI’lde but as
\he almost quasi-mystical means for creating a new society. This view was
hasically an extrapolation of the peasant concept of volya, the freedom within
(he village assembly, with all its egalitarian presuppositions. Thus whe.n
workers assembled in the open spaces of their factories, mobilized by their
Jhop and factory committees whose deputies consisted of their cn—wnrke.rs,
(hey lelt newly empowered and in possession of the means of life upon which
Mheir own wellare and that of their society depended.

Alter the Vyborg District created its soviet on 28 February, district soviets
sprang up in every part ol Petrogract, Soon the capital was networlked l}?’ local
soviets. which were concerned primarily with neighborhood and lactory issues,
Sitnated as they were in the administrative districts o horoughs of Petrograd,
the district soviets were very Close 1o, mdeed IHIt'I.hu leedd with, the lactory
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committees—and hence the workers themselves—than to the Soviet, and they
did much to fill the institutional void that was growing up between the Soviet’s
Executive Committee and the city’s working class. They had their own
executive committees that reflected with relative sensitivity the changing
moods of the masses. In theory the district soviets were obliged to obey the
citywide Petrograd Soviet, of which they were extensions or components.
Because of the influence that the workers exercised upon them, however, the
district soviets were usually more radical than the Petrograd Soviet and tended
to act at variance with it—a problem that the Mensheviks and SRs in the
Executive Committee could do little to resolve.

Indeed the district soviets became major centers of proletarian mobilization.
They often formed direct alliances with factory committees, with which they
held joint executive and public meetings. In the Putilov works, observes S.A.
Smith, the two bodies ‘so dominated the life of the Narva-Peterhof district of
Petrograd, that the local soviet of the workers’ and soldiers” deputies at first
functioned as a committee of the Putilov works." It was precisely this soviet
that, as we have seen, issued the remarkable ‘instructions’ that cited the
factory committee as a school for ‘self-management’ in a future society.

Eventually representatives of district soviets established an Interdistrict
Conference of the Petrograd Soviets to co-ordinate their activities and to use
their influence in opposition to the increasingly centralized and bureaucratized
citywide Soviet. They thereby created a parallel power of their own within the
capital. (In much the same way, during the Great French Revolution, Jean
Varlet had attempted to use the revolutionary Fvéché Committee to circum-
vent the Hébertist Paris Commune.) This Interdistrict Conference met as the
need arose, with increasing frequency in the late summer.

Workers™ militia battalions were generally at the disposition of the district
soviets, a relationship that the Petrograd Soviet made official after it had
already been established in fact. Thus, as early as 28 February, while fighting
was still going on in the capital, workers in the gunpowder factories in the
Porokhovye District, directly north of the Vyborg, organized the Executive
Commission of the Porokhovye District Soviet, which co-ordinated not only
the disarming of the police but the formation of one of the first militias in the
Revolution. On Vasilievsky Island the workers of the Cable Works created their
own militia on 1 March—and demanded that the Petrograd Soviet transler
weapons to their district soviet. When the Petrograd Soviet attempted to
dissolve the workers’ militia into a city militia in Vasilievsky Island’s first
subdistrict, the island’s district soviet co-operated closely with the workers’
militia to counter it,

(On 8B March the executive commission ol the Vyborg Distrier Sovietr vig

orously voiced 1s opposition o amalgamation between the two militas, and
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on the same day the Narva District Soviet accused the city militin of dividing
and disorganizing the workers’ militia. Such protests so escalated that,
meeting of the Interdistrict Committee in J uly, representatives ol the district
soviets warned that [hE}T would reluse to co-operate with the government i s
effort to disarm the population, calling it "a counter revolutionary |
the working class.”® By mid-July the district soviets ‘were becoming ovel
whelmingly suspicious of the government, increasingly exasperated with the
temporizing of national Menshevik and SR leaders, ;uul,l |
strongly attracted to the idea ol creating revolutionary soviet governn
The district soviets, in fact, were the first institutions to [ollow the
committees in openly shifting their allegiances to the Bolsheviks. In August

Iil 1'
qusandt on

mracdually, more
went,
[actory

1917, as we shall see, when General Kornilov tried to stage an uprising against
‘he Revolution, it was largely the district soviets that mobilized .t.hc wmrke:rs’
militias against his plot. Throughout most ol 1917 the district soviets, wnrli:}ng
with the factory committees and workers’ militias, guarded the Revolution
against emerging counter-revolutionary threats and against attempts by Men-

<heviks and SRs to rein in the masses.

SOLDIERS’ COMMITTEES

Among the reserve troops billeted in cities, soldiers had easy access to
newspapers and were exposed to a great deal of radical pmpag:;zfnda. But the
(ront-line troops were isolated from worker-militants and revniunnnary. organ-
zations, and in terms of political radicalism they generally lagged behind the
soldiers in the city barracks. Nonetheless, after the fall of the autocracy and Fhe
promulgation of Order Number 1, agitators descended upon the mejlt—lme
(roops in hordes and helped to create a rich political cqlture -:::{::unsmtmg of
political deputies and orators. A strong wave of demu.r:raﬂc? sentiment swept
(hrough the front-line committees, producing a seismic 5h1ft_ toward f:le.mmc-
acy and self-empowerment. Soldiers’ committees and soviets proliferated
cverywhere, in companies, battalions, and regiments. ¥
Soon representatives of the revolutionary socialist parties were organizing
among the troops. Each party established a military committee, composed
latgely of reserves, that tried to propagandize the [ront-line troops. ther_e the
lront lines were close to major industrial cities, the committees established

Atimate contact with army rankers and tried to recruit them as members.

[ ever, was a huge army brought so completely into the political life of

Seldom,
In the cities the gray coats of the garrisoned troops were 10 he seen

aocountry

evervwhere: at mass meetings, in demonstrations, at soviel plenaries, anel in
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open-air rallies, characteristically wearing red armbands. Party newspapers,
explicitly oriented toward soldiers’ problems, including agrarian issues (a
matter of deep concern to the peasants in uniform), were made available in
large numbers, as was party literature.

The Bolsheviks were particularly canny in attending to the problems of the
soldiers and sailors. They provided interested units, both in the reserve and on
the front lines, with lecturers. In Petrograd the Bolshevik Military Organiza-
tion, which was greatly influenced by left-wing Bolshevik worker-militants like
Shliapnikov, established a soldiers’ club where off-duty soldiers or men on
leave could relax, drink, read periodicals, find comradeship, and listen to
lectures. Many soldiers found their way into the Bolshevik Party through this
club and began promoting the Bolshevik program among the troops.

Order Number 2 of the Petrograd Soviet, as we have seen, was issued
expressly to prevent soldiers’ committees from taking complete command of
their units and electing their own officers. But as front-line conditions
worsened, as the military situation deteriorated, and as disciplinary problems
increased, ever more de facto power was shifted into the hands of the com-
mittees. Officers were obliged to deal with their subordinates with the utmost
prudence, not only to gain their obedience but to survive assaults from the
ranks. During the heated days of February, soldiers had arrested officers who
were loyal to the autocracy and even shot or bayoneted them if they became
overtly threatening. Officers found themselves increasingly trapped between
the demands of military discipline and the overt hostility of the troops under
their command. In time an officer dared not issue an order that might stir up
the animosity of the ranks. Accordingly, otficers prudently gained the advance
agreement—and hopelully the active support—of a soldiers’ committee. Many
of the hated junior officers avoided reprisals by removing their epaulets and
insignias.

The Petrograd Soviet reluctantly permitted the committees to retain their
early authority. On 30 March, in conjunction with the Provisional Govern-
ment, the Soviet officially legitimized the right of the soldiers to form their own
committees. A committee, it specified, was to consist ol three soldiers,
including one officer, all of whom were to be elected by each company, cavalry
squadron, and artillery battery. The committees’ authority was ostensibly
restricted to non-military matters, such as regulating rations, mediating grie-
vances between soldiers and olficers, and handling cultural and political
activities (often including outright propaganda). In time, the formation ol
committees (whose members were increased from three o sixo in Apri)
extended from the lower military echelons up to the regimental level, In the
spring, the military committees held a congress ol delegates from various

armides and fronts to create g soviet ol eleven olheers and 22 rankers, bringing
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rac ke military, in ellect,
the dual power directly into the trenches and barracks, The m )

IicH ; ' ‘sovietized' at the
was not only significantly politicized but was becoming st

icrarchy.
expense ol the command at all levels ol the army hicrarchy

PEASANT COMMITTEES
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By the late spring of 1917 a menacing peasant movement arose that
demanded the complete prohibition of land sales. Peasant delegations trekked
to the capital, where they were joined by soldiers—the conscripted and armed
‘peasants in uniform’, for whom land redistribution was the most compelling
of all political and social issues. An All-Russian Congress of Peasants’ Depu-
ties, composed of representatives from rural soviets, was convened in Petro-
grad between 4 and 28 May—the first national congress of its kind to meet in
Russia—that issued a call for the transfer of all land to the peasantry.

The Provisional Government, however, ignored the call, even dismissing the
peasants’ concern as an oafish exaggeration. Stymied, the peasants in the
countryside took matters into their own hands and began to expropriate land
outright from the gentry on their own initiative. Meeting in village assemblies
presided over by their village elders, they voted, often in a quite orderly
manner, calmly to take over a nearby estate, confiscating the squire’s land and
livestock and redistributing it in the time-honored manner of the chernyi
peredel. In fact they often left the landlord and his family enough grain and
foodstuffs to tide them over to the next growing season—as well as a small
land allotment. In other cases, however, the peasants drove the gentry off the
land, if not by persuasion, then by threats.

Reports soon flowed into Petrograd that villages were forcing landlords to
redistribute their land, that manors and monasteries were being seized, and
that ‘separators’ from the obshchina were being compelled to return to the
commune or abandon their land. The Provisional Government was outraged.
On 21 April it banned land expropriations and set up an ‘orderly’ system of
land reform—or more precisely, a system that would defer land reform to the
unspecified future constituent assembly. In the meantime, the first minister of
agriculture, Prince Shingarev, a Kadet provincial doctor, created an elaborate
hierarchy of land committees, headed by a Main Land Committee, whose
purpose was to adjudicate land disputes, collect information, and draft
recommendations for a comprehensive land reform. As a concession, on 21
April the Provisional Government stipulated that the district land committees
were to be made up exclusively of peasants. Many of the peasants who joined
these committees, however, were soldiers on leave from the front whose
military experience had trained them to act in an organized manner. Hence
while the Main Land Committee obeyed the Provisional Government, the
district land committees became instruments for more politically sophisticated
peasants to legitimize the seizures of the great estites and monasteries.

In the autumn of 1917 peasants began to create their own soviets, guided
neither by the Bolsheviks nor by the PSRs but primarily by the newly created
Lelt SRs. Indeed the taditional PSR actually played o regressive role by pre

venting the peasants from uniting with the workers” and soldiers’ soviets,

thereby closing the villag
As Anweiler observes:
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In 1917, however, the relationship of the working class to the peasantry

-cemed not to concern the revolutionary parties, least of all I:Trnt:rseththat1 fed t:;
qotions of urban and proletarian social hegemony. The problem that ﬂ;fm_
\hove all others was the crisis in the locus of power that the Febm?giatw
lution had opened. On one side stood a bourgeois liberal gnve;nm;; g

committed to the continuation of the war and a df:la}red land re tri +
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cuartEr 46 Parties and Programs

THE BOLSHEVIKS IN PETROGRAD

Among the host of competing organizations, institutions, and programs that
descended on the Russian people during the Revolution, one question stands
out that acquired decisive proportions: What kind of snciala _crrcle:r should
replace the old monarchical system and its subsequent pr{lwlfjmnal govern-
ment? Should it be a democratic, laissez-faire form of capitalism, as many
liberals hoped? Should it be Marxian socialism, which mary intellectuals and
workers regarded as history’s ‘final chapter’? Or should it be E:il'larﬂhjf of one
Lind or another, as many marginal strata and aesthetes desired? Over _the
course of nearly a year these social ideals and their mrra?punding organiza-
lional forms were put to the test of their historical viability. Playe.cl out in
Jemonstrations, tiots and endless conferences that were more like mass
meetings than deliberative bodies, the Russian Revolution prcrhed+ all the
cadical ideas and schemes that had emerged between 1789 and 1914, 1p order
‘o determine which of them should replace Russia’s tottering semi-feudal
social system, with a few unique alternatives of its own. |

By the beginning of 1917 the Bolshevik Party had dEE].lIlE(E]. from 'the relat-
wwely important workers” party it had been in 1914 to a relzfuv?l}' minor one,
largely because of the severe repression it suffered at the lz.lﬁgml.nng of the war.
ln the days immediately following the February Rf,tvnlutmn, it emerged as a
legal entity but its membership sank to its nadir. With only 2000 members in

Petrograd, it was a minority party in nearly all the revolutionary institutions

created by the Revolution, This poor showing made the Bolsheviks seem like

the poor cousins ol the Mensheviks: In contrast to the Mensheviks, who were a

| - Negal workers' itutions, the major
notable presence in the Duma and the legal worlers™ stitutions A
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base, the Bolsheviks were a lively presence, but for the most part the rank-and-
file militants in the capital area either did not know of them or confused them

with the Mensheviks.

In fact, the Petrograd Bolsheviks often had difficulties distinguishing
themselves from other anti-war opponents of the regime. While they agreed
with the Mensheviks that the February Revolution would usher in a long
period of social change in which the capitalist class managed the economy and
accelerated the country’s technological development, it was hard to see how

this could be done under a ‘dictatorship of the proletariat and poor peasantry’

(as Lenin insisted) without establishing a parliamentary republic and replacing

the redistributive village land system with systems of private property and large
mechanized farms. The Bolsheviks differed from the Mensheviks mainly in

viewing themselves as the most radical of working-class parties. Their task, as
they saw it, was to try to create the most democratic regime possible, by
maximizing the power of the workers and the landless peasants and estab-
lishing the technological pre-conditions for a socialist society. Once these goals
were achieved, they would proceed to overthrow capitalism and establish a
proletarian dictatorship—or rule by the proletarian majority created by the
expansion of a relatively extended bourgeois industrial development.

Given this outlook, the Bolshevik leaders in revolutionary Petrograd
necessarily accepted the course that the leading Mensheviks had charted. The
first issue of Pravda, the party’s official organ, ambiguously declared that ‘the
fundamental problem is to establish a democratic republic.”’ Publicly the
Russian Bureau of the Central Committee, faithful to Lenin’s program, called
for a ‘democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and poor peasantry’, but as
Shliapnikov later recalled, he and his colleagues on the Bureau ‘agreed with the
Mensheviks that we were passing through the period of the breakdown of
teudal relations, and that in their place would appear all kinds of “freedoms”
_proper to bourgeois relations™—in short, a ‘bourgeois democratic’ regime
based on liberal parliamentarism. At a meeting of the Executive Committee on
3 March, Molotov echoed Lenin by stating that all political power must be
shifted to the soviet democracy, but as Sukhanov notes,

the opinion he expressed was not all that of his party. ... On the following
day we learned from the papers that on March 3rd the Petersburg Com-
mittee of the Bolsheviks had declared that ‘it would not oppose the
authority of the Provisional Government insolar as its activities corres
ponded to the interests ol the proletariat and the broad democratic masses
ol the people.™

Indeed, within the Executive Committee isell, many Bolsheviles went along
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with the Mensheviks and conventional SRs: of the eleven Ihﬂahrvlltllm'll|||u'th ull
the 39-member committee, Sukhanov notes, none \’('}i{'l.'{‘ll any objection HIH J
March to the establishment of the bourgeois Provisional Government 1 | .m :l . )
giving it a de facto vote of confidence. In the Soviet plenary f'.;mﬂ [l he “t x:[: I:TL
only nineteen of the 40 Bolsheviks present opposed the trans:.tt?r 0 ]Jﬂf\hitl o
Provisional Government. The Bolsheviks’ Petersburg Committee was equa }l
tepid: it declared that it would ‘not oppose the puw:er.of the ;rf}ws}m:lla
Government insofar as’ its ministers met various Fluahfymg con 1t10.na: nl
cssence,’ Trotsky observed acidly, “this was the position af the Menshexlka anc
Social Revolutionaries—only moved back to the second 111116 trenches. .
The Bolshevik Party at this time, it should be.emphamrzed} was fgr 1:11;1. <
heing the monolithic, highly centralized organization that it bzr:.ama in ITS,.;-
years. Indeed, until the early 1920s the party was torn b}:.npen 1sagrﬁeeme;1h
nd factional challenges, most of which were fought out in the party's 15;1.1 . ;:(
press. Many actions that seemed to be carefully planned bj,r' thei Bo evll
Central Committee were actually conducted without the committee’s approva
and even against its wishes. The Menshevik Party and the PSI«TL welre no mr:{ari
Jemocratic in formal terms than the Bolsheviks; they were simply more
about procedures. The Bolsheviks simply placed a higher pra;nlumdciﬁﬂpag
discipline than their socialist rivals. They would never have tolerated the p -
war views of a Kropotkin, who virtually foamed at the mouth every time |
Jdenounced a ‘Zimmerwaldist’ in his public addresses, but they Pate:ntl}r tol-
crated factions that were opposed to the leadership on concrete 1SSues. .
The party’s various institutions—from th'e Central Cumrmittae dmin:'i ; #
Petersburg Committee to the district committees—oiten funct;fne o
pendently of and sometimes at odds with one another. As Robert >¢

ohserves in his survey of the party:

| ocal Bolshevik committees, while upholding idEE:.S Tﬂf centra]i?m u}[{;lhmry,
acted in practice as independent agencies of sn.cmhst rﬂvﬂlut;)r}. : E}' ;E:
their own policies, both domestic and international. Thus their eha
ntroduced an anarchic jaggedness to the neat pattern 1:::{ dl&jrﬂﬂﬂrif.tlc cenci
tralism [the party’'s organizational principle of centralism in action an

democracy in decision making].”

I his excellent history of the revolution Alexander Rabinowitch EmphaSIEESi
that the various Bolshevik Party organizations 1n Prlmgrmll——Fhe le]tza‘
C ommittee. the Petershurg City Committee, the Milimr‘y Organization, 1-1:]3-[-1}.
various district committees—each functioned ‘with its own responsibiliiies

it wesuade rather than
md interests. The nine-man Central Committee tri d to persuade rather tl

w e decisions ; the Central
order dissenting lower committees to obey its decision In fact,
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Committee itself was often divided internally. ‘As elected in late April, 1917,
Rabinowitch notes, it generally ‘about evenly split between individuals who
usually could be counted on to follow Lenin and more moderate or “right”
Bolsheviks of L.B. Kamenev’s persuasion.’

The immensely influential Petersburg City Committee was composed of
representatives of the party’s district committees; guided by a small executive
commission, it steered a course between moderates and radicals. Sometimes it
favored the more prudent tactics of the Central Committee, but because it had
to answer to the district committees, it often supported their more militant
views. During February, for example, the Petersburg Committee opposed
participation in the Revolution, regarding the proletariat as unprepared to
confront the tsarist regime; then in April, under Lenin’s influence, it shifted
rapidly to the left, placing its imprimatur on an accomplished fact.

The district committees, in turn, were closer to the workers than were the
higher committees in the Bolshevik organizational hierarchy and often directly
reflected their views by staking out positions farther to the left. Made up of
representatives of the party’s local and factory units and cells, these com-
mittees were interlocked with the factory committees, district soviets, and
militias, as well as cooperatives and educational clubs, all of which often

A such the Military Organization often favored not only
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(FLLLS 1!".1 lhl' SN l.ll'l'-l It“'ur'll'illlll'lﬂ QCCLLE 1O !'.'Ili'
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e the confidence inevitably inspired

death at the front, and :
the Military Organization tended as a rule to

: . =
on (uestions regarding the

oy save them from
by substantial armed loree,

stand to the left of the Central Committee

| e G
development ol the revolution.

radical but even
differences with the Peters-

R h it had polic
cockless ractical methods. Althoug polcy dhe pliftes of the party’S/

burg City Committee, they united at times 1O oppose

more prudent € entral Committee. ”
1{ would be difficult to understand either the events of 1917 or the behawvi

of the Bolsheviks without recognizing the internal tensions and c-:;nﬂltlcts ﬂfft
pervaded the Bolshevik organization. The crises of 1?}1.? pmvnk;; ; ariﬂme
(crences among the party’s various committees and within them,Mea mi e

mmittees to take actions that others strongly opposed. nstx:i . Y,
e issue of whether to support the Provisional Go.vernmfamf pmdu;e sb?;p
ions within the Central Committee and especially within the Petersburg

div : eir own
City Committee. The lower-level committees often felt free to go th -
he decisions of the higher ones. 1Rh€

' ‘ither 1 ' ting
way, either ignoring or €XCCul . 3 Kons
Petersburg Committee would simply disobey decisions of the Central

party €o

reacted militantly against attempts by the Petrograd Soviet and the Provisional
Government to impinge upon the gains made by the proletariat. In general the
- Bolshevik worker-militants held far more left-wing positions than did their
Petrograd leaders. Instead of ‘conditionally’ supporting the Provisional Gov-
- ernment, for example, district militants bluntly called for outright soviet
power. The Vyborg District Committee, Trotsky tells us, called mass ‘meetings
of thousands of workers and soldiers, which almost unanimously adopted
resolutions on the necessity of the seizure of power by the soviets.” But
thereafter the Petersburg Committee actually censured the Vyborgers for
“ raising the demand for soviet power as premature!

Finally, the Military Organization, created by the Petersburg City Com-
mittee in March 1917, was assigned the important task of propagandizing the antry’ ,
garrison and the Kronstadt naval base. It had its own newspaper, Soldatskaya stape—indeed a bourgeols |
Pravda (Soldiers’ Truth), and established its committees in garrison towns, as ' hope to succeed. Under r,hf"__ : -
well as creating a soldiers” and sailors’ club in the Kshesinskaya Mansion, Cgof” line toward
where many soldiers and sailors spent their free time. Politically, the Military
Organization was among the most radical of Bolshevik bodies: it was created

|
[

|

I
4

i i mmittee.
mittee. while the district committees disobeyed the Petersburg Co

. - . . 1 fa]_l .
But in the end the Central Committee remained the‘most ﬂ]ﬂﬂﬂl’f[lﬂ 1,; \
latter half of March it moved noticeably 1O -

i law
(he right. On 6 March the Provisional Government had passed an gmﬁg -
d revolutionaries exiled to Siberia to return to Russia.

provided the official mandate for Lev Kamenev an+d Joseph Stzﬂmf tc;l IEE.II': t::; .
which they did in mid-March. As senior mem_bers of t el‘ e:' o
¢ ommittee, both men were in 2 position to formulate official party po ;cys,;m
hoth quickly gave Bolshevik policy a moderate turm. Kamenev an

( 2 ‘dictatorship of the proletariat and poor peas-

. e ] ¥ 3 Fon ¥ G .

interpreted Lenin's notion ‘ s

(o mean that Russia had to pass through a lz)m_:trge:ms c:'l. b
historical era—before a socialist revolution cou

influence the Petrograd Bolsheviks adopted what
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(hat permitte

Petrograd,

Soviet,
Cheviks would support the ‘
¢ reaction and counterrevolution,”
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for the purpose of conducting revolutionary activity in the Petrograd gar
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because of the uniformly radical spirit ol its leadlership, the mass pressure
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when at the call of our comrade, Karl Liebknecht, the people will turm tln_-n
arms against their own capitalist exploiters. ... The worldwide Socialist
revolution has already dawned. ... Germany is seething. ... Any clay now
the whole of European capitalism may crash. The Russian revolution

Advocating a collaborative policy with the Mensheviks, the Kamenev-Stalin
duo brought the party ever nearer to the Menshevik orbit. At the beginning of

< April, in fact, they were planning a meeting to discuss a merger between the
" Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks that would have resulted in a single united

party. They intended to hold this meeting at the end of the First All-Russian
Conference of Soviets, which would meet in Petrograd from 29 March to 3

April. There Bolshevik and Menshevik leaders would discuss the unification of

Russian Social Democracy, restoring the party as it had essentially existed
betore the split in 1903. This meeting, however, never achieved its goal: on the
~ night before it was to occur, Vladimir Ilych Lenin finally arrived back in the
Russian capital, after his European exile of nearly fifteen years.

THE APRIL THESES

At 11:30 on the evening of 3 April, Lenin, together with some 30 other
Russian revolutionaries, returned to Petrograd. The Bolshevik exiles had asked
the German government to permit them to travel through German-controlled
territory into Russia in a “sealed train’, which meant that the railroad cars on
which they traveled were to be regarded as an extraterritorial enclave: no
soldier or officer of the belligerent countries could enter. In return, the exiles
promised the German authorities that after they arrived in Russia, they would
seek the release of German prisoners held by Russian authorities. While the
journey was under way, Lenin was almost certainly fulminating at Kamenev’s
and Stalin’s changes in the editorial policy of Pravda, which he regarded as
breaches of revolutionary principle. Indeed, as soon as he reached Petrograd,
he initiated his historic campaign to persuade the party to discard the ‘revo-
lutionary defensist’ policy adopted by Pravda, oppose any continuation of the
.war, and demand that all state power be placed in the hands of the soviets.
A crowd of soldiers, workers, and Bolsheviks, as well as an armed honor
guard of sailors, met Lenin when he arrived at Petrograd’s Finland Station and
disembarked from the sealed train. The Menshevik leaders were present to
greet him formally in the name of the Petrograd Soviet. The Bolshevik leader
was thereupon lifted to the top of an armored car, where he presented his own
salutation that N.N. Sukhanov, who was present, has immortalized:

Dear Comrades, soldiers, sailors, and workers! 1 am happy (o greet in you
persons the victorious Russian revolution, and greet you as the vanguard ol
the worldwide proletarian army

he piratical imperialist war is the
beginning ol civil war throughout Furope

e hour s not lar distant

|
l

R i 2.

accomplished by you has prepared the way and opened a new epoch. Long
live the worldwide Socialist revolution!*?

By invoking Liebknecht and the German workers, and by appealing for a m_rmrld
<ocialist revolution, Lenin was throwing down a gauntlet to the leadership of
‘he Bolshevik Central Committee as well as the Mensheviks. He further called
for unequivocal opposition to the war—which unnerved the Central Com-
mittee’s advocates of ‘revolutionary defensism'. |
lenin was then taken to the Kshesinskaya Mansion, which the Bolsheviks
had expropriated for their headquarters, for a small W’EI{:DI‘I:li]]g ‘tea party’, and
then to a meeting of Bolshevik Petersburg City Committee rne:rnbeTs and
delegates to the all-Russian soviet conference. On the next day, whllle the
Menshevik delegates were patiently waiting on the floor below f{:irr their Bol-
shevik counterparts to join them in a discussion about restoring [l_ue: old
RSDWP, Lenin delivered a speech to the Bolsheviks that, according to
Sukhanov, astonished nearly everyone present: ‘It seemed as though all the
clements had risen from their abodes, and the spirit of universal destruction,
nowing neither barriers nor doubts, neither human difficulties nor human
calculations, was hovering around Kshesinskaya’s reception room above the

Leads of the bewitched disciples.’® The speech presented the seven points—-

‘April Theses’, as they came to be called—that Lenin had written down in the
sealed train | | "
Contrary to existing Bolshevik thought, Lenin contended that Russia wou
not have to undergo a stage of ‘bourgeois democracy’ as a necessary pre-

condition for a later proletarian revolution but could, in fact, skip over it. 1_11 g
what was little more than an ideological coup, he insisted that the "bourgeois -

democratic’ stage was now completed and the moment had come for Russia to
andertake a proletarian revolution that would overthrow the ‘bourgeois
democracy” embodied in the Provisional Government:

e specific feature of the present situation in Russia is that it rr?:prﬂsents a
bansition from the first stage ol the revolution—which owing to the
nenlficient class consciousness and organization of the proletariat, led to
the assumption ol power by the bourgeoisie—(o the second stage, w\_'ni-::h
must place power in the hand’s ol the proletariat and the poor strata of the

I:-{".I'-nlll'llﬁ' 4
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district and interdistnct

other institutions (factory committees, |
1SS1an

1ee : anage KL
coviet federations, and a vast popular committee Sysi¢ m) to m lII]l]_I ]
‘ . N ar ‘kable popular
socicty. The empowered institutions necessary 1o achieve a wor kable | pu ;
at hand. So powerful were the soviets
only to declare

rovisional Gov-

The historic task that now lay at hand was to carry out the second stage of the supported by

revolution: the seizure of power by the proletariat and poor peasantry. Bol-

— sheviks, he declared, must give no support to the Provisional Government

“.and make no compromises with it; to the contrary, they must expose the
utter falsity of all its promises. Similarly, they must give no support to the
pro-war parties; to the contrary, the party must break decisively with the
Mensheviks, and he excoriated the notion of reuniting the two wings of
Russian Social Democracy. He appealed to the party to adopt a new name—
the Communist Party—which would make the split with the Mensheviks
definitive and irreparable.

Lenin’s argument that the ‘bourgeois democratic’ stage of the revolution
was complete as a socio-economic form may legitimately be regarded as the-
oretical nonsense. All that had changed in Russia since the February Revolu-
tion was the country’s political structure. The Bolshevik leader, in ettect, was

— making a caricature of Marx’s ‘stages’ theory by grossly overlooking Marx’s
view that a long span of time would be needed for capitalism to remake the
massively agrarian and politically absolutist empire that tsarism had produced
over the centuries, with its many feudal (indeed ‘Asiatic’, in Marx’s word)
traits, and to transform the empire into a modern industrial nation. Lenin thus

reduced the ‘bourgeois democratic’ phase of revolution to a mere change in

: e pe from the people and
e e . . ice : , which are institutions separated s
political institutions. As of early April, Russia had patently completed no such police and the army, . e it e 1s TgtritatnEg
phase opposed to the people; order in the state under P

armed people itself;
Thus Lenin’s theses were based less on a careful analysis of the Russian by the armed workers and peasants themselves, by the peop

o : : by the direct rule of the
situation than on the international sitnation that existed in April 1917. The 1) Officials and bureaucrats are either dlsplacedl; }'the}? ek nelle fooait
protracted war and the alluring prospect of European revolution encouraged

‘ocialism in Russia were thus essentially -
February Revolution that they would have ha

alter the | . -
¢ official government in Russia to annul the

themselves th
crnment’s limited authority. _
Now Lenin went even further in overturning t

sentional Marxism: he dared to demand that all powe n R,
he called a ‘Commune state’ in deference to the Parisian uprising of /

'471. Where Lenin had once regarded the soviets merely as a+p¢:}5'51h‘le me;lr:t
(or insurrectionary mobilization, he. now regarded them as msimnmlls oy
would structure the new ‘Commune state’. Only two days after : arrive .
ussia, in an article called ‘A Dual Power’, he e:-;plamted that the ({Tnmmuné , -
Ltate’ was to be based on soviets as the ultimate repository of popular power: |

e sacred precepts of con-

%,
e

r be given to the soviets, ™,

o what

l1s [undamental characteristics are: 1) The source of power is I'-IETT. [i,.;a::;
previously discussed and passed by parhefment, bgt thE; dl.IEC’E juuua i —~-
the masses from below, in their localities—outright 5&11m_re ,lme E{ e
popular expression; 2) The direct arming of the whole people 1n plac

|

people or at least placed under special contro Ay
clected officials, but are also subject to recall at the hrst dema

the Bolsheviks to hope they could ignite a revolutionary firestorm in the West, Juced to the position of simple agents ... and remun-
. & S K ® ] I » 2 £ .I.‘E U{:E :
a prospect that even Marx entertained as a possibility before his death. Indeed, people; they ; = ¢ exceeding that of a competent worker.'®
i g ; . ' rated at a salary not exc
Lenin’s schematization of the February Revolution into a completed ‘bourgeois crated at a salary

democratic’ stage—which was actually meant to involve many years of social . am could easily be regarded as representing a
development, not only a change in political institutions—was based on his luken at lace ufulmt, t_“?i}m,ig{jm olity would be based on the ‘direct rule
hope that the Russian proletariat, by overthrowing tsarism, might induce the lorm of libe rl;u'uml H”m}hhmé%:[;:;t:;wﬁfﬂ the people’s ‘direct agents’. This
] ' ST - people’ se ‘representatve

Western European proletariat, especially the German, to overthrow capitalism ol the people’, whe l

: ploitative ' ing sense ol the term—
- - 5 & s i " ini A f 1': 5 - ; [l I ﬂ :'_l I-l LK |{)l[ﬁtlv{.— [.-}r dDmlnEEﬂ
on the Continent. Even a seemingly socialist revolution in Russia, they hoped, wis hardly a stat y €Xp

, i :
ad Federati \ narcho-Communists was also hailing th
i al; Cad : ed. the Petrograd ederation ol Anarc
could trigger a real socialist revolution in Central Furope and possibly else ndeed, 1 . o e mmund
o I | Y Parts Commune as a model and in May issued a newspaper called Ko

' ' | e Paris
(Commune) that called for modeling revolutionary Petrograd on th

where among the indu:‘arriﬂﬂ}f advanced countries in the world. It would not he

— wrong to say that Lenin I‘L:j}_;lr{hrd revolution in Russia primarily as a 'H|1:l|‘1»:' L) [ 1871
( ommune ol 1671, . 1 . J |
Other aspects ol the theses were no less libertarian. Instead of calling for a

| nt | ‘nin- NOW
capitalist development in Russia, Lenin 1
. Moreover, he demanded a people
Byoth Hbertarian soCinlist tlrln;llltlh. ¢

produce a proletarian revolution in Germany.

The February Revolution ol 1917 had also produced a phenomenon tha
watem that would promote

(avored nsttutions that might well bt i
i arms and the elimination of the army

neither M:u'x, nor Lenm, non dny other socialist theorist had loreseen-—the
emergence of a dual power, In additon o the bourgeols republic, February
had produced a “proletrian-peasant” government, embodied in the soviets,
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The ‘April Theses,” observes Paul Avrich, were ‘the kernel of a program that
few anarchists would have disavowed.”’” Upon learning of them, many anar-
- chists in Petrograd who had once bitterly opposed Lenin’s notion of a ‘dic-
tatorship of the proletariat and peasantry’ became convinced that he had
genuinely altered his position to one that was quite consistent with their own
and that he intended to abolish the state as soon as the Bolsheviks took it over.
If anarchists now felt a new solidarity with Lenin as a result of the April
Theses, the leadership of his own party was for the most part aghast. Kamenev,
for one, decidedly saw it as a breach of Marxist doctrine. Those Bolsheviks who
had just voted, at the First All-Russian Conference of Soviets, not to reject the
Provisional Government but to exercise ‘vigilant control’ over it through the
soviet apparatus were embarrassed. Instead of discussing the speech with
Lenin, however, the Bolshevik leaders received his words politely, then rushed
off to meet the Mensheviks, who were still waiting for the unity discussion.
Lenin, not to be overlooked, went with them and at the meeting presented his
— theses to the Mensheviks as well. The Mensheviks met his words with derision,
" jeering at each point Lenin made. By exempting Russia from the ‘bourgeois
democratic’ stage, they scoffed, he was not only advancing a policy that was
historically preposterous but was repudiating Marxism itself.

In fact, Lenin’s April Theses produced the greatest shock and outrage
among members of his own party. Sukhanov, moving around the hall, noted

= that Lenin was almost entirely isolated; only Alexandra Kollontai, a former
mezhrayonts, and Shliapnikov gave him support. One Bolshevik, I. Goldenberg,
who was drifting toward Menshevism, hooted derisively: ‘Lenin has now made
himself a candidate for one European throne that has been vacant for thirty
years—the throne of Bakunin!"® Goldenberg’s description, ironically, was by
no means inaccurate. By demanding, not a parliamentary state, but "All power
to the soviets!' Lenin was adopting the view of the militant workers in the
Vyborg and other district committees.

The hostile response he received, however, did not deter Lenin. Immedi-
ately upon presenting his theses, he went to work to persuade the Bolsheviks
of their validity. It was a difficult uphill struggle: on 8 April the Petersburg
Committee voted (13:2) to reject the theses. But Lenin’s powers ol persuasion
were formidable. Petrograd’s district committees—the party institutions tha
were closest to the rank-and-file members—were the first to express support
for the theses; the higher party committees one by one eventually lollowed
suit, On 14 April the party finally voted 1o accept the theses; at the Seventh
All-Russian Conlerence of the Bolsheviks, held in Petrograd on 2429 April,

the majority ol delegates approved Lenin's call to reject the Provisional Goy
ernment. Fventually, the Bolsheviles .HII'IHI'II the theses as a basic ]Ils|ll‘r

statement, as well as the slogan "All power o the soviets!
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WORKERS' CONTROL AND LAND REDISTRIBUTION

With the coming of summer, workers in growing numbers hrgun_ taking over
‘heir factories and establishing overt control over production. Lenin, who had
made no mention of factory committees in his April Theses, rapidly began to
adapt to this new situation, and hailed the cnmr_nittee movement as ﬂin |
expression of revolutionary power. On 17 May in lf‘mvda he expressly
ndorsed the slogan ‘workers’ control of industry.” This was f’:ll‘l{]ThEI' con-
spicuous departure from conventional Marxism, which e:mp';?atlca]l}r favored
(ationalized centralized economic planning. Russian Social Derqﬂcracy,
Venshevik and Bolshevik alike, had always disdained workers’ control in favor
of centralized state control of industry. In 1917, however, Lenin .acllnptecl thgt
(uasi-syndicalist approach—probably less out of idenlﬂglcal conviction than in
1 effort to court favor with Russia’s decidedly libertarian workers.

He presented his mew position at the First Conference of the Factory
Committees of Petrograd and its Environs, which convened benvean} 12 and
|8 June. Lenin personally helped to draft the resolution on workers’ control
‘hat the Bolsheviks introduced to the conference. ‘The coalition government of
which the “socialists” are now part,’ the resolution declared, ‘do nothing to
.chieve this control, and therefore it 1s completely understanda:ble that the
[actory committees want redl workers’ control and not wmke::s +mn?il ;-111
paper only.”® The Bolshevik leader’s demand was scarcely distinguishable
(rom that of the handful of anarcho-syndicalist delegates at the conference.
Workers' control had now become a major part of the Bolshevik program.

By the time of the Bolsheviks’ Sixth Congress which EDII'II.’I:]E:IICEd on 26 July
(at a time when the Petrograd Soviet seemed intent on trying 1:::: repress the
Bolshevik Party), Lenin demanded that the party drop the slc:-gan All power to
(he soviets!” altogether. According to Sergo Ordzhonikidze's memoir, ]Te_nm
(old him: ‘Now it is possible to take power only by means of armed uprising, .
which will come not later than September or October. We must transfer npr _,f’?
ain attention to the factory committees. They must be the organs of upris~
np."”" In “The Tasks of the Revolution’, which he wrote on 27 September,

| enin was explicit:

" = Uy g
The Soviet government musl immediately introduce workers control over
and distribution on a nation-wide scale. ... [In the absence of -

procduction | |
e of reforms and attempts to introduce them

such control], all the promi: |
we powerless, and lamine, ac ompanied by unprecedented catastrophe, 15
l : I samby 41
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(he demand for workers' control profoundly hmpi tedd upon ordinary worlaers
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and gained for the Bolsheviks an immense amount of support. The Petrograd
proletariat leaned in a libertarian direction, however alien the word would have
been to many of them. Although their consciousness varied from factory to
factory, indeed from worker to worker, by early fall they had instituted some
degree of workers’ control in the majority of Petrograd factories.

Meanwhile, during the summer the soldiers at the front and in the garrisons

 were deserting the army en masse and returning to their villages to join the

.'w.
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r
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rising movement to expropriate the land. Like his policy on workers’ control,
Lenin’s agrarian policy on land redistribution also underwent a change in the
spring and summer of 1917. As a young man, Lenin had profoundly absorbed
the agrarian views of Plekhanov-inspired Marxism, which expected capitalism
to industrialize agriculture and proletarianize the peasantry. This ‘advance’
would make it possible for a ‘workers’ state’ to nationalize and socialize
agriculture. Indeed, Lenin had first gained widespread attention as a Marxist
theorist by challenging narodnik hopes that Russian agrarian socialism would
be structured around the obshchina and the chernyi peredel.

In late 1917, however, Lenin’s position on traditional peasant practices
changed radically. Breaking with Marxist agrarian convention, Lenin con-
spicuously adopted the SRs’ program to rescue the land redistribution policy
‘based on the obshchina. The Bolsheviks now called upon the peasantry and
particularly the landless poor to seize the large estates outright and divide
them, in narodnik fashion, among family households. Like his new support for
workers’ control, his new support for land redistribution seemed, to many
Mensheviks, to fulfill Goldenberg’s warning that the Bolshevik leader was
behaving like the reincarnation of Bakunin.

During the late summer of 1917, in what is sometimes known as Bol-
shevism'’s ‘libertarian’ or even ‘utopian’ phase, Lenin played up to the most
extreme views of the Russian masses, often in marked opposition to conven-
tional Marxist tenets. The workers and peasants opposed the war—and so did
Lenin, calling upon the army to fraternize with German troops on the front,
elect their own officers, and honeycomb the army with rank-and-file com:
mittees in opposition to a centralized command. The workers wanted workers’
control of the industrial-capitalist process—and so did Lenin, adopting a view
that was alien to Marxism. The workers and peasants opposed bureaucracy

and demanded soviet democracy, even amateurism in dealing with publi
alfairs—and so did Lenin, who called for a ‘Commune state’ based on soviet
power, The peasants wanted to expropriate land from the landlords and voiced
o *-.\-W‘t*pill:.l demand  Tor the repartiton ol the land conducted ||n,- the
obshchina——and so did Lenin, The image of a topan Lenin and other such
mutations actually gained him considerable support among lbertarian el

ments in Russia
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Did Lenin genuinely embrace the new program that he was advncati.ng? Qr
was he simply willing to advance any radical slogan in 1917, provided it
brought the Bolsheviks to power? To some extent, the new demands E:?(pI'ESSEd
A recognition, generated by the radical mood of the workers and soldiers, that
the February Revolution did not conform to conventional Marxist dogm::l; but
to an even greater extent, Lenin was guilty of outright demagoguery. In lps less
polemical writings the Bolshevik leader remained a very orthodox Marxist. He
had thoroughly assimilated the kind of Marxism propounded by Plekhanov
and Kautsky, which held that socialism could be organized only around a
nationalized and planned economy guided by managers; that agriculture had
(0 be industrialized: and that industry—especially in Russia—would have to
be highly rationalized to promote economic, technological and cultural

development. Before 1914 he and other Bolsheviks had written articles, tracts, . |

and even books criticizing populism and emphasizing the importance of

ian, indeed openly dictatorial Jacobin-type republic. He never professed to b_e
an anarchist or a syndicalist, least of all a ‘utopian’—a word thztt u:.ras parti-
cularly alien, even distasteful to him as a devout ‘scientific socialist’.

To be sure, he also exhibited a uniquely Russian admiration for the nar-

)

centralization, state control over industry and agriculture, and an authoritar-

odniks, and he personally possessed a lively streak of narodnik boldness. / '

Although he repeatedly attempted to justily his views by quoting Marx and
Imgels, in practice his Marxism was less than principled. He -:::-ft?,n.—pﬁ:rhaps
unconsciously—accepted the narodnik emphasis on the role of will in history,
and he was an insurrectionary by disposition, for whom exhibitions of bravado
wnd even terror were acceptable. He greatly admired the ‘practicals’ in [}}E
Russian revolutionary movement, such as the colorful Georgian Bolshevik
Komo, who staged a particularly daring expropriation in Tilis and, later, the
|Ikrainian anarchist guerrilla fighter Nestor Makhno.* |

A consummately practical man himself—indeed, a realpolitiker—Lenin was
prepared to improvise upon Marxian precepts whenever he faced a new
Jituation. One of his favorite maxims, ‘On s’engage et puis on voit’ (loosely
ranslated, ‘Let’s just do it, then we'll see’), borrowed from Napﬂilmn, seems
(o have puided many of his political acts during 1917. By disposition, he was

*Maldino, for his part, acknowledged (admiringly, although anarchists regarded Iﬁtlli'h
Admiration as heresy) that Lenin was a revolutionary, Lenin reciprocated by providing
Maldhino with the papers and contacts necessary for his retum o the Ukraine, In

COMTLEIsL Lo |'-.'.u‘r|uﬂ||.ltl, whio !llilll!' M'.IHIHH Hlltnlllll. .II'III |Hllll1'l| il hlllll't Iil‘;'lqill"--'l‘
| M L 0l |1IHI Iht e 18 CVERY Teson Lo i |u Vi 1y ﬂn' In'lll.ilh.lHl' ljlllnlllll.ln |hlltl'-;lll

leader and the head ol the Bolsheviles found each other attractive, potwithstanding

thirkr ditlerences in ddealogy mnd the traghe clrcumstinnces that Torced them to hight with

ciuch other veurs latel
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personally inclined to go along with the predisposition of Russian workers and
peasants for direct action, jettisoning one long-held position after another as
new possibilities arose to gain state power for his party. Lenin, in effect, was

" more of a pragmatist than a theorist, and more of a voluntarist than a passive
believer in the existence of inexorable laws of history that rendered socialism a
historical inevitability.

The war and the success of the February Revolution had profoundly rad-
icalized the Russian workers and the peasants-in-uniform. The April Theses, in
effect, consisted of very broad formulas for gaining control over an increasingly
libertarian revolution. Without following a left-libertarian strategy, indeed, a
syndicalist-narodnik one, Lenin could not have gained widespread support
among the Russian workers and peasants. Accordingly, the Bolshevik leader

_ was prepared to say and do almost anything that would make it possible for his
H“party to take state power and push Europe, if possible, into a ‘world revolu-
tion’. Given the extraordinary circumstances produced by the war, he was

patently convinced that he had only to give history a push, to make his
movement into a vanguard of a European socialist revolution.

THE ANARCHISTS

In the summer of 1917, something very close to a syndicalist outlook guided

the behavior of the Petrograd workers. At such a historical moment, it might be

supposed, anarcho-syndicalist organizers would be eager to enter the soviets,

factory committees, and all the remarkably popular institutions created by the

Revolution, and work to build their movement. But anarchists as a whole failed

~ to give due recognition to the rare opportunity that the soviets afforded them

as a means to achieve their social ideals. In 1917, as in 1905, most anarchists

- avoided the soviets; they regarded them as arenas for political parties—in

effect, as small political parliaments. They permitted the highly malleable

workers’ and soldiers’ councils—which could very well have served as fed-

_~ erative or co-ordinating bodies—to go their own way and largely contented
~~ themselves with ad hoc and theatrical actions.

After the collapse of the monarchy, the Petrograd Federation of Anarchist-
Communists—the capital’s largest anarchist ‘organization’, il such it can truly
be called—appropriated the villa of General Durnovo as its headquarters, The
villa, located in the Vyborg District, had spacious gardens that the anarchists
used for a children’s playground, and rooms that the anarchists used (o

classes, discussion groups, and other public acuvites. When the major

|'I'||||”.|1| S5 ANLDY PROXN 1L AMS IR

anarcho-syndicalist writer known as Voline arrived in Petrograd that summer,
he was startled by the absence of serious anarchist activity:

When I returned to Russia from abroad and arrived in Petrograd in the carly
part of July, 1917, I was struck by the impressive number of H;ralr;hnula
notices announcing meetings and lectures in all parts of the ca;‘;mlliunfi
suburbs, in public halls, in factories, and in other gathering pla{.:t:::;. [ did n't
see a single Anarchist notice. ... And I observed at the same time, Wl.[h
bitter disappointment, that there was not in the capital a single Anarchist
newspaper nor any oral Anarchist propaganda.*

Voline tried to remedy the situation in August by co-initiating a weekly
anarcho-syndicalist newspaper:

It was not until August, and with great difficulty, that a little group of
Anarcho-Syndicalists, consisting mainly of comrades returned from ab.mad,
finally succeeded in starting a weekly newspaper, Golos Truda, The Voice of
[abour, in Petrograd. As for oral propaganda, however, there were scarcely
three or four comrades in that city capable of performing it.*’

By Voline’s own admission, their eftorts were too limited to have a significant
impact on the Revolution. Perhaps the greatest single problem that the Russian

anarcho-syndicalists faced was the bias of the purist anarchists generally

awainst the formation of organizations. The distinction between pure anar-
chists and syndicalists cannot be drawn too sharply. The commitment of the

. - BiE ...r-"'"-
purists to raw popular spontaneity superseded their willingness carefully to

organize an effective movement. Nor did serious and respnnsibie warkfers
respond to their idiosyncratic lifestyles: the Petrograd Federation of Anarchist-
(‘ommunists, in particular, composed of highly volatile and often unsm}ﬁe
ndividuals, issued wildly inflammatory—and often laughable—leaflets, calling
lor uprisings on every conceivable occasion. Very significantly, the FTe:tflgratinn
‘howed little or no concern for the systematic preparation of its activities, let

alone long-range work among the masses. Apart from declamatory statements, .

i made little or no attempt to formulate a coherent program. Indeed, the

lederation had no strategic policy at all for overthrowing the government and /

Alered no institutional structure to replace the old regime. On the contrary,
(he Federation apparently believed that a revolutionary continuum would
nstinctively and spontancously emerge from helow and bring together a
delineable and co-ordinated course of action. Thus the Federation’s nwn':hm'sl
were mainly engaged in provocative actions notably raids on jails, seizures ol

|||H|u‘|l'~,'_ and s atteredd |ur|'.]hllh al the |}H|h ¢
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By contrast, the anarcho-syndicalists were made of sterner stuff. Most of

‘them focused their efforts on the factory committees, to which relatively

sympathetic workers elected them. But they were unable to take full advantage
of the strongly libertarian consciousness that prevailed in the plants, not least
because of anarchism’s organizational inadequacies. Without a well-organized
faction or federation, they were easily outmaneuvered by the Bolsheviks, who
shrewdly combined their newly adopted libertarian views with a well-struc-
tured organization. In practice Russian anarchists and anarcho-syndicalists
generally aligned themselves with the Bolsheviks in demonstrations and street
actions. After the October Revolution a large number of them joined the
Bolshevik Party or the new soviet administration. Some worked so closely with
the government that they acquired the sobriquet ‘soviet anarchists’ and were
given important positions by the Bolsheviks in the new regime.
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THE CRISIS OVER WAR AIMS

The Provisional Government had arisen from a Duma Committee, which itself
was the product of a Duma that had been created under the restrictive suffrage
of 1907 and had no revolutionary legitimacy. It was thus understood to be
only a temporary regime. But the question of what kind of government would
succeed it remained in doubt: Would Russia become a republic? A constitu-
tional monarchy? A federation of free states? The answer was deferred to an
unspecified constituent assembly whose meeting the government kept delay-
ing. These delays fed the deep sense of mistrust that pervaded the workers and
peasants, even toward the tepid Petrograd Soviet. Most gravely, as we have
seen, the government deferred all questions of land reform to the future
constituent assembly. It thus opened the prospect of old Russia’s most
frightening eventuality—the outbreak of a huge peasant war.

The only government the masses truly recognized were the executive
committees of the country’s soviets. The soviets, or rather those that were
closest to the people they represented, wanted enough power to be able to
stand guard over the revolution and accordingly withheld full authority from a
bourgeois government. Indeed, a plenary of the Petrograd Soviet on 2 March
resolved that sitting members of the Soviet Executive Committee could no
become ministers in the Provisional Government. (This provision seemed not
to apply to Alexander Kerensky, who combined the positions of vice-chairman
of the Petrograd Soviet's Executive Committee and minister ol justice in the
Provisional Government.) In any case, the Petrograd Soviet's Executive Com
mittee fatally kept trying to use its authority to validate the Provisional Gov.
ernment, supporting the Provisional Government's policies ‘insofar as they
corresponded to the interests ol the proletariat and ol the broad democratic
masses ol the people’, to use its tedious lormula for surrender to the ostensibly
|H‘Hl‘|ll|llllt status ol the |l|llll}{:'llh'-ti'
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Committed as it was to the Provisional Government, the Executive Com
mittee found itself the object of increasing scorn and hostility by the Petrograd
masses. The Bolsheviks shrewdly exploited this disaflection: they macle the
immediate convocation of a constituent assembly o major programmatic
demand. This demand, together with their call for workers” control and land
redistribution, made their program simply a recipe 1o grabbing the reins ol
power. And fortunately for the Bolsheviks, the fatuons Provisional Government
inadvertently did much to aid them.

Shortly after the February Revolution, the Soviet's Ixecutive Committee and
the Provisional Government were faced with the challenge ol defining Russia’s
war aims. Before February many socialists had been adamantly opposed to
continuing the conflict. But afterward, with a republic in place, the nature of
the war had, in their eyes, changed. Most Mensheviks and SRs, as we have
seen, now argued that it was necessary to defend the new, progressive Russian -
republic against Prussian militarism. ‘Revolutionary defensism’ became the
conventional socialist position—to be distinguished from ‘patriotic defens-
ism’, the support that monarchists and their bourgeois allies gave to the war.—
Where patriots called for the defense of the ‘Motherland’, onetime Inter-
nationalists now clamored for the defense of the ‘Revolution’. PSR leader
Victor Chernov, an erstwhile Zimmerwaldian, became a ‘revolutionary defens-
ist’, as did the Mensheviks Chkheidze and Tseretelli, who had previously
opposed war credits. In fact, Tseretelli’s opposition to the war had even caused
him to be exiled to Siberia.

Despite their support for the war, Russia’s new socialist rulers nonetheless
had to invoke the need for worldwide proletarian solidarity and a peace
without compensation. Hence on 14 March the Executive Committee issued a
ringing ‘Call By the Petrograd Soviet to the Peoples of the World'. This \
‘emotional, verbose, and confused document,” as Michael T. Florinsky/
describes it, strongly endorsed peace, renounced imperialist war aims, and was
committed to fighting a strictly defensive war. Using socialist jargon to strike
an anti-imperialist tone, it addressed itself to ‘Comrade-proletarians, and
ilers of all countries’ ‘Conscious of its revolutionary power, the Russian
lsoviet] democracy announces that it will, by every means, resist the policy of
conquest of [Russia’s former] ruling classes, and it calls upon the peoples of
lurope for concerted, decisive action in favor of peace.” The Call further
appealed 1o workers in other countries to malce an international proletarian
evolution that would end the war and allow lor such a non-imperialist peace:

We are .I|l|h“.|.|l|lj'1 o our brothe |:-In||'l.ll1'.|||'. ol the Austro-German coali
don. and. first of all, to the German proletariat, From the fust days ol the
war, you were assured that by raising arms against autocratic Russia, you
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were defending the culture of Europe from Asiatic despotism. . .. Now even
this justification is gone: democratic Russia cannot be a threat to liberty and
civilization.

Despite these avowals other passages in the Call were fully in accord with a
continuation of the war. ‘The Russian revolution will not retreat before the
bayonets of conquerors,’ it proclaimed, ‘and will not allow itself to be crushed
by foreign military force.” By committing the Soviet to the defense of ‘our own
liberty from all reactionary attempts from within, as well as without,” the
% Executive Committee was actually resolving to support the war until such time
‘. as an international proletarian revolution took place. The Call was a ‘revolu-
tionary defensist’ statement, prepared by a Soviet Executive Committee that
included former Zimmerwaldians.

The Menshevik and Socialist Revolutionary press greeted the Call with
effusive enthusiasm. The socialist newspapers saw it as a repudiation of the old
regime’s expansionism, the opening of a new era in foreign policy, and a first
step toward ending the conflict. But the Call also raised problems for the
Russian bourgeoisie: although it reassuringly promised to keep Russia in the
war until the Kaiser’s government fell, its anti-imperialist tone and territorial
renunciations were highly disconcerting to Russia’s capitalist class.

2V During the course of a press conference on 23 March, Milyukov stated that
~ Russia’s war aims actually included the absorption of the Ukrainian provinces
of Austria-Hungary into Russia and the takeover of Constantinople and the
Straits. These remarks embarrassed the Soviet, and even the Menshevik press
denounced them as evidence of the government’s hypocrisy, declaring that
they undermined the Revolution’s goal of a peace without imperialist
annexations. To ease the growing furor, on 27 March the Provisional Gov-
ernment tried to reassure its citizens that Russia did not seek ‘"domination over
other nations, or seizure of their national possessions, or forcible occupation
of foreign territories.™ This statement was intended for domestic consumption,
but on 18 April Milyukov sent it on to the Allied powers—accompanied by a
covering note that emphasized Russia’s commitment to Allied war aims and
declaring that ‘while safeguarding the rights of our own country, [we| will, in
every way, observe the obligations assumed toward our Allies.” It claimed,
contrary to all fact, that ‘the aspiration ol the entire nation to carry the world
war to a decisive victory has grown more powerful” since the Revolution,
Milyukov's note of 18 April, when it became public, nearly sparked an
insurrection. On 20 and 21 April Bolshevik ranleand-hle delegates demanded
that the overthrow ol the Provisional Government be placed ar the head ol the
party's agenda. As Alexander Rabinowitch observes
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On April 20, when raging mobs were gathered at the Ma insky Palace [che
seat of the Provisional Government], some district delegates at the alter

noon session of the First Bolshevik Petrograd City Conlerence appealed Lo
the immediate overthrow of the Provisional Government, and V.1, Nevesky
of the [Bolshevik] Military Organization spoke out in lavor ol mobilizing
troops, evidently for agitational activity on behalf of seizure of the power by
the Soviet. . . . S.Ia. Bogdatiev [of the Petersburg Committee] is credited with
having prepared a leaflet over the signature of the Petersburg Committee
appealing for the immediate overthrow of the Provisional Government."

On the same day the Finnish Reserve Guards came out with other fully armed
units of the Petrograd garrison to the Maryinsky Palace, carrying placards that
declared ‘Down with Milyukov!’, ‘Down with annexationist policies!” and—in '/,
a slogan that suggested Bolshevik influence—Down with the Provisional
Government!” The Finns and their supporters were joined by a detachment of
Kronstadt sailors, whose banners blazed the slogan ‘All power to the soviets!’
Before long Petrograd was rocked by tumultuous demonstrations in opposi-
tion to Milyukov’s note—and by counter-demonstrations in its favor. The
street fights, which cost about four lives, did not come to an end until the
evening of 21 April, when the Soviet issued a two-day ban on demonstrations
.nd the Provisional Government published a retraction of Milyukov’s note. “~
Milyukov, for his part, was obliged to resign from the government. Still, the
turmoil engendered by his note had so weakened the Provisional Government
that, in order to save itself, it had to invite Mensheviks and SRs from the
l'xecutive Committee to join it.

On 1 May, without consulting the Soviet’s plenum, the Executive Com-
mittee voted 41 to 18 in favor of allowing its members to join the bourgeois -
povernment. (The nays consisted mainly of Bolsheviks and Martov's Men-
shevik-Internationalists.) It thus sent Chkheidze, Tseretelli, Skobelev and
Chernov, among others, to join Kerensky as ministers. This was a truly
extraordinary decision. By entering a bourgeois government, the Mensheviks S
and SRs were violating one of the most sacred tenets of Social Democracy. It/
had been a cornerstone of revolutionary Marxist policy that no socialist should
accept a ministerial post in a bourgeois government—not even in one that had
cmerged [rom the loins ol a “bourgeois democratic’ revolution. Marxists were
expected to retain complete political independence of the capitalist state and
[unction as critical guardians of the proletariat’s interests. The Mensheviks and )
SR in elfect, had retreated to what Marxists called a ‘Millerandist’ strategy, in B
order to legitimize the bourgeois state and render it politically viable., But the
masses were not familiar with Marxian theory and, contrary to Marxisi doc-

trine. were eager to have ‘their own men’ inside the government as a step
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toward a socialist takeover of the state. Far from denouncing the socialist entry
into the cabinet, working-class opinion generally supported it. For the masses
who were unschooled in Marxist doctrine, power was simply power—whatever
its form—and those who wielded it were to be supported as long as they did
so in the interests of the working class.

Accordingly the old cabinet was reshuffled, and on 5 May a new Coalition
Government was formed, in which Kerensky was given the Ministry of War
and Marine; the sugar magnate Mikhail Tereschenko replaced Milyukov as
minister of foreign affairs; the wealthy industrialist Alexander Konovalev
became the minister of trade and industry; Prince Lvov was kept on as prime
minister; and the remaining posts were filled by men of no particular dis-
tinction. As if to place the full weight of the Revolution’s most basic problems
on socialist shoulders, Chernov was given the Ministry of Agriculture, and
Skobelev the Ministry of Labor; but Tseretelli, who remained very active in the
Petrograd Soviet, was given the politically neutral Ministry of Posts and Tele-
graphs. Including Kerensky, there were now six self-professed socialists and
ten ‘capitalist’ ministers in the new Coalition Government. Now that its
leading members held ministerial posts, the Soviet gave official recognition to
the Coalition Government as the sole state authority. The Executive Com-
mittee thereafter played the role of the cabinet’s defender and alter ego,
guarding the flanks, rear, and now even the front of the Coalition Government
from the growing tide of its radical opponents.

THE MILITARY OFFENSIVE

In the meantime, especially by April, the Russian army was experiencing mass
desertions. Entire units were drifting away from the front or refusing to hight.
Commanders were increasingly fearful that their troops, when ordered to
attack, would aim their rifles at their officers instead of the enemy. Generals
spoke of leaving most of the army unused and throwing only selected units or
‘shock troops’ against thinned-out parts of the German lines.

At the same time the Allies were planning to launch olffensives on the
Western Front. To strengthen their prospects of success, French and British
diplomats began pressuring the Russians to open a new offensive ol their own
on the FEastern Front, which would compel the German commanders to

transler their forces [rom west to east. Thus carly in May the new Coalition

Government laid plans ol its own to launch a phased military oflensive along
the Eastern Front, beginning in the southwest against the Austrians and then il
possible rolling against German-held lines in the center and north. The Co
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Alition Government witlessly expected to activate its dormant Eastern I'ront,
bolster the morale of its troops there, and restore Russia's prestige and
dwindling patriotic ardor. Hopes ran high within the cabinet that, with the
passing of the autocracy, a new Russian soldier had been created who would
exhibit extraordinary nationalistic valor.

But would the Petrograd Soviet support the new government’s endeavor to
mount an offensive? Its recent Call, rippling with rhetoric about international
proletarian solidarity and appeals for peace, suggested that the Soviet might
reluse to throw uniformed Russian peasants against their German brothers. As .
it turned out, however, the Executive Committee, with incredible naiveté, ncy
only endorsed the offensive but even promoted the sale of war bonds. Ker-
cnsky, who still occupied positions in both the Executive Committee and the
Coalition Government, effused to the Allies that the Revolution had rejuven-
ated the Russian army as a military force. But as this notoriously unstable,
olten hysterical man toured the front to stir up rank-and-file excitement for the
olfensive, signs of a rejuvenation were scarce: the sullen troops who listened to
him dreaded the coming bloodbath into which they were being led.

Tseretelli, for his part, mingled with the Petrograd workers whom he pro-

lessed to represent and tried to compare the coming offensive to the onward
arch of the French revolutionary armies of 1793. The reception he got was
iepicl at best and often angry. Chernov, in turn, tried to steer clear of givir{g. the’
lfensive his full endorsement without resigning from his ministerial position.
Ihe Bolsheviks, the Menshevik-Internationalists, and the increasingly numer-
s Left Socialist Revolutionaries (Left SRs) vocally emphasized that the
I'xecutive Committee’s support for the offensive flatly contradicted the Soviet’s
call for an end to the war. During these simmering months the socialists
Jhowed themselves to be myopic toward the crisis—indeed, the revolutionary
situation—that they themselves were creating.

[HE 10 JUNE DEMONSTRATION

vy mid-June the news that an offensive was being planned was generating
widespread unrest in the Petrograd garrison, fearful that it might soon be
decimated in a new bloodletting, for a war 1t detested.

Petrograd - was - becoming  ine reasingly radicalized, The Bolsheviks had
acauired a majority ol the deputies n the Workers' Section ol the |ll‘|.l'i.!y:.1'-:li.|
Soviet (alber still not i the Soldiers Secton) |n].'11'lht'l' with the f"l#h'lhht"'-r-'l|~'.-
(nernationalists and the Lelt SRs, who also nmnv.nl the war, they collectively

comprised tworfilths ol the Soviets (ull plenum. The Petrograd factory com
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"'.I p)"\_\: - mittees were completely supportive of the Bolsheviks—the workers had shifted
\../*] to the left in a matter of weeks. The Putilov workers, initially influenced by the

PSR, went overwhelmingly over to the Bolsheviks in a span of only two
months. In Moscow the Bolsheviks comprised the largest single deputation in
the city’s soviet, although they were still a minority by comparison with the
joint deputations of the Mensheviks and SRs. The Bolshevik slogan “All power
to the soviets!’, however, was gaining enormous credibility among workers and
soldiers in Moscow, who otherwise knew very little about the Bolshevik pro-
gram.

Fven more advanced politically than the Petrograd and Moscow workers
were the sailors and soldiers garrisoned at the nearby Kronstadt naval base.
Less than a month after the February Revolution, the Kronstadters were

_~demanding ‘all power to the soviets’, and as early as 17 March their soviet,

¢, which was by no means controlled by the Bolsheviks, officially declared itself

\ an independent ‘commune’, recognizing only the authority of the Petrograd
Soviet. The island thereby became, as Trotsky called it, ‘a herald of the
advancing second revolution.” Although the Kronstadters reluctantly
acknowledged the authority of the Coalition Government, in practice the naval
fortress functioned independently of the capital and became a piercing thorn
in the side of the Petrograd Soviet and the Coalition Government alike.

The Petrograd Soviet’s Executive Committee, eager to counter this bur-
geoning radicalism, tried to pit the country as a whole against the capital that it

—_ ostensibly represented by deciding on 3 June to convene the much-awaited
First All-Russian Congress of Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies.
Essentially, the Congress was a mass mobilization of Russia’s provincials
against its revolutionary center. Approximately 1300 delegates from more than
300 local and 53 district, regional, army, and even some peasant soviets were
summoned from many parts of Russia to appear in the spacious Cadet Corps
building in Petrograd. Not surprisingly, only a fifth of the delegates were
Bolsheviks and Internationalists; the overwhelming majority identified them-
selves as SRs and Mensheviks. Their political sophistication was very low, and
their understanding of these parties’ ideas and shifting political allegiances was
meager.

. The First All-Russian Congress of Soviets more than afforded the Coalition
. Government an opportunity to use the provincial delegates to countervail the
‘radical developments in Petrograd, Kronstadt and Moscow. When it came
time to vote on the entry ol socialists into the Coalition Government, the
majority of provincial delegates gave it a resounding vote, They even refused to
pass a resolution in favor of the eight-hour day. And most signilicantly, they
voted in favor of continued participation in the war and the forthcoming
ollensive
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To formulate national policy between future all-Russian soviet congresses
and to exercise ongoing control over all the soviets in Russia, the Congress ol
Soviets established a Central Executive Committee (CEC), corresponding in
national authority to that of the Petrograd Soviet's Executive Committec,
Moreover, the Congress gave the Mensheviks and SRs a majority 1n the CEC.
Finally, it also prohibited any demonstrations from taking place in the capital
unless they were authorized by the Petrograd Soviet. This last restriction was a
matter of considerable concern in the capital: on 23 May the soldiers of the
Petrograd garrison, inspired by the radical Bolshevik Military Organization, had
decided to hold a mass demonstration to protest against the coming offensive.
The strongly pro-Bolshevik First Machine Gun Regiment, in fact, was eager to
stage an armed demonstration, and it resolved to take to the streets with arms
regardless of what the party decided, pledging to respond only to orders that
came from the Military Organization. Although Lenin initially supported the
action, Krupskaya, his wife and his closest party comrade, expressed concern
‘hat the demonstration could lead to violence, followed by government
repression. A failed insurrection at this point, it could be argued, would have
orim consequences for both the party and the Revolution.

Then in early June a sudden explosion of strikes swept through the Vyborg
District, precipitated by the government's attempt to evacuate the Durnovo
villa, the headquarters of the Federation of Anarchist-Communists. On 5 June
1 group of anarchist-communists—with characteristic adventurism—had
‘expropriated’ a printing press and brought it to the villa. The next day the
minister of justice, P. Pereverzev, forced them to return the press, then on 7
june gave the anarchists 24 hours to evacuate the premises or face forcible
cviction. For the anarchists the moment of revolution seemed at hand, and
they fecklessly called upon the Vyborg workers and Kronstadt sailors to come
0 their aid. Thousands of workers went out on a sympathy strike the next day,
closing down 28 factories. More seriously, they were joined by a number of
iroop contingents and 50 armed Kronstadt sailors who holed up with the
anarchists in the villa, vowing to meet any attempt to remove them with force.
A confrontation was avoided only when the Soviet sensibly intervened and
prevented the government from taking action.

lo the Bolsheviks, the strong turnout for the anarchists was evidence that
e workers would in fact be willing to join the soldiers in a common
demonstration against the offensive. At a meeting on 8 June the party’s Central
Committee met with the Petersburg City Committee, the Military Organiza-
ton, and representatives ol sympathetic trade unions, regiments, and factories,
and decided to call ajoint demonstration for 10 June. Tts principal goals would
be to protest the ollensive andl the war and demand the transler of power from

-

the Coalition Government to the soviets Uhe Bolshevile leadership vetoed any
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attempt to turn the demonstration into an insurrection, however, warning that
the time was not ripe. The Bolsheviks still lacked sufficient support among the
people of Petrograd, Lenin had concluded, let alone among frontline troops
and especially in the country at large. But with an impending military offensive
that was certain to fail and the beginnings of a peasant war in the rural areas,
the Bolshevik leader concluded that time was on the party’s side. Hence
restraint was to be the order of the day, and strict party discipline was invoked
to ensure it.

To prevent the Mensheviks and SRs from sabotaging the plan for the
demonstration, the Bolshevik organizers vowed to keep it a secret until the
. morning of 10 June. But news of the plan reached the Executive Committee,
which accused the Bolsheviks of planning a coup. To diminish the demon-
stration’s size, if not abort it altogether, the Menshevik- and SR-dominated
CEC of the Congress of Soviets (which was still meeting in Petrograd) in the
early morning hours of 10 June dispatched about 500 delegates in groups of
~ ten to the workers’ districts and the soldiers’ barracks to try to dissuade the
masses from ‘coming out’.

Finally, in a tension-filled morning meeting the full Bolshevik Central
Committee voted to cancel the demonstration—over the wishes of the
Petersburg City Committee, the Military Organization, and even some of its
own members—and ordered the Military Organization to visit the workers and
soldiers and inform them of the cancellation. The workers and troops com-
plied, and the demonstration did not take place. But the provincial delegates
who were sent out to cancel it were met with intense hostility; the regiments
that had initiated the plan for the demonstration registered the most intense
outrage and disgust—and their reaction effectively taught the provincials that
the workers and soldiers of Petrograd detested both the government and the
war. Far from winning support for their moderate views, the provincial del-
egates found their own loyalty to the Coalition Government greatly shaken.

In June 1917 the Petrograd workers were clearly far more radical than the
rest of the country—and the Bolshevik rank and file were more radical and
zealous than their party leadership. This deepening revolutionary sentiment
was due in great measure to the influx of new, inexperienced, and undiscip-
lined members into the party, whose membership leaped fifteenfold between
February and July, from 2000 to 30,000. Thus was the finely tuned cadre
organization of ‘professional revolutionaries’ that Lenin had built after 1903
transformed into a mass organization ol militants. But these new workers and
soldiers were politically unsophisticated; they desperately needed resolute
revolutionary leadership to steer clear ol turther unlocused, premature actions

like the Durnovo incident that could have unwittingly set the Revolution back

vather than advance i
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To provide this leadership, the party had to establish better organizational
ties with its newer m&mbers and With the workers .m:l soldiers J._';.‘ln‘l.'llh. 1
had to be able to restrain the membership, when necessary, without stifling its
militancy and creativity. And it had to retain and develop its flexibility, its
capacity shrewdly to nuance its strategy 1n period ol social 11|‘||H".W:I.!I q
capacity that was largely absent among the groups that mouthed ulwra-leltist
notions rooted in instinct rather than rationality. Personally, Lenin was deeply
suspicious of popular militancy, regarding it as errant and chaotic; nor did he
trust the capacity of militants, however zealous and heroic, to create lasting
grassroots institutions of their own, such as soviets and l'au:.tul}f committees.
He supported only those popular actions and institutions that had been
carefully schooled in Bolshevik ideas. But in 1917 the political situation was
changing too rapidly for his stringent views, and events often obliged him to
assent to actions with which he disagreed, lest the party lose its influence
among the inexperienced workers and soldiers in its rapidly swelling mem-
bership. Thus in the summer of 1917 the Bolshevik Party, which Lenin had
intended to be highly centralistic, became, for a while, a remarkably open
movement in which leaders and masses interacted freely. The party’s greatest
single asset was Lenin’s insistence on discipline and responsibility, as well as
the party’s adherence to the core ideas that gave it its identity and sense of

revolutionary purpose.

THE JULY DAYS

After the Bolsheviks aborted the 10 June demonstration, Tseretelli and other
right-wing Mensheviks on the Executive Committee and in the Coalition
Government tried to use the crisis to disarm the Bolsheviks and ostracize them
(rom the Soviet. On 11 June Tseretelli accused the Bolsheviks of steering a
course toward an armed seizure of power and warned: ‘We cannot satisty
ourselves [merely] with an ideological fight with the Bolsheviks and verbal
prohibitions of armed demonstrations, but must at the same time adopt
practical measures to make it impossible for them to conduct armed attacks on
the democratic system.” Tseretelli's grim warning that he would fight the
Bolsheviks by force, however, went too far even for some members of his own
party, who recognized that to circumscribe the Bolsheviks might provide a
troubling precedent against even moderate socialists, In the end he was beaten
down by his Menshevik comrades F. Dan, B. Bogdanovitch and 1. Khinchulk,
who u*|.u'n.niu-{| Lseretelli for proposals that ran counter to the spirit ol the

‘democracy’ and that might end up beneliting even the Bolshevile




218 THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTIONS OF 1917

Meanwhile, the newly formed CEC of the All-Russian Congress ol Soviets
decided that it had to mitigate the hostility aroused by the cancellation of the
, 10 June demonstration and show the provincials that, contrary to appearances
the Menshevik- and SR-controlled Soviet did indeed have popular suppnr;
*._among the Petrograd proletariat. To this end the CEC called a demonstration of
1}t5 own for 18 June, under the slogan ‘Peace without annexations and
i indemnities’. The {:mwé thE}[ .tumtd out was massive, numbering an estimated
400,000. The Bolsheviks joined in, with the intention of demanding the
transfer of power from the Coalition Government to the Soviet. They brought
along the anti-war and anti-government placards and banners that they had
prepared for the aborted 10 June demonstration. From their position on the
reviewing stand on Petrograd’s Champ de Mars, where the dead of the Feb-
ruary Revolution had been entombed, Tseretelli, Chkheidze and other mem-
/ bers of the CEC were appalled to find that slogans supporting the Coalition
\ Government and the Soviet were vastly outnumbered by Bolshevik slogans.
“Column after column, representing districts, factories and regiments, pro-
claimed ‘End the war’ and ‘Down with the ten capitalist-ministers’. In fact
~ hardly any of the slogans advanced by the Congress of Soviets were to be seer:
at all. The event was a fiasco for its initiators: to Sukhanov, ‘it seemed that the
Coalition [Government] was already formally liquidated and that Messers. the
Ministers, in view of the manifest popular mistrust, would quit their places that
very day without waiting to be urged by more imposing means.”’

The Coalition Government, although greatly perturbed, was not cowed. For
one thing, the demonstration occurred the day before the much-heralded
military offensive was launched, and the Russian army, re-equipped by the
Allies, was able to attack the feeble Austrian front lines in Galicia with initial
success. Moreover, the government attacked the Durnovo villa on the same
day, 19 June, recaptured it, and arrested everyone present. Combined with the
launching of the offensive, this action electrified the garrison and the workers;
there was much talk of an uprising against the government and of forcing the
Soviet to take power, even against its wishes. No less provocatively, on 21 June
the strongly pro-Bolshevik First Machine Gun Regiment was ordered to send
about two-thirds of its men and 500 machine guns to the front. The machine-

sgunners, stationed in the Vyborg District, simply refused to obey the order and
declared that it would decline to comply with all [uture troop levies until
~governmental power was translerred to the soviets,

Could the growing tension between the pro-Bolshevile troops and the
government have led to a successlul insurrection? The Bolshevile Military
Organization was reacdy for an immediate uprising—as the All-Russian Con
lerence ol Bolshevile Military Organizations met in Petrograd on 1625 June,

one observer noted that the partcipanes were hilled with ‘eagerness and the
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strong desire for the final, great, tense battle. ... Fverywhere are heard the
voices of comrade soldiers to the effect that the time lor a decisive man-to-msn
fight for power has come.” But the majority of the Bolshevik Central Com

mittee, influenced by Lenin, still opposed a rising as premature and likely to
fail, bringing about the collapse of the Revolution as a whole. M. Lashevich, @
Bolshevik member of the Petrograd Soviet, denounced the Military Organiza/
tion’s drift toward ‘adventurism’ and called for restraint, remarking of his own
comrades: ‘it is impossible to make out where the Bolshevik ends and the
Anarchist begins.™

This time, however, the soldiers, especially the men of the First Machine
Gun Regiment, were not to be restrained, least of all now that the Coalition
Government was insisting that they furnish troops and machine guns for the
front. Despite the Central Committee’s injunction against a rising, the Military
Organization supported the machine-gunners and other Petrograd troops
slated for front-line duty. Militants on the Bolsheviks’ Petersburg City Com-
mittee vehemently protested the Central Committee’s efforts to contain the /
movement and resolved that the party should stand at the head of the
insurrection.

Meanwhile on the Austrian front, the Russian troops were fighting only
desultorily, often making only token attacks, sometimes even against empty
crenches from which troops had been moved to the Western Front. Since the
Austrians were even more demoralized than the Russians and were greatly
outnumbered. the Russians easily broke through the front lines. But once
German troops arrived to reinforce the Austrians, the Russians were driven
back with little difficulty. As early as 24 June, Kerensky observed that ‘units
participating in the battle began drawing up resolutions with demands for
i mediate leave to the rear, so that only with difficulty was it possible to talk
them into remaining in position and there was no possibility of moving them
ito the attack.”™ On 3 July the press reported that Russian forces were -
suffering heavy losses; indeed, as the Austro-German counter-offensive
olled back the army, Russian soldiers deserted the southwestern front en
Masse. J

In Petrograd the machine-gunners met with an anarchist self-styled Provi-
sional Revolutionary Committee and decided provocatively to demonstrate on

) July, calling upon the garrison and the workers to join them. At seven p.m.,
alter a day ol intensive discussion and planning, trucks full of machine-
punners took their places in the streets, occupying key points in the capital
and posting their guns on the approaches to the bridges that led to the city’s
center. The Moscow, 180th Reserve Infantry, Finlandsky, Grenadier, and
Paviovaley regiments and the Sixth Engineer Battalion joined them., Added

({8 these Lroops Wele PLe oS \.'.'l.le:H o i':'lln].'il.'l{l"-. [nctornes, Iyl
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significantly, several regiments that had mutinied in the February Revolu-
tion—most notably the Preobrazhensky, Semenovsky and Izmailovsky Guard
regiments—either refused to support the machine-gunners or declared
themselves neutral, a sign that an unknown number of the Petrograd garrison
soldiers was unprepared to overthrow the government.

At eight p.m., led initally by the anarchist Provisional Revolutionary
Committee, the demonstration got under way. Columns of workers and sol-
diers, fully armed, proceeded through the proletarian thoroughfares into the
city center. Their first destination was the Kseshinskaya Mansion, the Bol-
shevik headquarters, where, according to Izvestia, ‘parts of the First Machine-
Gun, Moscow, and Grenadier regiments, in full fighting order, with red ban-
ners and signs ... callled] for the resignation of the bourgeois Ministers.™"'
They demanded that the Bolsheviks decide once and for all whether they
would assume leadership of the demonstration.

Inside the palace, mayhem reigned. The Military Organization in particular
argued in favor of leading the demonstration and a would-be coup against the
Coalition Government. Conditions seemed favorable: a cabinet crisis was
under way. The bourgeois Kadet ministers in the Coalition Government had
quit because the government seemed too willing to accommodate the Ukraine’s
demands for autonomy. They were determined to prevent regional
components of the empire from spinning off and even gaining new territory at
the expense of the Austrian and Turkish empires. Russia, it was argued, had
only one functional government: the newly formed CEC of the Congress of
Soviets, which presumably spoke for the country’s oppressed classes. 1f the
Bolsheviks failed to take over the leadership of the demonstration, the Military
Organization members contended, they would lose immense prestige among
the masses.

Those who opposed taking over the leadership argued, however, that
despite the instability of the Coalition Government, it was still capable of
wielding enough force to suppress a Bolshevik-led insurrection, especially if
the CEC backed its effort. Many troops in Petrograd, the more prudent leaders
argued, were still loyal to the Soviet. And even the dispirited troops at the
northern front were not likely to refuse to obey orders that came [rom
the Petrograd Soviet. Finally, they warned, as the political composition of the
Congress of Soviets revealed, the Bolsheviks still had only limited support in
the country at large, particularly among the peasants, many of whom gave
credence to the allegation that the Bolsheviks were, il not agents ol the Ger
mans, at least advocating a policy that the German war ellort found desirable
Lenin reproved the Military Organization lor the "‘mess” it had helped 1o create

.Illll i.'l“l'll L)1 FELE 1n any violent actions Aptinsi the Conlitton Government
and the Soviet

* =
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In the end the Bolsheviks, fully cognizant of the risks, de wWed o take
responsibility for the demonstration but try to lead it in a |H‘:lu'r1u| direction
Thereafter the crowd dispersed, as Izvestia reported, some going o the Ma
insky Palace [where the Coalition Government was located], still others to the
Peter and Paul Fortress.””

By midnight thousands ol protesting troops and workers, Frg::d on by the
anarchists, were packed into the square before the Taunde. Palace—the
meeting place of the Soviet—and along its side streets, declaring that thf:}f‘
would remain there until the Central Executive Committee of the Congress ol
Soviets took the power—which it adamantly refused to do! Two hours later
about 30,000 Putilov workers joined the protesters. The armed crowd, 'f)}' now
numbering as many as 70,000, seemed on the verge of _Dver‘whelmmig the
palace. The anarchists were eager to turn the demonstration into an Insur-
rection, which most likely would ultimately have led to a massacre of jwc}r}(ers
not unlike that of May 1871 in Paris. Notwithstanding the 3.1‘131.'[1:}115‘;5 clalmsj.
however, ‘spontaneity’ was not enough: the demonstration remained formless’
and incoherent. The streets did not organize the demonstrators (cantrar}r. to
the anarchists’ expections). After a war of words among the contending
speakers, dawn broke, and the masses drifted back to their hnrfuzs.

The next day began with a drizzle and a forecast of heavy ramflall, but the
outpouring of workers and soldiers was massive nonetheless. A flotilla {?f some

10,000 Kronstadt sailors disembarked and tramped to the Kseshinskaya
Mansion, where they were greeted by Bolshevik orators. Once again l'.hE: Bol-
chevik militants were filled with uncertainty. They called upon Lenin to
address them, but he was reluctant to do so; he gave a brief speech that
primarily appealed for self-restraint. This was not what the Kronstadters
wanted to hear, and they received it with respectful coolness. As many as half a
million demonstrators proceeded into the city center, where in some places
provocateurs or police opened up volleys of rifle fire on the crowd from
rooftops or upper-story windows, killing in all about 400. |

The crowds finally converged on the Tauride Palace, where the 50‘;’1&‘:-[ was
meeting, to demand that it transler power from the gc}vemmzant. Wl’:.h]l:l its
chambers the Menshevik and SR members of the Executive Committee
(‘Mamelukes’. as Sukhanov called them) were busy denouncing the Bol-
sheviks: in the end they admitted only a five-member delegatinrf to speak ﬁ:?r
the huge crowd owtside, then patronizingly advised the delegation that their
demands would be taken under advisement. Chernov was sent out to the

Fauride’s entrance to address the crowd—whereupon a group ol enraged
Kronstadt sailors seized the SR leader, apparently intending to lynch him. {.}II:‘.
(urious sailor, shaldng a clenched fist in Chernov's tace, shouted, “Why don’y

i :.l J rar
vou tilee the power, you son al-abiteh, when we are giving it 1o yous [rotsky,
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who was particularly admired by the Kronstadters, calmed the sailors, who
thereupon freed the SR leader without injury. |
Unknown to the workers, soldiers and sailors outside, who were
demanding that the Soviet take the power, the Soviet itself was making appeals
to the commanders on the northern front to rescue it from its own supporters.
The minister of justice, Pereverzev, moreover, had been circulating documents
among the regiments purporting to prove that Lenin was a German agent and
that the Bolsheviks were fomenting the uprising with a view toward estab-
lishing their own government. Apparently that was enough for the ‘neutral’
regiments to come to the rescue of the Soviet. Garbed in full battledress and
armaments, with bands playing and feet tramping, the regiments arrived at the
Tauride, only to find the square virtually empty. The troops were rewarded by

the Soviet delegates with passionate embraces, while the demonstrators, weary
of the entire farce, returned to their homes.

AFTERMATH OF THE JULY DAYS

Fvew uprising that is incomplete and fails to run its full course invariably
induces a harsh counteraction. As a result of the July Days the nearly mori-
: bund Coalition Government, the Mamelukes in the Soviet, and the reactionary
' officer societies that had sprung up since February found themselves united
- against a common enemy: the Bolsheviks, and especially Lenin (the ‘master
spy’). The party was all but banned, the Kseshinskaya Mansion was closed
down, and Bolshevik militants were rounded up and imprisoned. An arrest
order went out charging 21 Bolshevik leaders still at large with treason. The
party’s periodicals were suppressed, and the Pravda printing plant demolished.

- Lenin took refuge in the relative safety of Finland.
Nor did the government limit its repressive actions to the Bolsheviks alone
- Ft ordered the workers to turn in their weapons (which only a few did). ]l.
~ issued a stern order forbidding land seizures by the peasants. Military units
that had conspicuously participated in the July Days—notably the First

A : -
L Machine Gun, the 189th Infantry, and the Grenadier regiments—were sent (o

the front, where they helped spread the Bolshevik ‘contagion’ to the trenches.
The government restored the death penalty for insubordination in the front
lines and took other onerous measures to increase the authority of the officers
over the troops. |

The reaction intensified in the weeks that followed, Smears against the
Bolshevilks, particularly Lenin, reached hysterical proportions, It.lllc-;lumj- the

credulity of all but the most dyed-in-the-wool dght-wingers. But it gradually
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became clear to the public that the charges of Bolshevik collusion with German
intelligence were doubtful. To be sure, the Bolsheviks, particularly Lenin,
would have been willing to take money from any source—the Bolshevik leader
had stated early in his revolutionary career that he would take fu nds even from
the devil to overthrow the autocracy—and the Germans, who detested the
Bolsheviks, may have channelled some funds to them through a Scandinavian
route. But this hardly made internationalists such as Lenin and his comrades
into mere agents of the German government. No group in the Russian revo-
lutionary movement outdid the Bolsheviks in declaring their solidarity with the
German proletariat and in propagandizing German soldiers against their offi-
cers and the Kaiser’s regime. Moreover, the attacks upon the Bolsheviks soon
turned against their originators. Thereatter the Bolsheviks were able to recover
from the denunciations leveled against them. They found good allies in the
Left SRs, who were programmatically, albeit not theoretically, in agreement
with their policies. |

Meanwhile the offensive assumed farcical proportions. At the front the
troops were so disaffected by the hopeless military operation that they finally
refused to fight except to protect their lives. Once the Austrians, reinforced by
German reserves, went on the counter-offensive and drove them back, the
Russians’ defections became massive. On 21 August, in fact, German troops
entered the strategic seaport of Riga, placing themselves within easy striking
distance of Petrograd and pushing the Eastern Front appreciably into the
Russian heartland. The failure of the offensive, together with the existence of
hear-famine conditions in the cities, severely eroded the authority of the
Kerensky regime and the Petrograd Soviet, and fears that Kerensky was tilting
toward a dictatorship greatly enhanced the standing of the Bolsheviks. Within
little more than ten weeks the Bolsheviks transformed themselves from a /
fugitive party into one that was ascendant in the cities of European Russia and '

in the army on the Eastern Front.

PEASANT JACQUERIES AND SOLDIER MUTINIES

in the early autumn of 1917 the morale of the Russian people had sunk toa

new nadir. Prices soared in the cities, [ood was scarce, queues before bakeries L;*"'
and other shops grew ever longer and angrier, and the war’s end seemed
nowhere in sight. None ol the conipelling social problems that troubled the
neople was being resolved; nor did the government show any signs ol working
toward their solution, On the contrary, the Coalition Government seemed 1o

distance tsell symbolically from the resive masses by moving its headquarters
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from the Maryinsky Palace to the former seat of tsarist power, the posh and
ornate Winter Palace itself. The Petrograd Soviet, in turn, shifted its offices and
meeting place from the Tauride Palace to the more humble Smolny Institute, a
former girls’ boarding school, located far to the east of the city center, near the
Neva River.

The vast network of revolutionary and potentially revolutionary committees
that existed in the army, the factories, and the countryside showed no signs of
weakening. The increasingly militant peasantry kept seizing land and restoring
it to the communal tenure of the obshchina. In March only 34 counties had
reported peasant land seizures. In April the figure escalated to 174, then to
256 in May, 280 in June, and 325 in July. ‘These figures, however, do not give
a complete picture of the actual growth of the movement,” observes Trotsky,
‘because in each county the struggle assumed from month to month a more
and more stubborn and broad mass character.’*’

The only group with any political influence in the countryside—and hence
with a mass base outside the cities—were the Socialist Revolutionaries.
Accordingly it became fashionable and necessary for government officials who
wished to exercise any popular influence to designate themselves as SRs. Even
Kerensky, who tried to postpone land reform to the forthcoming constituent
assembly, designated himself a moderate Socialist Revolutionary. Such adhe-
sions so diluted the party program that they made the SR label all but
meaningless. Meanwhile, the efforts of authentic SR ministers like Chernov to
achieve land redistribution were stymied by the patina the party had acquired
as a member of the ruling coalition, which included the Kadets, who in turn
threatened to withdraw from any government that rejected private property
- rights. Revolutionary SRs who remained true to the party’s long-standing
program no longer felt at home within its ranks and in growing numbers began
~ to consolidate a faction known as the Left Socialist Revolutionaries (Left SRs).

By the end of July, peasant soviets had emerged in 52 of Russia’s 78
provinces and in 371 of its 813 districts. In the late summer of 1917, village
assemblies and district land committees were nearly indistinguishable from
rural soviets. Indeed, land redistribution began to top the agenda of district
and provincial congresses in rural areas. The [rightened gentry insistently
demanded that the Coalition Government take action against the rebellious
~ peasantry, and in July the interior minister ordered local olficials to prosecute

all land seizures. The arrests, in turn, served not to intimidate the peasants but
to incense them. The Executive Committee ol the Soviet ol Peasants’ Deputies,
rellecting the angry mood ol the countryside, denounced the agpressive
behavior of the ministry as a ‘counter-revolutionary ollensive’, all bur vali

dating peasant resistance, Peasants clushed with police. Soldiers on leave and

deserters, who had been propagandized by both the Bolsheviks and the
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emerging Left SRs, assisted the militant leaders in hghting ofl government

attempts to protect estate Owners. |
By late summer, the peasant movement wis assuiming, all the characteristics

of an outright jacquerie. Organized peasant bands, dis arding their traditional

humility, murdered gentry and pillaged and burned their manors. In earlier
months of the Revolution such acts had been few; but in September they
reached epidemic proportions. Even well-to-do peasants were being rt:d‘ucml to
the level of their fellow villagers. A vast transformation of Russian agriculture
was taking place on a scale that had not been seen in t‘t‘.l‘I.LLl]'iEE-. 'Fh»s: t:gahte:man
peasant ideal of freedom, volya, seemed on the brin k of becoming a reality.
In the meantime the army was steadily decomposing into a ragged mass of
ill-fed. ill-clothed, and aimless beggars with rifles. Frontline troops and
reserves alike did not hesitate to treat their military superiors with belligerency.
As William Henry Chamberlin notes in his classic history ot the Revolution,
‘the practise of throwing bombs and grenades into officers’ quarters
became a very popular sport during the last weeks of the Provisional [Coali- ;
tion] Government.’** The army was on the point of erupting into another full- -
scale mutiny. Although the government tried to bolster the authority c:f the
officers over the troops by giving them new powers, the officers were afraid to
exercise those powers; in many cases they joined the ranks of the de:serlfers,
leaving the command of their military units to committees or (o radicalized

junior officers.

THE KORNILOV REVOLT

The widespread social breakdown in Russia was matched by the .brﬁakdnmm of
the government’s authority. On 3 July, after failing to get .thEII‘ way on the
question of autonomy for the Ukraine, the three Kadet mim.sters remgn&@ A
few days later Prince Lvov followed them and surrendered his office as prime
minister. For three long weeks thereafter Russia had no functioning govern-
ment. Finally, on 24 July, a Second Coalition Government was fn::n‘nrfedT hier-
alding itsell as a ‘government of salvation of the revolution’ and claiming wide
plenary powers. [t was this coalition that was signally identified with one man, )
Alexander Kerensky, who became prime minister while still remaining mlmi'::ter

of the army and navy. In appointing all the other ministers, he gave a slight
concession to the socialists (eight, -as against seven liberals); the Kadets, in
LU, '.I}"ll‘l'il (8 |1'.II!|': t|1'.||l‘ 1 lhl' coalition m:ly' (1 {‘Hndiliﬂll I|Iil| Ihi.” HHI‘.'iHIHHI
ministers were no longer answerable to the Soviet or eyen 1o their own parties.
Astonishingly, the socialist ministers duly ac epted the Kadet terms and
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entered the government of ‘Comrade Kerensky’, as the Mensheviks and SRs
ironically called the prime minister. The PSR chief Chernov, who had resigned
as minister of agriculture on 20 July, returned to the government for a third
time on the insistence of the CEC of the Congress of Soviets, which wanted to
keep an eye on Kerensky’s doings.

The bourgeoisie, represented by the Kadets, did not take the Second Coa-
lition seriously. Feelings ran high among the upper classes that only a military
dictator could save Russia from the revolutionary Left; they were patently eager
for a counter-revolutionary man on horseback to clean out the Augean stables
of the Revolution and eliminate all its detestable committees, soviets, militias,
and left-wing socialists, to restore law and order, and to mobilize the defense
of the motherland against the Central Powers. But who would the man on
horseback be? He was already eagerly waiting in the wings: General Lavr
Kornilov, the self-described ‘son of a peasant Cossack’ who had grossly mis-
managed his command of the recent Galician offensive. On 18 July, Kerensky

~appointed him commander-in-chief of the army. Doubtless some kind of
understanding existed between the two men. Kerensky seemed to entertain the
fantasy that he could control Kornilov, who in turn began mobilizing hand-
picked forces for a march on Petrograd that would install him in power—and
* dispose not only of the soviets but of the Kerensky government as well.
- To legitimize the Second Coalition Government and to consolidate his base
among the respectable classes, Kerensky and his supporters assembled a State
. Conference, to be held on 12 August, composed, as he put it, of ‘all
responsible organizations, State Dumas, and municipalities.” The choice of
Moscow over Petrograd as the conference’s venue was not arbitrary: the gov-
ernment expected lewer workers and soldiers to demonstrate against its
authority. The Bolsheviks, who were not permitted to participate, responded
to their exclusion by organizing a general strike in the old capital on the
opening day of the conference. Of the 2500 delegates who showed up at the
Bolshoi Theater for the conference, possibly half were wealthy industrialists
and financiers, military men, landowning monarchists, and Duma bureau-
crats. Only about 500 came from various dumas; 313 from cooperatives; a
mere 330 from soviets: and 176 from trade unions.

Far from unifying the country, the conference merely exposed its cleavages.
In all it was a fiasco for Kerensky. One speaker after another condemned in
varying degrees the changes wrought by the February Revolution, much to the
enthusiasm ol the right-wing participants. Fven the aging ‘lather ol anarchist
communism’, Peter Kropotkin, who zealously supported the Allied war elfort,
denounced the Zimmerwaldians, o the enthusiastic applause of the Right.

Kornilov unexpectedly put in an appearance, 1o the wild cheers of the Righi

The "son ol o ‘r“”|l|t' Cossnck |n'.|'..lllll wils b g the 'I'“h“?'. not only ol
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reactionary Cossack officers but of conservative Kadets and wealthy patricians
and industrialists, who eagerly plowed funds into his movement for an
authoritarian government. The old tsarist political spectrum had shilted rad
ically to the right.

The prime minister, by contrast, came off as a dishrag. KiE:II'EI'lSk}-' was no less
eager than Kornilov to eliminate the Petrograd Left, including the Soviet, but
he was unprepared to leave the scene to Kornilov. Each of the two men
apparently considered himself to be the strongman to whom ﬂ'lrE.(}tlleI' had to
accede. For two weeks Kerensky and Komnilov had been positioning them-
selves on how to divide the power. It was only at the very last moment, on 25
August, that Kerensky realized that Kornilov intended to eliminate rh‘e Second
Coalition Government, Kerensky included, and assume power for himselt.

No sooner was the conference over than, to widespread public astonish-
ment, the prime minister peremptorily dismissed Kornilov as cnmman‘dep
in-chief. But the resolute Cossack general simply ignored Kerensky’s dismissal
order (absurdly declaring that the prime minister had acted ‘under the
pressure of the Bolshevik majority of the Soviets’ and accusing K'mitnsky of
acting ‘in full agreement with the plans of the German general statt 7). Dr% 26
August, on the eve of the six-month anniversary of the FEII.)IU&I}? Revolution,
Kornilov began to move troops toward Petrograd, ostensibly to forestall a
Bolshevik plot from using the celebration to take over the government. The
man on horseback would then use this trumped-up excuse to establish a
military dictatorship. The bourgeoisie was ecstatic; the Kadet ministers obli- .
singly resigned from the coalition, to destabilize the government and ease
Kornilov’s ascent to power. Ironically, Kerensky was left with a government
composed mainly of socialists.

Kornilov’s troops were highly select forces who were believed to be the most
reliable in the Russian army. They included the ‘Savage Division’, made up of
Caucasian mountain tribesmen well known for their ferocity in battle, as well
as reactionary Cossack units. Kornilovite generals pledged entire divisions—
which they barely controlled—to aid in the coup. Their initial movement
toward Petrograd produced panic within the government and the Soviet lead-
crship. But it aroused the fighting spirit of Petrograd to an extent that the
capital had not seen since February. Every political ﬂrganizatlﬂp to the left of
the Kadets—Ilabor organizations, soviets, revolutionary committees, and the
like—rallied unhesitatingly to the defense of the city and the Revolution. The
CEC pledged full support for Kerensky and even voted to allow him to form
whatever government he chose as an alternative, as long as he actively lought
Kornilov's coup attempt. The Bolshevile Party, whose enormous influence
among the Petrograd worlers could no longer be ipnored, was restored o
legality, and its members arrested alter the luly Days were freed, All the
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socialist parties, together with numerous soviet executive committees—
including that of the Congress of Soviets of Peasant Deputies—joined together
to constitute a Committee for Struggle with Counter-revolution, which reso-
lutely went about mobilizing Petrograd and its environs against the mailed fist
of military counter-revolution.

The backbone of the city’s defense consisted of the local soviets—especially
_ district soviets and various naval soviets—which quickly formed a multitude of
- revolutionary committees—more than 240 on the night of 27-28 August
alone. The initiative that these secondary soviets took in organizing the
opposition to the military coup cannot be overstated. At a meeting of their
Interdistrict Conference on 28 August, they laid out the following plan of
action:

[Tlhe assembled district soviet representatives voted to delegate a repre-
sentative to the Committee for Struggle and to each of its sections, to
remain in permanent session, to take the lead in organizing an armed
workers’ militia under the political responsibility of the Interdistrict Con-
ference and district soviets, to impose control by district soviets over the
actions of local government commissars, to send out roving patrols charged
with detaining counterrevolutionary agitators, and to establish close con-
tact between soviets and dumas in all districts. These were not mere
statements of intent: the Interdistrict Conference at once dispatched to all
district soviets in and around Petrograd specific directives relating to the
recruitment, organization, and arming of a workers’ militia. For the dura-
tion of the Kornilov emergency, the Interdistrict Conference’s offices at
Smolny and the headquarters of each district soviet became directing
centers for the preservation of revolutionary order and for mass action
against the counterrevolution.'®

_~On 28-29 August, the soviets began to train workers to form a ‘Red Guard’

‘"‘x\ﬂmt soon numbered some 25,000 fighting men. The Bolsheviks, in effect, now
had their own proletarian army, equipped not only with rifles but also with
machine guns and carefully structured around the command of class-
conscious revolutionary leaders. By contrast, the ‘Savage Division’, upon
which Kornilov placed so many of his hopes, consisted of a mere 1300
horsemen, and even that small complement was 600 rifles short. Despite their
reputation for ferocity, their morale was no higher than that of the rest of the
Russian troops. As the trains bearing the Caucasian regiments neared Tsarskoe
sSelo and the capital, they encountered a multitude of obstructions created by

ralroad workers, who had 1o up some tracks and blocked others with

tumber-hlled railroad cars. Telegraphers, i wimn, prevented Kormiloyv's forces

(.
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from communicating with either their officers or even Kornilov Fn'rmu;l”}*.
whom illness had obliged to remain at supreme military headquarters at
Moghilev.

As it happened, many of Kornilov's troops had not been informed ol the
purpose of their deployment and had no idea what they would do when they
occupied Petrograd. While they were idled along the tracks, a Caucasian-
speaking delegation from the Soviet [raternized with the division and informed
them of the aim of their mission. The Caucasians were easily persuaded to
disobey their orders and even formed a committee to prevent any further
movement toward Petrograd. The Cossack units, most of which were
demoralized by the war and by their unsavory role as the policemen of reac-
tion, were turned against the Kornilov coup and refused to march on thef,f
capital.

The Kornilov affair thus ended pitifully, without a shot being fired or a blow
being struck on the general’s behalf. It fell apart primarily as a result ot actions
by railroad workers and a handful of agitators. Even if the troops had reached
the capital and attempted to take it, they almost certainly would have been
defeated by the thousands of armed workers and garrisoned soldiers who were
mobilized against them. Kornilov himself surrendered on 1 September and was
duly imprisoned. Right-wing politicians and officers who had supported him
were arrested, and pro-Kornilov groups were immediately disbanded.

KERENSKY IN POWER

The Kornilov plot served not only to expose the weakness of the counter-

revolutionary forces but to restore the resolute Bolsheviks as a major force in

the Revolution, even adding to their prestige among the masses.
Following Kornilov’s surrender, Kerensky, filled with hubris, struck the

pose of a revolutionary Napoleon, naming himself commander-in-chief of the—

army. Inasmuch as the Kadets had resigned from the Second Coalition Gov-
ernment, it was necessary to form a third one. But should the Kadets be
included in the new coalition? They had supported Kornilov’s plot, which in
itsell seemed to exclude them; and they were also the principal bourgeois party
in Russia in what was a nominally bourgeois revolution. The perplexing
question proved to be intractable, and on 1 September Kerensky named a five- .
man inner cabinet or Directory (a name redolent of the 1795-9 French gov-
ernment), to exercise plenary powers as an interim government. The Direct-
ory's members included Tereschenko, a right-wing Social Democrat; Nikitin, a
Menshevik who had alveady been interior minister; and two military olhicers,




