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PREFACE

The Russian Revolution has been the subject of memoirs and
the object of research for over a half century. While some
aspects of the revolution have received considerable attention,
others have been inadequately treated or neglected. Historians
have spent much effort studying the Bolsheviks in order to
explain their success in November 1917. Similarly, some scholars
have compiled exhaustive treatises detailing the errors of the
Bolshevik opposition in ordervto explain the triumph of Novem-
ber. The popular masses and the institutions constructed by the
revolutionaries, however, have received only slight study or dis-~
torted treatment. The chasm between revolutionary enthusiasm
and organization, usually a fundamental contradiction in revolu-
tion, makes the study of revolutionary institutioms in 1917
essential for understanding the kussian Revolution. The Petro-
grad Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies was, without
doubt, the most important revolutionary institutiom in 1917
Russia. The study that follows examines not only the structure
of the Petrograd Soviet, but the decisions made by that body and
the basis on which it made them.

The Petrograd Soviet has been the object of only one book-

length study, G. I. Zlokazov's Petrogradskii sovet rabochikh i

soldatskikh deputatov v period mirmogo razvitiia revoliutsiia

(The Petrograd Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies during

the Peaceful Period of the Development of the Revolution

iii



(February-June 1917) (Moscow, 1969). The work covers only one-

half of the pre—-November period of the Petrograd Soviet and suffers
from distortions common to all U, S. S. R. party histories of the
period. The only non-communist work to treat the Petrograd

Soviet in any detail is Oskar Anweiler's Die RHtebewegung in

Russland 1905-1921) (The Council Movement in Russia 1905-1921)

(Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1958). The Petrograd Soviet is not the
main object of Anweller's research which is in no way exhaus-
tive on any aspect of the Soviet movement in 1917. A few
scholarly articles cover certain narrow aspects of the Soviet in
1917, but their subjects taken together make up only a very
slight portion of the total picture of the institution. No
exhaustive treatment of the Petrograd Soviet of Workers' and
Soldiers' Deputies between March and November 1917 exists; in
the following study the author attempts to realize such a treat-
ment.

Some technical obsgrvations are necessary. All dates for
events concerning the Petrograd Soviet and the Russian Revolution
are given in the New Style (Gregorian) calendar, not the Julian
calendar in use in 1917 Russia and which was thirteen days behind
the Gregorian. The transliteration system from the Russian is
that of the Library of Congress with the following modifications:
(a) ligatures have been omitted; (b) in direct quotation of
materials already in English translation the transliteration
system ih the translation is retained; (c) a few proper names

which have become standardized in English in other transliterations



have been given in the customary form, e.g., Trotsky, Kerensky, and
soviet, not Trotskii, Kerenskii, and sovet. Throughout this study

the term soviet refers only to the political institution prior to 1918
and not the current common usage of the word to refer to the people or
government of the U. S. S. R.

I owe an especial debt of gratitude to Dr. Henry J. Tobias, the
suﬁervisor of this dissertation. Despite a busy schedule chairing a
large department, he spent untold hours guiding my work, challenging
my concepts of the Russian Revolution, and aiding my written expression.
To the other members of my committee, Drs. Russell D. Buhite, Gordon D.
Drummond, and Dougald T. Calhoun and to Dr. Robert Nye, I am indebted for
many helpful suggestions and particularly for the questions they raised
that made me continually reexamine my train of thought as expressed
in the dissertation. To my students and my academic colleagues I owe
apologies when the writing of this dissertation detracted from my teach-
ing duties. To Dr. Rob Roy MacGregor, who started me on the path of
studying history, and Dr. Kenneth I. Dailey, under whom I completed my
work for the Masters in history, I wish to express my whole-hearted
appreciation. The numerous archives, libraries, and institutions and
their staffs that aided me in the procurement of sources I can never
repay for their efforts and kindnesses beyond the call of duty. 1
particularly wish to express my gratitude to Miss Juanita Means, former
Reference Librarian at Oklahoma City University, whose bibliographic
knowledge never failed me and whose penchant for accuracy kept me vigilant.
I wish to thank my parents for being so understanding and supportive

of me for all these many years.

Virgil D. Medlin



INTRODUCTION

Soviets (Councils) existed in Russia long before 1917. Examples

in Imperial Russia include the Sovet Imperii (Council of the Empire),

Sovet Stareishin (Council of Elders), and Sovet Ministrov (Council of

Ministers). Among Russian revolutionaries the term developed an es~
pecial connotation from its use to designate the revolutionary toiling
class bodies established in 1905 and 1917. The institutionalization of

revolution around soviets, however, until the Bolshevik coup de grﬁce

in November 1917 was never a permanent, organic part of the Russian
revolutionary world. According to Viktor Chernov,1 the veteran Social-
ist Revolutionary theorist and party leader, "It was an ad hoc organi-
zation of a united socialist and revolutionary front in a militant per-
iod, in the fire and storm of advancing revolution."

In the autumn of 1905 the workers of St. Petersburg created an
entirely new type of revolutionary organization, a workers' soviet.
This new structure allowed the workers of the capital to bridge in
part the chasm between revolutionary enthusiasm and organization,
generally recognized by scholars as a fundamental contradiction in
the 1905 Revolution and a major cause of its eventual failure. Al-
though no more than an oversized strike committee at first, the
Petersburg Soviet provided a rallying point for at least one-half

of the proletariat of the national capital and as a result came
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to head a political strike already in progress. Inasmuch as

the Petersburg Soviet aided the direction of the strike movement,
~ the new body established a solid popular foundation, allowing
it to expand its activities even after the termination of the
strike which had called it into existence. Thus when the Peters-~
burg Soviet on October 19, three days before the end of the Octo-
ber strike, adopted a decree on the freedom of the press, it
became more than a simple strike committee. This political act
led the Soviet--at times unwillingly--to organizing an armed
militia for protection from the reprisals of reactionary groups
and the police, and led it to sponsor the November strike for
the Kronstadt sailors and the workers' eight-hour day movement.
The Petersburg Soviet became in actuality a de facto, although
somewhat cautious, revolutionary government, as the supine
tsarist regime appeared determingd at times to thrust authority,
in the capital at least, on a body trembling at its own actions.
As an elective proletarian body (one deputy per 500 workers),
entrusted by its electorate with the execution of definite
revolutionary policies, the Petersburg Soviet did seek the attain-
ment of political goals, including the overthrow of thg existing
regime, the establishment of a constituent assembly, and civil
liberties for all classes.S

The Petersburg Soviet failed in part because it did not orga-
nize the working class -of the capital and thereby was unable to channel
the workers' enthusiasm. Unskilled in the technique of revolution

and without a tradition of organization, the Soviet was unable to



harness proletarian energies and apply them to the task at
hand. As a democratic institution--the privilege of being
elected as the representative of one's fellow workers (and the
constant realization of being recalled if constituent wishes
were not followed)--meant to the deputies of the Soviet that
they had to follow the dictates of their constituents, if neces-
sary even against their own better judgement. In effect the
caprice of the workers, undisciplined and politically inexperi-
enced, determined Soviet policy. The Soviet reversed itself at the
desire of its constituents and led the demonstration of October
18. At their will, it sponsored the campaign for anveight-hour
working day which many deputies realized was reckless, declared
the November strike, and upon its termination returned to the
movement for a shorter working day. Consequently, when time
came for action in late November neither the Petersburg Soviet
nor the workers of the capital had spent sufficient Eime on
organization to defend themselves. Only the apprehension of
the regime, unsettled by a year of revolution, prevented the
earlier suppression of the Petersburg Soviet.6

The failure of the Petersburg Soviet partially resulted
from its uncooperative attitude toward the non-proletarian
portion of Russian society. Relations with the peasantry
scarcely existed. Whether from a lack of understanding of
peasant problems or from Social Democratic (the dominant force
in the Soviet) disdain toward the peasantry as a political

force, the Soviet rebuffed all efforts of the Socialist



Revolutionaries to attract peasant support and enter into
relations with the villages. As a purely proletarian organiza-
tion, the Soviet rejected the aid of the bourgeoisie and liberal
intelligentsia, although it did accept the financial support of the
liberal Union of Unions. Count Sergei Witte capitalized on this
and split the regime's opposition through concessions embodied
in the Manifesto of October 17, successfully isolating the
Petersburg Soviet from moderate elements in the capital,
although this was not immediately apparent even to members of
the Soviet. The November strike and the eight-hour day movement
revealed, within a short time, the isolation of the Petersburg
Soviet in the capital and even the lack of unity in proletarian
ranks. In October the proletariat had not achieved victory
single-handed; in November, isolated and confronted with the
neutrality or open hostility of other classes, the Petersburg
workers went down in decisive defeat.

In view of the Petersburg Soviet's compositiom and philo-
sophy, whether that body could have achieved cooperation with
the non-proletarian social elements is a matter of doubt.
From the time of its organization the Soviet was in actuality
controlled first by Mensheviks and then by Bolsheviks; and although
both factions of the Social Democratic party disputed the proper
policy for the Soviet to pursue, both were united in their belief

that the institution should remain a purely proletarian organization.
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When the army was in ferment, the peasantry and workers were
quie?; when the workers were aroused, the peasantry remained
passive and the army, again obeying its officers, assisted in
subduing the urban workers. Worst of all the Sowviet, unable
to lead the revolutionary workers, endorsed goals (e.g., the
eight-hour day ) which united the moderate bourgeois elements
with the government and wasted proletarian strength needed for
the attainment of more decisive revolﬁtionary.goals.7

Failure also stemmed from the Petersburg Soviet's meager
efforts toward promoting the construction of a national soviet
organization. The Soviet sent two deputies to the Volga region,
two to Odessa, and a representative to the Moscow Soviet. Soviets
in Moscow, Odessa, and several cities in the Baltic region in
turn sent delegates to Petersburg. These few exchanges and an
abortive effort to convoke an A;l;Russian Workers® Congress were
the extent of the Petersburg Swviet's campaign to unite the
Russian working class through a national Soviet.

The Soviet example in the capital achieved more than that
body's own efforts at national organization. Soviets sprang
up all over Russia in late November and early December 1905 in
imitation of the successful establishment of a workers' council
in Petersburg. These Soviets, however, arose too late; the

flood tide of reaction ran strong and belated uprisings in



Moscow and other cities enabled the regime to crush them without
great difficulty. Once again revolutionary spirit had outdis-
tanced revolutionary organization and the proletariap, assuming
a task it had not equipped itself to undertake, paid a heavy
toll in defeat, starvation, and death.8

Two diametrically opposite views of the Petersburg Soviet
emerged from the experience of the 1905 Revolution. V. I.

Lenin's public view in 1905 of the Soviet was not his private

viewpoint. In Novaia zhizn' he wrote, "Circumstances may force

us to participate in non-Party organizations . . . ; such partici-
pation . . . is admissable only if the independence of the
workers' party is fully protected, and if the Party members or
groups 'delegated' to non-Party unions or soviets are controlled
and directed by the Party as a whole."9 His real view of the
Soviet, however, was not in line ‘with the thinking of the rest

. of the Bolshevik party and he was persuaded not to publicize it:
"The Soviet must proclaim itself the provisional revolutionary
government, or form such a government, and be sure to draw in

new deputies to this end--not only from workers but also, first,

from sailors and soldiers, who are already reaching out for

freedom everywhere; second, from the revolutionary peasantry;
10

third, from the revolutionary bourgeois intelligentsia . . . ."

With the failure of the 1905 Revolution, however, Lenin saw
alliance between the Soviet and the bourgeois intelligentsia
as useless and formulated the concept of a '"democratic dictator-

11
ship of the proletariat and peasantry." Lenin's post-mortem view was g



solitary outlook, as the majority of revolutionaries saw the
failure of 1905 largely the result of non-cooperation with the
bourgeoisie. As the Menshevik F. I. Dan wrote of these contrast-
ing metamorphesis of Leninism and non-Leninism (here Menshevism):
"More and more Menshevism began to turn the struggle for 'bour-
geois' political democracy and its preservation imto its own

~ paramount task, reformistically subordinating to it the 'class'
socialist objectives of the praletariat. Bolshevism, on the
other hand, stressed the 'construction of socialism'; it cast
aside and attacked the very idea of a 'consistent democracy'

that from the very birth of Bolshevism had been its fundamental
"12 Lenin's position was essentially the

13
rejection of democracy and the advocacy of dictatorship. For

fraction slogan . . . .

the majority of Russian socialists the 1905 Soviet experience
meant that in the future they should minimize the socialist
demands of their prbgrams so as not to estrange the masses from
their liberal allies. The Soviet appeared destined for obscurity.
The most significant view of the Petersburg Soviet, however,
in 1905 was probably not that of the parties and their leaders,
but rather that of the masses. Few bothered tovconsult the anony-
mous masses who had reared the Soviet on their shoulders and for
a brief day had stood face to face on equal terms with tsardom.
The memory of those people was long, and the lessons they learned
were bitter. ﬁleven years following their defeat by the autocracy
the workers of Petersburg (then Petrograd), catching their

- breath after the coilapse of autocracy, once more gathered in



- thelr factories to elect delegates to another Soviet of Workers'
Deputies. Their experiences and those of the revolutionary
- intelligentsia would clash before November 1917.

According to the last president of the Imperial State Duma,
Mikhail V. Rodzianko, the soviet movement existed right up to
1917, as the "Executive Committee of the Soviet of Workers' Depu-
ties had existed without break, though secretly, since 1905 and
had never ceased its agitation."l4 While the Social Democrat,
N. N. Sukhanov, admits in his voluminous memoirs of 1917 that
elections to soviets may have taken place occasiomally between
1905 and.1917, "they were illegal, accidental, and without
concrete aims.“15 The study of the 1917 P~trograd Soviet of

Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies that follows shows Sukhanov's

assessment essentially to be correct, not Rodzianko's.
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CHAPTER I

THE BIRTH OF "REVOLUTIONARY DEMOCRACY™

Like the March coup d'état the instigation and formation of
the Petrograd Soviet must remain forever beyond partisan claims.
The socialist parties were hopelessly bankrupt, and thus the
early days of the Soviet were a heyday for independent radicalism.
The Socialist Revolutionary (SR) movement survived in the capital
only as a "skeleton of a few illegal groups with no generally
recognized center."1 The minuscule Menshevik faction nearly
fell apart with the arrest on February 9, 1917 of a number of
the members of the Labor Group of the Central War Industries
Committee. The Bolsheviks were nearly in limbo. Aleksandr
Gavrilovich Shliapnikov (Belenin), head of the Russian Bureau of
the Bolshevik Central Committee,'admitted that its efforts
were uncoordinated and that the party was entrenched only in
the navy. It did not oécur to him that "this would be the last
and decisive battle against tsarism."2 The SR S. D. Mstislavskii
admitted that "The revolution caugﬁt us, the party men of the
time, sleeping like the foolish virgins of the gospels."3
The SR leader, V. M. Zenzinov, wrote of the March days, "The
revolution struck like lightning from the sky . . . . Let us
be frank: it was a great and joyful event, unexpected even by
those of us who had been wofking toward it for many years and

4
waiting for it always." Socialist leaders, such as Zenzinov and



0. A. Ermanskii (Menshevik Internationalist) were in the streets
observing the demonstrators' activities, while I. Iurenev (Interdis-
" trictite) and K. S. Grinevich (Menshevik Internationalist) delivered
rousing speeches urging the masses to further actions. The
socialist parties apparently held no meetings at all to capitalize
on this outbreak; even the Bolshevik léadership was reluctant
to bring the March days to a head in a showdown with the regime.
Such inaction and indecision most likely stemmed from the majority
of top-ranking socialist leaders, such as Viktor Chernov, I. G.
Tseretelli, V. I. Lenin, Leon Trotsky, F. I. Dan, Iu. Martov, and
many others being in exile.5

Party leaders in Petrograd, however, did make some attempts
toward united action to organize the revolution on an institu-
tional basis. According to N. N. Sukhanov, the revolution's
contemporary chronicler, meetings held on March 8 and 9 discussed
the question of raising a soviet. F. A. Cherevanin (Menshevik
Defensist) presented such a proposal at a March 9th meeting at
which time, Sukhanov notes, "instructions for elections fto a
soviet] were issued by this meeting... and successfully carried
out by the factories of the capital."6 Elections, however, did
not immediately follow in the factories, though workers at the
Franko-Russkii and Promet plants did elect representatives to a
soviet on March 9.7

The developments of March 9 had a strong impact on many lower

ranking members of the various parties, but the ramk-and-file

were more interested in raising revolution than in ordering it
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into a soviet. For example, at the Vyborg district meeting of
Bolsheviks that evening N. F. Sveshnikov summarized the party's
. position: '"The atmosphere was exalting, but we felt the absence
of common leadership, and bad communication from other districts.
Correct revolutionary guidance by the Central Commmittee was
really nee@ed." The Vyborg district committee endorsed a
resolution introduced by I. D. Chugurin calling for a general
strike, intensifying the struggle with the police and the reac-

tion to the rising emotions among the masses. The Bolshevik Central
Committee responded coolly tn Chugurin's proposal. Once street
fighting broke out Bolshevik activists urged an armed uprising
and demanded that the central committee of their party issue a
written appeal to the workers to take up arms. The committee
did publish a diatribe against the war, tsarism, and the bourgeoisie,
‘but did not urge the raising of revolution. The Petersburg
committee at this point, ignored its superior, the central
committee and decided to issue its own pamphlet and create
workers' committees in each factory. These Bolshevik activists
decided that they should escalate the conflict from a general
strike to one of an armed uprising if the govermment took strong
measures against the workers.

On March 10 activist Bolshevik leaders held a meeting which
discussed, among other things, creating a soviet. One member of
the underground Vyborg District Bolshevik Committee, N. F.
Sveshnikov, recalls that at the district meeting that evening

reports were received that many factories had already started to
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elect representatives to a soviet. The Petersburg Bolshevik
Committee did not issue, contrary to some assertions, an appeal
. on March 10 for the creation of soviets. Iurenev, an eye-witness,
later wrote that '"essentially the slogan of a soviet advanced by
the Petersburg committee remained on paper and there were no
concrete actions in the sense of the organization of soviets...."
On that same night of March 10-l11 members of Petersburg Bolshevik
Committee were arrested by the police and further efforts to
establish a soviet were largely paralyzed.8

Differences between the Bolshevik Central Committee and its
Petersburg c.ommittee over revolutionary strategy and éstablishing
a soviet grew dramatically after March 9. Aleksandr Shliapnikov,
as head of the central committee, set a policy of concentrating
Bolshevik efforts on organizing workers for a May Day movement.
The central committee was clearly organization oriented, while
the Petersburg committee was action and mobilization oriented.
Shliapnikov did rot feel that the attainment of revolution was
possible much less that it would lead to the establishment of
soviets. The radical Vyborg district Bolsheviks, however,
encouraged the first strikes and demonstrations, contrary to
directives of the central committee. Even when Shliapnikov
tried to restrain the Viborg activists, to avoid provoking an
uncontrollable political reaction, the Petersburg committee
responded by adopting a resolution calling for a three-day
general strike.

The arrest of the Petersburg committee and the govermment's
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vigorous response dampened activist Bolshevik spirits for raising
and sovietizing (ordering) a revolution. Concerning events, as
of the evening of March 11, V. Ia. Kiaurov wrote ". . . the
revolution is liquidating itself. The demonstrators are dis-
armed. No one is capable of further response to a government
that has taken such decisive measures."10 Chugurin repeatedly
proposed to Shliapnikov that armed commandoes be organized to
continue the struggle, but the Bolshevik leader always rejected
this, fearing that this would excite the soldiers against the
workers. Shliapnikov thought it best "to continue the work of
propaganda" in order "to win over the soldiers and paralyze
tsarism.“11

Similar differences and attitudes were also common among
the non-Bolshevik revolutionary elements. On March 10th at the
apartment of the well-known writer, Maxim Gorky, wvarious socialist
sub-leaders met and, according to I. Iurenev, decided on Gorky's
motion to issue illegal pamphlets to the workers.12 No practical
results came of a second meeting the following day which
happened to‘coincide with the regular 6-7 P. M. meeting at A. F.
Kerensky's flat of the so-called Information Bureau of the Parties
of the Left. Attending the session were Kerensky, Chkheidze,
Zenzinov, M. I. Skobelev (Menshevik-Defensist8), and N. D. Sokolov
(non-party lawyer, close to Menshevik-Internationalists), I.
Iurenev, P8tr Aleksandrovich (Left SR), Znamenskii and
Berezin (Trudoviks),H. Erlich (Bund), A. V. Peshekhonov (Popu-

13
lar Socialist), and 0. A. Ermanskii. Surprisingly, the right
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wing among those present, Kerensky, Erlich, and Zenzinov,
insisted on the continuation of the struggle, whereas the most
radical of all, Iurenev, feeling the impact of the Bolshevik Peters-
burg Committee's arrest declared: '"'There is no revolution nor
will there be. The movement of the troops is dwindling away

to nothing and we must prepare ourselves for a long period of
14

reaction." As Zenzinov wrote of the encounter:

We were maintaining that the tide of revolution

was rising, that we should prepare ourselves

for decisive events; Iurenev, who considered

himself to the left of us, was clearly trying

to throw cold water on what we were saying. It

was obvious to us that this attitude was not

merely his own, but also that of the Bolshevik

organization in Petersburg. Iurenev did not

hold with forcing the pace; he maintained that

the incipient movement would not be successful,

and even insisted that the excited workers must

be calmed down.l5

None of the prévious mentioned meetings led to any unified
action toward ordering the revolution. A session, however, called
by the sub-leaders of a number of moderate Mensheviks resulted
in a formal call to form a soviet of workers' deputies. Activists
from all districts in Petrograd, in agreement with members of the
Imperial State Duma Social Democratic leadership, met on March
10 at the headquarters of the Consumers' Union of Workers (one
of the few legal workers' organizations still in existence).
The meeting opened about 3 P. M. with 30 to 40 representatives
from almost all thirteen districts of the capital, including a

number of district officials of the Cooperatives Union. Among
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those'attending were N. S. Chkheidze, the Menshevik Duma leader
and later chairman of the Petrograd Soviet, the previously
mentioned Cherevanin, and I. G. Volkov and N. Iu. Kapelinskii,
leaders of the cooperative movement in Petrograd. After discus-
sing the situation, they decided to call a council of workers'
deputies modeled on the St. Petersburg Soviet of 1905. The Workers'
Cooperatives and boards of workers' sickness-benefit—funds were
to organize elections in the various factories. Am all-city
center set up in the office of the Petrograd Union of Workers'
Cooperatives would receive all information from the districts.
The initial assembly of the Soviet was scheduled for the following
day. The representatives present spread the news of these plans
to the factories in their districts.

Word of the élan to form a soviet spread in the capital with
remarkable speed.16 I. Gordienko, a Bolshevik worker, heard 5

street agitation that same day urging the electiom of a soviet.

The Menshevik organ, Rabochaia gazeta, on March 20 reported:

"It was unanimous among the masses and on the secomd day of the
r;volution--on Saturday the 25th of February [Marech 10] ~-one
heard the slogan: it is necessary to create and organize a
soviet of workers' and soldiers' deputies." An Okhrana agent,

Shurkanov, at the time noted:

The question of the creation of a soviet of
workers' deputies is proposed.... The election
of deputies to a soviet of workers' deputies is
being carried out in factories; and probably to-
morrow morning or at least by tomorrow evening

a soviet of workers' deputies will begin its
function.
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- The Petersburg committee of the Bolshevik party reacted to
the Menshevik proposal to form a soviet by reluctantly proposing,
on the Interdistrictites' demand, to create an "information

bureau for the guidance of factory committees,"

enly to have
Shliapnikov reject their proposition. After the imprisonment
of the Petersburg committee, Shliapnikov was evem more skeptical
toward raising revolution much less soviets and "did not find
the strength within himself to issue instructions the following
day . ."19 |

Momentarily the Menshevik initiative was also hampered,

for the police rounded up the leaders of this movement on the

night of March 10-11, along with the five Bolshevik sub-leaders.
After issuing the Menshevik appeal for the convocation of a soviet,
several of these representatives left the headquaxters of the
Consumers' Union of Workers for a meeting at the offices of the
labour group of the Central War Industries Committee. The revolu-
tionaries were under police surveillance, for as soon as the
representatives arrived on the premises of the labor group of the
War Industries Committee, they were arrested. (Still yet another
segment of the labor group attended a joint meetimg with the
representatives of the public organizations in the Municipal Duma,
and though not arrested the imprisonment of their colleagues appar-
ently curtailed their efforts). That same night Imterior Minister
A. D. Protopopov ordered the arrest of over one hunmdred other persons,
all sub~leaders of the revolutionary parties. The government did not

arrest leaders such as Shliapnikov, Zenzinov, Iuremev, and Ermanskii,

but the imprisonment of the one hundred sub-leaders resulted in a
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loss of local leadership needed to establish a soviet as an organ-
izational base of the revolution.

While the workers initially responded enthusiastically to
the proposal to create a soviet, the street fighting that broke
out that same day overshadowed that effort. Nonetheless, elec-
tions to a workers' soviet did occur. For example, in the-Vyborg
district the Parviainen Factory workers elected deputies on Mérch
11. F. Z. Evseev (Bolshevik) recollected that in the tool shop
of the munitions factory workers had prepared for the formation
of a soviet before March 12. F. A. Lemeshev, I. G. Gavrilov, and
V. Ia. Kaiurov (Bolsheviks) recalled workers electing deputies

to the soviet on March 10 and ll.(zo)

Such lower party echelon
activities contrasted strangely with the beliefs of top level
Bolshevik leaders and their lieutenants that a revolution was not
in progress and would not develop out of the current disturbances.
The soviet movement received renewed force when insurgents
attacked the Kresty prison in the Vyborg district and released a
number of political prisoners. Among these men were K. A. Gvozdev
and B. 0. Bogdanov, leaders of the labor group of the Central War
Industries Committee, which had made the first serious efforts
toward establishment of a soviet. While the Bolsheviks from Kresty
went off to fight in the streets, Gvozdev and Bogdanov and others

concerned with giving direction to the revolution through the organ-

izational base of a soviet went to the Tauride Palace. Its geographical
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proximity to the workers' district was not the only reason the
palace became the center of revolutionary insurgency, as the Soviet

Russian historian, E. N. Burdzhalov, explains:

The new Social strata,which participated in the
revolutionary struggle for the first time,looked
upon the State Duma as something like popular
representation and upon the Duma leaders as
fighters against the tsarist regime. They
regarded the Duma as [their\center and deemed

it possible to sever themselves from the past

in the least painful way with its assistance.
The soldiers, having broken their oaths to

the tsar and joined the people,wished to obtain
approval of their conduct from this "legal
ingtitution." The officers who had joined the
soldiers, and the masses of the city population
who supported the uprising, endeavored to
absolve themselves from responsibility for their
actions by the authority of the Duma. This is
why the slogan: '"To the Tauride Palace! To the
State Duma!" met with wide support from the
popular masses.

A few activist Bolsheviks in the Vyborg district appealed to
insurgents to make the Finland Station the center of the uprising,
but they too soon joined with those heading for the Tauride
Palace.

At the Tauride Palace insurgents met the socialist deputies
of the Duma, Chkheidze and Skobelev, and requested that Kerensky
arrange with M. V. Rodzianko for a meeting room in order to
organize a soviet. Thée Duma president expressed his opinion on
the danger of granting such a request to which Kerensky replied:
"What's dangerous about it? After all, somebody must take charge
of the workers."22 Thus the enormous meeting hall of the Duma
Budget Commission, room 12, was open about 3 or 4 P. M. to the

socialists-~quite appropriately on the left wing of the palace.



Prince S. P. Mansyrev, a Kadet who witnessed this event, recalled
that in this group were seven or eight men who tald him that

they had just come from Kresty prison and that tiey intended to
establish a soviet under the chairmanship of 6. S. Khrustalev-
Nosar, the all but forgotten president of the 1905 Soviet. "It

was thus by our collaboration," commented the prince bitterly,

"that this little group of suspects could proclaim the Soviet."23
Those present at this preorganizational meeting were to a
man intelligentsia: Chkheidze, Skobelev, Bogdanov, Gvozdev,
Broido (Mensheviks); shortly joined by the lawyer Khrustalev-
Nosar, the Mensheviks Sokolov and Grinevich and the Cooperatists-
Volkov and Kapelinskii. The Mensheviks Groman, Frankorusskii,
Sokolovskii, G. S. Pankov; the Bolsheviks Shliapnikov and P. A.
Zalutskii; the SR E. B. Surin; the Bundist Erlich; and the Inter-
nationalists Sukhanov and I. M. Steklov probably also attended,24
but not Kerensky though he had arranged the meeting place.25 This
gathering constituted itself as a "Provisioqal Executive Committee

of the Petrograd Soviet of Workers' Deputies'" and quickly issued

the following appeal to the populace of the capital:

Citizens! The representatives of the workers,
soldiers, and inhabitants of Petrograd who are
meeting in the State Duma, announce that the
first meeting of their representatives will be
held to night at 7 o'clock in the evening within
the confines of the State Duma. All troops
which took the side of the people should immed-
iately elect their own representatives, one per-
son per one company. Factories elect their

own deputies, one person per one thousand



people. Factories which have less than a

thousandzgorkers elect one deputy from each

factory.

Until recent years Soviet Russian historians dated a Bolshe-
vik appeal for a soviet from March 11 or one day earlier than the
manifesto from the Tauride Palace.27 However, the Soviet Russian
historian, Burdzhalov, has proven that this appeal was actually
edited on March 12 and published on March and therefore after
the victory of the revolution.28 More importantly, however, the
Bolshevik manifesto did not call for elections to a soviet,
but rather for a provisional revolutionary government!29 Some
party members feared the soviet concept, since they knew the
Bolshevik party to be so weak that the Mensheviks would control
it.30 Soviet Russian historians have now acknowledged that the
"bourgeoisie' came to power in March because of better organiza-
tion and political ability than the Bolsheviks.31

This last manifesto, which also contained all the planks of
that party's platform, appeared in a supplement to the first
issue of Izvestiia, the Petrograd Soviet's organ. The Bolshevik
Vladimir Bonch-Bruevich explained how he seized the printing works
.of the popular daily, Kopeika, offered the newspaper to the
Soviet Executive Committee, received approval, and proceeded to
print the first issue of Izvestiia. Though an editorial board
had been elected, Bonch-Bruevich, on his own, issued a Bolshevik

supplement which was completely out of step with the program

of the new Soviet Executive Committee. Later he wrote:

22



23

This was among my early sins committed in

Izvestiia, sins for which later, as more of

them accumulated, I was asked to make public

confessions and for which I was subjected to

an interrogation by that Pope of Menshevik

bigots, Tseretelli himself, and was finally

deprived of my mandate in Izvestiia because

of my Bolshevik convictions.

The Interdistrictites and Left SR's on March 12, before the
Bolshevik manifesto appeared, also published an appeal for the
establishment of a provisional revolutionary government, indi-
cating that they, like the Bolsheviks, were hostile toward the
establishment of the Petrograd Soviet. The Interdistrictite
Iurenev maintained in his memoirs that the manifesto called for
elections to a soviet of workers' and soldiers' deputies and
that this call for elections was the first to appear. Two leaf-

lets were printed in quantities of 300,000 about 10 P, M. on

March l: ~n the confiscated presses of Novoe vremia. Approximately

200,000 copies were distributed, the rest to be distributed at

the Tauride Palace the following morning. Furthermore Iurenev
maintained that these manifestos were the first materials to be
printed in the same printing house that issued the first edition

of Izvestiia of the Petrograd Soviet. However, as already seen,

the Mensheviks on March 10, two days before the Turenev initia-
tive, issued a call for a soviet, and again on the afternoon of
March 12 called for the organizational meeting of a soviet. Indeed,
the first meeting of the Soviet opened a half hour before the
Interdistrictite appeal was eveh printed. Thus Turenev's

initiative was not the first call for a soviet. Furthermore,
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the latter's appeal did not call for a soviet, according to reports
and documentation other than Iurenev's, but for a provisional
revolutionary government. On March 15 Turenev's associates tried to issue
a pamphlet, which the Soviet confiscated, calling for the estab-
lishment of a provisional revolgtionary government by the Soviet,
non-cooperation with the Provisional Government, and the complete
break of soldiers with officers.33 Clearly neither the Bolsheviks,
nor the Interdistrictites or Left SR's wished a soviet to convene.

The provisional executive committee of the Petrograd Soviet
did not limit itself to convoking the organizational meeting of
that body. Measures were taken to organize supplies for the
mutinying, scattered, and homeless military units that had
abandcned their barracks. '"The Provisional Supply Commission",
headed by V. G. Groman and Frankorusskii, set up a soldiers'
supply base in the Tauride Palace and the citizens of Petrograd
to assist in feeding the hungry soldiers. As Sukhanov noted
in his memoirs:

For the armed, hungry, shelterless, terrorized and

ignorant masses of soldiery now represented no less

a danger to the cause of the revolution than the

organized forces of tsarism. Indeed, there might

be doubts as to the existence of the latter, but

the former were there to be seen.3%
As incredible chaos reigned in the streets of Petrograd,
the Soviet set about to order the situation. If the revolution
was to be successful, the disorderof the streets had to be stilled

and the soldiers organized to defend the Tauride Palace against

" counterrevolutionary forces. One of the members of the provisional
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executive committee, Kapelinskii, telephoned socialist officers
to give leadership to organizing the peasant soldiers. Thus the
provisional committeemen turned to the SR's and specifically to
the remmants of the 1905 SR military organization, as there was
no doubt that the majority of the rebellious peasant soldiers
leaned in the direction of "agrarian socialism." Two officers
of the defunct SR officers' organization of 1905, Colonel S. D.
Mstislavskii (S. D. Maslovskii), and Lieutenant V. N. Filippovskii,
were charged with heading a provisional military committee.

Mstislavskii, a highly competent officer, was "cooling his heels"
35
at the time as the librarian for the General Staff Academy.

Mstislavskii wrote of the military situation he had come to

command :

Our situation was catastrophic. It is true

that [General] Khabalov made essentially a

gross error by withdrawing his troops from

the center of the city and giving the "rebels"

a chance to surround them from all directions

« s« « « But was there really a revolutionary
atmosphere in the city?. . . I remember

crowds of unarmed soldiers roaming about the
city, juveniles engaged in arson, and automobiles
driven madly about the streets. If only we had
one cohesive unit which maintained its compo-
sition. We had neither artillery, nor machine
guns; neither commanding officers, nor communi-
cations. With the exception of Filippovskii . . .
who arrived fifteen minutes after me there were
no officers.

Mstislavskii's first attempts to organize the soldiers gathering
in the Tauride Palace were fruitless. The troops, exhausted and
hungry, flatly refused to obey orders, preferring instead to

join in the organizational meeting of the Petrograd Soviet that was
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about to convene. Engulfed in a human flood, the military commit-
tee transferred its activities to the Duma side of the palace,
next to the study of the deputy Duma chairman, N. V. Nekrasov.
Here, Kerensky and Nekrasov met Mstislavskii and seemingly
approved of the latter's military activities. Here also were
twenty front-line officers, none connected with the local
soldiery, but the only soldiers momentarily willing to aid
Mstislavskii. Armaments consisted of four unlubricated machine
guns and when a young soldier was ordered to commandeer vaseline,
he reported, to Mstislavskii's great indignation, that none was
available as no shops were open for business at so late an hour.
Though they had no arms, Mstislavskii nevertheless dispatched
officers to such strategic positions as the Nikolaev and Tsarskoe
Selo railway stations, hoping that they might pick up some
revolutionary soldiers on the way by the "vendée system." He
also managed to form a shock detachment of some fifty soldiers
under the command of Ensign Petrov. Eventually some obvious
precautions were taken, some strategic posts occupied, but the
result of their indefatigable labor was "merely to reduce chaos
to confusion."37 Ironically the commanders of both the imperial
troops and the revolutionary troops believed in the superiority
of the other side. “

The organizational meeting of the Petrograd Soviet

scheduled for 7 P. M. on March 12 made it improbable that

factory workers and military units could conduct elections

for delegates to the Soviet™ in only four hours.’ Fighting still



raged in the streets when the appeal was distributed through the
capital. "Would the workers and soldiers even respond to the
appeal?" some questioned. These leaders apparently were anxious
to form a soviet as quickly as possible, regardless of the reac-
tion of the insurgents to their appeal. Sokolov wa&s even con-
vinced that the session should open immediately upen the arrival
of twenty to thirty delegates from the workers.38

By 7 P. M. only socialist intelligentsia had collected at
the Tauride Palace to organize a soviet. To his dismay the
Bolshevik leader Shliapnikov found no delegates from the workers
and won approval to delay the opening of the session for an
hour and a half. When Shliapnikov telephoned a mumber of Bolshe-
viks to attend the opening Soviet session to increase his party's
influence, they ignored his order. Lower echelon party members
were highly suspicious of a soviet created by intekligentsia
and refused to attend as, "The Bolshevik comrades were too busy
fighting in the streeté."40

The first session of the Soviet of Workers' Deputies opened
in room 12 of the Tauride Palace at 9 or 10 P. M. About 50
delegates attended with mandates voted by factories and military
units and another one to two hundred with no mandate;41 no
official regulations about representation'apparently existed.
Shliapnikov notes, "a majority of delegates, if not all, had
merely 'oral' credentials without any other certifications from

their factories. But who could check on it? It was decided

that the meeting of that day was merely an initiative meeting,



28

and the real meeting with normal representation would be held
lat:elr."l‘2 As noted, most of those in attendance, were not factory
or military delegates, but rather socialist intelifectuals and
party leaders. Thus the organizational meeting af the Soviet
was actually packed with persons who seemingly had nothing to
do with the uprising. However, the revolution comsisted of more than
mobilization and if its goals were to succeed had to draw the mobil-
ized into a politically participant forum or institution. While
the men in the Tauride Palace may have initiated 1ittle of the
eprising, their actions allowed the mobilization process to
continue. &hey were the organizers of the revolution's institu-
tional basis.

Who were the men in the left wing of the Tauride Palace
that night? A partial listing is available: Aleksandrovich (Left
SR), Baturskii, Skobelev, Chkheidze, (Menshevik Defensists),
Braunstein, Grinevich, Frankorusskii, Sokolov (Memnshevik Inter-
nationalists), Erlich (Bund), Gvozdev, Groman, Khrustalev-Nosar
(Mensheviks), Iurenev (Interdistrictite), Kapelinskii (Coopera-
tor), P. A. Krasikov, Kerensky, Znamenskii (Trudoviks), Pankov
(Left Menshevik), Peshekhonov (Popular Socialist), Shliapnikov,
Molotov, Zalutskii (Bolsheviks), Surin (SR Intermationalist),
Sukhanov, Steklov (Internationalists), Zenzinov (SR Defensist).
Mstislavskii and Filippovskii (SR Defensists) were meeting as
the military committee at the time. Kerensky may have appeared
at the meeting briefly. While the presence of all of the above

is attested by at least two witnesses, the attendance of Avilov,
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Demianov, Potresov, and Tikhonov is noted by only one eye-witness.
The following day I. M. Bramson, N. V. Chaikovskii, V. B. Stanke-
vich [Vladas Stuchka] (Trudoviks) M. G. Rafes (Bund), N. S.
Rusanov (SR), and V. Chernolusskii (Popular Socialist) arrived.
Presumably Volkov and Broido who attended the eveming organiza-
tional meeting of the provisional executive committee meeting
were present, whereas Bogdanov who also attended that session
is specifically noted by Sukhanov as not at the later session.43
The organizational meeting of the Petrograd Soviet opened
in the midst of the exhilaration caused by the victory of the
rebellion. Chaos set in as new groups kept pouring into the
hall; "God knows with what mandates or intentions," wrote Suk-
hanov.44 Sokolov ran about seating deputies, trying to determine
if they were delegates with or without a mandate (consulting or
voting representatives)., Sokolov finally opened the session
sometime before 10 P. M. The first order of business was the
selection of a presidium. Menshevik-~Defensists nominated
Khrustalev-Nosar for permanent chairman only to be met with
vehement opposition from Shliapnikov. The Bolshevik leader
proposed the explusion of the 1905 Soviet chairman on the grounds
that he was a renegade, a collaborator with the reactionary news-
paper, Novoe vremia, and an anti-Semite. The proposition for

45
explusion passed without rebuttal, 33 or 35 votes to 10. The

delegates then proceeded to elect to the presidium the Duma
deputies, Chkheidze, chairman, and Kerensky and Skobelev, vice-

. chairmen. For the secretariat Gvozdev, Grinevich, Sokolov, and
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Pankov were nominated and elected. At this point Chkheidze
delivered a short speech in which he stressed the significance
of the revolution, informed the delegates of the formation of
the Temporary Committee of the Duma, and appealed to the Soviet‘
and the '"democracy" to consumate the revolutionary upheaval. He
concluded his speech with the words: '"Long Life to the Revolu-
tion! Long Life to the Revolutionary Army!"46 Kerensky also
appeared briefly, made an emotional speech, and disappeared to
the Duma wing of the palace,4ioth characteristic of his future actions.

The meeting proceeded, with Skobelev and Chkheidze taking
turns at presiding, to set up committees to deal with specific
problems. The assembly approved a credentials committee, to be
headed by Gvozdev, a supply commission, to be headed by Groman
and Frankorusskii, and elected a literary commission composed
of Avilov, Bonch-Bruevich, Sukhanov, Sokolov, Peshekhanov,
Steklov, and Grinevich. The literary commission was ordered
to draft an appeal for immediate issue to the citizens of
Petrograd.l‘8

Frankorusskii, speaking for the food supply commission,
revealed the critical state of food supply in the capital. He
asked for authority to confiscate the food stocks of the commis-
sary department as well as all other private and public food
supplies, in order to make provision for soldiers and the general
population of the capital. The meeting immediately empowered.
the commission to do as proposed and its heads, Groman and

49
Frankorusskii, withdrew to begin work.



The military problem constituted a serious danger for the
revolution. The tenor of the decisions made by the session
indicated a higher degree of optimism than what the military
commission warranted. The Menshevik Braunstein proposed to
restore order by organizing a militia in every city district
under commissars (the first use of the term) to be dispatched
by the executive committee. How the commissars were to organize
disciplined revolutionary forces out of hungry mobs to face a
trained military force was not even considered.50

Some members of the executive committee did retire to dis-
cuss defense with the military commission which had just come
under the control of the Temporary Duma Committee's representa-
tive, Colonel Engelhardt. Duma president Rodzianko and the
Sovie& leader Sokolov had a violent exchange concerning the
appointment of Engelhardt and only the concilitory attitude of
the SR's Mstislavskii and Filippovskii resolved the matter.
Sokolov, however, refused to be reconciled and retired to the
Soviet to request that the body define its relatiomship with
the military commission. Regardless of who led the commission,
aside from a few improvisations, "hardly anything was being

done,"

commented Sukhanov. The executive committeeimen, seeing
the defense of the city a problem apparently beyond the capabilities
of the commission, returned to the Soviet to tackle this urgent
task only to find that the session had just closed.

While discussion of the military problem continued outside the

Soviet forum, the premier meeting of the Soviet plenum transacted

other business. The session voted to publish a central news organ.
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They -appropriately adopted the title Izvestiia (News) and elected to the

editorial board the members of the literary commission. While
the independents Sukhanov, Steklov, and Sokolov in the first
weeks controlled the editorial policy the Bolshevik Bonch-
Bruevich for a brief time had some input and influence.

The session also took up the danger of counterrevolutionary
propaganda. After the members of the literary commission--except
Grinevich who polished the final draft of the Soviet's first
appeal--returned to the session of the Soviet a debate arose
concerning freedom of the general press. Steklov urged that all
presses be halted pointing to the danger of counterrevolutionary
agitation, while Sokolov and Sukhanov fought for the absolute
freedom of the press. Finally, a compromise was reached and
newspapers were to be published on each editor's responsibility.
At this time a question was placed before the Soviet on whether
presses should be taken over for révolutionary use; Peshekhonov
opposed it and apparently the proposition failed as no presses
were confiscated.

Sometime after midnight the assembly turned from commissions
to consumating the structure of the Petrograd Soviet. An
executive committee was established and members appointed to
it.sz In the first days of the revolution this committee,
rather than the presidium issued all orders and business.
Chkheidze, Skobelev, and Kerensky as well as Gvozdev, Sokolov,
Pankov, and Grinevich became members automatically as they

made up respectively the presidium and the secretariat. Those
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53
elected included P. A. Krasikov (Pavlovich), Sokolovskii, the very

-

poﬁular non-party condidates, Steklov, Kapelinskii and Sukhanov,
and Shliapnikov and Aleksandrovi.c:h.s4 Sukhanov noted that the
workers' delegates did not even know the people for whom they
voted. Party members present voted for "their own'", in so far as
they knew them! In order to increase the influence of his own
party Shliapnikov proposed that each socialist party should be
given the right to send two delegates to the committee; this was
approved. The Mensheviks sent Bogdanov and Baturskii; the Bolshe-
viks, V. Molotov (Scriabin) and Zalutskii; the SR's, Rusanov

and Zenzinov; the Bund, Erlich and Rafes (the latter soon
replaced by Liber); the Trudoviks, Bramson and Chaikovskii (the
latter soon replaced by Stankevich); the Popular Socialists,
Peshekhonov and Charnoluskii; the Interdistrictites, Iurenev;

and the Latvian Social Democrats, P. I. Stuchka [not Stankevich-
Stuchka] and M. Iu. Kozlovskii.55 Though Shliapnikov raised

the important question of establishing district soviets in Petro-
grad, the late hour made a detailed discussion of the problem
impossible and the session voted to refer the matter to the

executive committee which was to dispatch representatives to

each district to organize local soviets.

The first session of the Petrograd Soviet ended about 4
A. M. Workers and soldiers had often interrupted the proceed-
ings demanding the floor to report the adhesion of a new group
to the revolutionary cause. These emotional and incoherent

speeches were enthusiastically welcomed and applauded but



accoqplished nothing. The great importance of this session was
that the radical intelligentsia gained the recognition of the
revolutionary masses and moved forward with the institutionali-
zation of the revolution through the establishment of the Petro-
grad Soviet.57

At the close of the first session of the Soviet, the execu-
tive committee under Chkheidze's chairmanship withdrew in order
to establish the substructure of the Soviet. The first item
discussed was the establishment of local soviets. The committee
decided to dispatch "commissars for establishment of popular
power in the districts of Petrograd.'" Shliapnikov, Peshekhonov,
and Surin were appointed commissars of the most volatile districts,
Viborg, Lesnoi, and the Petrograd-side respectively. The
committee then endorsed the resolution of the Soviet plenary
session concerning the creation of a workers' militia and
established rallying points in each district for wandering,
homeless soldiers. Furthermore, the activities of the military
commission were to be scrutinized through the eyes and ears of
Sokolov and Aleksandrovich who were named to this commission.58
Chkheidze and Kerensky were appointed to the Temporary Duma
Committee to act as "'watchdogs" and representatives of the
Soviet. According to Shliapnikov:

The executive committee entrusted them with

preventing [the Duma Committee] from taking

a course which might conflict with that of

the executive committee of the Soviet of

Workers' Deputies. They had to watch over
the activities of the State Duma Committee

3k



and should not permit Gospoda (Messieurs)
Miliukov and Rodzianko to compromise with the
remnants of tsarism behind the back of the
people who stood up for the revolution.>9

By sending Chkheidze and Kerensky as ""watchdogs" of the Tempo-
rary Duma Committee, the executive committee had timerefore pre-
sumed that the Temporary Committe of the State Dumm, not the
Petrograd Soviet, would take state power (as Marxist dogma
required that the socialists not do so). The position of the
Soviet in relation to the Duma Committee was to watch over the
latter's activities sc that the liberals would not chart a
revolutionary course detrimental to the toiling masses. All

members of the executive committee, including the Bolsheviks,
60
shared these views.

In accordance with the decisions made at the pre-dawn
session of the executive committee on March 13, the first
proclamation of the new body to the people of Petrograd and

of Russia was issued that same day:

The o0ld regime has brought the country to
ruin and the population to famine. It was
impossible to bear this longer, and the
inhabitants of Petrograd came out on the
street to express their dissatisfaction.
They were greeted by a volley of bullets,
In place of bread, the tsar's ministers
gave them lead.

But the soldiers would not act against
the people and turned against the Govern-
ment. Together with the people they seized
guns, arsenals, and important governmental
institutions.

The fight is still on and must go on to
the end. The old power must be completely
crushed to make way for popular government.
In that lie, the salvation of Russia.
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In order to succeed in this struggle for
democracy, the people must create their own
governmental organ. Yesterday, February 27,
there was formed at the capital a Soviet of
Workers' Deputies, made up of representatives
of factories, mills, mutinied troops, and
democratic and socialistic parties and groups.
The Soviet, sitting in the Duma, has set for
itself as its main task the organization of the
popular forces, and the fight for the consoli-
dation of political freedom and popular
government.

The Soviet has appointed commissars to
establish the people's authority in the
districts of Petrograd. We invite the
entire population of the capital to rally
at once to the Soviet, to organize local
committees in their districts, and to take
into their hands the management of local
affairs. )

All together, with our forces united, we
will fight to wipe out completely the old
Government and to call a constituent assembly
on the basis of universal, equal, direct,
and secret suffrage.6

Though the early morning March 13 session of the executive was
short, its members exhausted, and the following manifesto hastily
drawn up, nevertheless, the document is more remarkable for what
it failed to mention than what it did proclaim. Though no
comprehensive program was possible, at this early date and under
unsettling conditions, the problems of land, peace, and state
power were not mentioned. Though the proclamation called for a
government based on the will of the people, it did not state
whether this government was to be formed from the Soviet or
from the Duma Committee, nor what the socialists' relationship
to the new government would be.

Before the relationship of the soviet to the government

. could be worked out, the new body had to attend to ordering its



own internal operations and relationships. Sukhanov wrote

of the first regular session of the executive committee on

. March 13 and those that followed during the first days: '"They
were not meetings, but a frenzied and exhausting obstacle

race . . . neither at that session nor in the general during
the days that followed could there be any question of fulfilling
a program of work."62 The work of the executive committee was
interrupted by an endless stream of persons who thought

their business urgent. "In a great majority of cases these
cmergency matters were not worth a barley-cornm . . . I
remember," Sukhanov noted, "only unimaginable hubbub, tension,
hunger, and the feeling of irritation at these ‘exceptional
reports.' There was simply no way of stopping t:hem."63 Not
only was the enviromment disrupting but the executive sessions
themselves were chaotic. The chairman's seat was usually
vacant, for Chkheidze was on twenty-four hour call and "spoke

practically without stopping. . . . He would scarcely have time

to return to the meeting of the executive committee and take his

things off before some delegate would burst in with a categorical

demand for Chkheidze . . . and the tired and sleepy old Georgian
would get his fur coat on again with a resigned look, put on his
hat, and disappear from the executive committee."Ga The plenum
of the Soviet was, if possible, even more chaotic. Its sessions
took on an atmosphere of a political circus, mass-meetings in

which meaningless, hysterical phrases were proclaimed by anyone

able to gain the attention of the sweat-soaked delegates packed
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in the hall. In the words of Sukhanov, the assembly finally
acquired the look of a mass-meeting in a riding-school,“65
as chairs and tables disappeared from the hall and delegates
craned their necks to see the presidium which along with several
busy-bodies stood atop a lone table tryingto direct the meeting!
As a result, the executive committee was almost from the first
forced to ignore the plenary Soviet, particularly after the
delegates showed little concern about the practical measures
being under taken by the executive. The plenary body considered
approval of the executive's actions as little more than a
formality, and says Sukhanov, this formality was no obstacle for
the committee.

As the methods and procedures of operation were worked out,
the executive turned to issues and problems. The need to arm the
workers had been recognized at the first session of the execu-
tive committee on March 13. However, the second meeting at 11
A. M. that same day not only made no further progress toward
organizing a workers' militia, but the Soviet executive even
refused recognition to a delegation of the workers' militia of
the Sestroretsk district declaring that they did not represent
the totality of that district's population.67 The action of
the executive committee presumably followed, as the result of
the Duma Committee's directive calling for the creation of a
city militia under the command of D. A. Kryzh&novskii.68

In fact, the executive committee issued a manifesto calling

for support of the Duma-created militia:
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In the Municipal Duma a citizen's militia

ig being organized. Even students are called

to participate in it. The representative body

of the revolutionary proletariat, the Executive

Committee of the Soviet of Workers' Deputies

has decided to unite the central organ of the

workers' commissariats with this Duma organiza-

tion... Remember, comrades that you take part

in the militia at the instruction of the Soviet

of Workers' Deputies. Remember that the Soviet

of Workers' Deputies is your highest authority. 9
The purpose of the workers' militia, however, had been to create
a fighting force to oppose the expected counterrevolution, as
every revolution from the time of the French Revolution had to a de-
gree suffered fromthe sword of reaction. While the Duma leaders
like the socialists also feared the forces of autocracy, they
considered the restoration of order essential to mounting an ef-
fective defense.  Yet, the workers' militia and the city militia
worked at cross-purposes; the former to bolster the defense
of the revolution by seizing more weapons, the latter to restore
order by confiscating arms. The Soviet decision to aid in the
restoration of order and then mount a defense resolved the con-
flict, but in favor of the Duma initiative.

The Soviet leaders, however, knew that the revolution could
not succeed with workers alone; the organized support of the
soldiery was absolutely essential. Therefore at the second
meeting of the Petrograd Soviet, after presenting the organiza-
tional measures that the executive committee had taken to which
the Soviet plenum voted its consent, the Menshevik leader,
Steklov, expressed the opinion of the majority of the socialist

" leaders that "It is necessary to rely not only on the workers

but also on other groups. We won't be able to hold out without



the other representatives of other strata of the population."70
As will be remembered, the executive had appointed Chkheidze
and Kerensky as ''watchdogs'" of the Duma Committee, however, unlike
1905 the socialists this time were willing to cooperate with
the liberals and bourgeoisie. The soldiers, however, unlike
the workers and party groupings remained unorganized. Engle-
hardt had issued orders in the name of Rodzianko on March 12
to all officers and soldiers: '"(1) all individual soldiers and
military units should return to their barracks immediately; (2)
all officers should return to their units and take necessary
measures to restore order; and (3) commanders of units should
appear at the Tauride Palace at 11 A. M. on March 13 in order
to receive further instructions."71 Rodzianko's orders met
with a hostile reception from the soldiers who immediately
protested to the executive committee of the Soviet. According
to M. Rafes, a Bund leader, Chkheidze and Kerensky, who were
also members of the Duma Committee, told the soldiers that the
order had not been discussed by the Duma Committee, and that
Rodzianko had issued it on his own.72 The soldiers demanded that
the Soviet arrest Rodzianko. The Soviet executive did deliver
a protest to the Duma Committee though Shliapnikov tells us
that "no proper appraisal' was reached by a majority. According
to Engelhardt, his attempt to restore order and discipline among
the soldiers7was denounced as counterrevolutionary by the Petro-
3

grad Soviet. To calm the outraged soldiery, the representatives

of the executive committee in the military commission issued the

Lo
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following directive on March 13 which ordered them to: '"l)
assemble at their barracks by regiment, 2) appoint temporary

_ commanders and junior officers, 3) establish guard units,

seize streets, railway stations, and other importamt public

and state institutions, 4) bring an end to (aimless) driving of
automobiles in the streets, 5) organize food supply in the
regiments and barracks, 6) establish communications between

the general good centers and barracks, 7) not leave the soldiers
for a long time in the barracks without attention, leadership,
and information from the insurgent populace, 8) regard the Peter
and Paul Fortress and the Tauride Palace as strong points of all
of Petrograd, 9) establish local bases from the local barracks of
individual regiments, and 10) isolate the officers who did not
join the p;zple or who might exert harmful influence upon the

soldiers." To appease the infuriated soldiery Col. Engelhardt

issued the following statement which appeared the morning of

March 15:

On this day of March 1 a rumor circulated
among the soldiers of the Petrograd Garrison
to the effect that in regiments officers are
confiscating arms from soldiers. These rumors
were checked in two regiments and were found
to be false. As Chairman of the Military
Commission of the Temporary Committee of the
State Duma, I announce that the most resolute
measures, including execution of the guilty,
will be applied to prevent acts of this
nature on the part of officers.’5

During the morning of March 14 a preparatory session with

members of the executive committee concerning the rights and
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allegiance of the soldiers was held by deputies of the military
units that had carried out elections the previous day. The
meeting ran into the scheduled noon session of the Petrograd Soviet
and Chkheidze, Skobelev, and Sokolov left for the plenary meeting
over which Sokolov presided; they were shortly joined by the
soldier delegates. As acting chairman, Sokolov delivered an
introductory speech in which he stressed the necessity of main-
taining a relationship between the Soviet and the military
commission of the Duma Committee in view of the fact that "the
revolution" possessed few officers. Only through this linking,
he asserted, could the experience and knowledge of the officers
be available to the soldiery. He proposed that soldier representa-
tives be nominated to the commission, adding that they might even
play a leading role in it. Then Sokolov proposed the discussion
of three questions: (1) to which organization should the soldiers
by subordinate? (2) should arms be turned over the officers?
(3) what should be the relationship between soldiers and officers?76
The soldiers were determined that they would enter into
the revolution as they willed. While the revolutionary intelli-
gentsia recognized from the first the importance of the soldiery,
as shown by the manifesto of March 12 calling for the election
of soldier delegates to the Soviet, nevertheless, the intelli-
gentsia felt that the soldiers should not become too deeply
involved "in the disrupting influence of politics." Approxi-
mately twenty delegates from the troops of the Petrograd

77
garrison took part in debating the soldiers' position. The
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Bundist soldier representative, S. Z. Klivanskii (Maksim)
maintained that the Duma Committee was attempting to disarm
-the soldiers and once they had done so would "snuff out the
revolution." He called for a Soviet of Soldiers' Deputies,

or a Soviet of the Petrograd garrison and the union of a

Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies. F. F. Linde, a
Menshevik~Internationalist soldier seconded the proposition for
a Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies, for "no one can
win against the workers and soldiers together--they are the

whole people." A. P. Borisov, a Menshevik and member of the
Lithuanian Life Guard Reserve Battalion,castigated the officers
in the military commission as free~loaders ''who recognize the
revolution, but who joined it only after it was evident that
there was no danger in doing so." He urged definitive action
as "everything is undecided." The SR engineer, Iu. A. Kudriavtsev,
of the Red Cross Automobile Section, opposed any "liquidation
of the Commission" and proposed that "Soviet representatives
enter the Commission and control its activity." 1In spite of
Klivanskii's and Linde's opposition, a compromise was suggested:
The soldier mass is organized in the Soviet
of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies. The opinion
of the Military Commission will be recognized, in
so far as it does not deviate from the opinion of
the Soviet. Soldier deputies are to be sent to
participate in the Military Commission.
Once the position of the soldiers vis-a-vis other revolutionary

groups was defined, the soldier delegates turned to their own

internal affairs. On the proposition of returning weapons to



officers, discussion was short. Klivanskii opposed the action,
while another soldier suggested that weapons other than firearms
be returned to the officers. Vakulenko (non-party), of the
J4ger Life Guards Battalion, proposed that weapons "be under
the control of elected non-commissioned officers."

The relationship between officers and men resulted in a
heated discussion. This question essentially concerned
only the returning officers and not those few officers
who had remained with their troops and resolved any differences.
The problem had arisen as the result of the Military Commis-
sion's order that officers return to their units and restore
order. "They are trying to put the soldiers under their thumb

again,"

exclaimed the soldier-delegate Marchenko, "and they are
behaving even worse than before." "The officers have come
back, and sided with us, in order to get around us," chimed
Melenchuk, a Semenovskii guardsman, adding, ''"Now we are the
bosses--the workers and us. We won't allow them to get around

us."

Emotional complaints spewed forth about incidents of
corporal abuse and officers' demeanor toward troops. Marchenko
finally posed the question: 'what powers remain with the officer,
and what with us?" Linde opposed the return of any officer "who
did not participate in the revolution," and added, "we must
assert our will and choose . . . ." "Those who do not unite

with us, are to be driven away from the battalion,” demanded

another. However, as Sokolov had pointed out at the opening of

_ the session, the revolution needed the officers. Representatives
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of the PreobrazhensLii battalion complained precisely of this,
stating that they had no officers even for instruction. Then
Klivanskii stressed that not all officers should be accepted

by the troops, especially those who had abused their position,
insulted and offended their men, or who had used corporal
punishment. The officers, however, who are acceptable to the
men should be addressed "as citizens, like themselwves." He

also noted that the "defense of the Fatherland against the external
enemy" made the retention of the officers essential and that
order had to be reestablished and anarchy mastered. These
expressions were all well and good but these soldier delegates
came from the Imperial Guards and their officers were not likely
to meet even the least of these propositions. As one soldier
put it, "We, the Guards, have a special sort of officer. The
first hundred aristocratic families. We would scarcely have one
left [were we to follow these gu;delines]." Finally debate
ended and a fuli program was decided on in a draft resolution
presented by Klivanskii; It proposed that the soldiers form a
soviet and join the workers' soviet; that all troop units send
their representatives to the Petrograd Soviet; that no weapons
be returned to officers; that the question of arms, as well a;
the economy of units, were both to be included under soldiers’
control; and that discipline was to remain the same (as formerly)
while on military duty. To these points were added the sugges-
tion that the Duma Military Commission be accepted. only insofar

as it did not diverge in policy from that of the Soviet, as



well as providing for despatch of soldier delegates to participate
in the commission. These and the other decisions were then
presented to the executive committee of the Petrograd Soviet.

The Soviet leaders quickly overcame their hesitations about
soldier-participation in politics. Sokolov even pressed for
election of soldier representatives to the executive committee;
the result of which was to coopt ten soldier delegates onto the
executive for three days (but who in fact remained om the
committee for over a month): Sadovskii, Paderin, Badenko, Linde,
Sokolov (a Kadet!), Xudriavtsev, Borisov, Klimchinskii, Barkov,
and Vakulenko. "It was assumed," wrote Shliapnikov, "that elec-
tions of deputies to the Soviet from the garrison would occur. . .
aﬁd that these delegates then would elect new executive committee
members." At about 8 P. M. the executive committee in accordance
with the soldiers' wishes resolved to constitute a "Soldiers'
Section" to which delegates were to be elected on the basis of
one delegate per company; the Soviet now became the "Petrograd
Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies." As for the proposed
measures concerning the soldiery, the executive committee, after
a brief discussion, decided to publish a single order that‘"should
be distributed today." The executive appointed a committee to
compose the order with Sokolov acting as draftsman.78

In order to insure their new position in the revolution,
the soldier-delegates also sought the endorsement of the Duma
Committee. Late in the evening of March 14 twenty séldier

_delegates approached Engelhardt and asked him to frame an order
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containing their demands. According to the British military
attache, Sir Alfred Knox, Engelhardt told him that same day
- that the soldiers' demands were "fairly moderate, but embodied
the idea of regimental committees." It provided only for the
election of junior officers and for a certain measure of control
by soldiers of the domestic economy of units. Engelhardt con-
veyed the proposals to the Duma Committee but found categorical
opposition. The delegation withdrew after Engelhardt announced
the Duma leaders' decision and presumably returned to the
Soviet Executive Committee where the decision was soon made to
draw up the order. Engelhardt relates that sometime after the
delegation had withdrawn a soldier delegate from the Soviet
asked the colonel what he proposed to do and when Engelhardt
replied that the action was thought premature, the soldier turned
on his heel, saying: "So much the better. We will write it

79
ourselves."

The exact evolution of the soldiers' order imdicates how
considerable the irifluence of the soldiery was in the first days of
the Soviet., Sukhanov has left us his highly descriptive portrait
of what transpired:

Around 10 o'clock, going back behind the curtain

of room 13, where the executive committee had been

in session shortly before, I found the following

scene: N. D. Sokolov was sitting at a table writing.

He was surrounded on all sides by soldiers, standing,

sitting, and leaning on the table, half-dictating

and half-suggesting to Sokolov what he should write.

There flashed through my mind Tolstoy's descrip-

tion of how he used to make up stories together
with the children in the school at lasnaia Peliana.



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,
extraordinarily interested. When the work was
finished they put a heading on the sheet: '"Order
No. 1" . . . 1Its contents were completely
covered by decisions of the Soviet and had nothing
terrible in them.80

The content of the document was essentially Klivanskii's five
point resolution which he had brought up in the Soviet. A. N.
Paderin (Bolshevik) recalled that only one argument arose:
whether the proposition should be called an appeal or manifesto,
as Sokolov suggested, or an order (prikaz) as the soldiers
insist:ed.81 The final draft of the order was presented to the
executive committee after no more than a half hour where it
was approved without further discussion and sent on to the
plenary Soviet. The soldiers in the Soviet were "beside them-
selves with joy"82 when the full Soviet approved the order.
The order was immediatelf issued in leaflet form that same
night and in Izvestiia the following morming:

83

Order No. 1

To the garrison of the Petrograd District, to all the
soldiers and sailors of the guard, army, artillery, and

navy, for immediate and strict execution, and to the workers
of Petrograd for their information:

The Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies has resolved:
1. In all companies, battalions, regiments, parks batter-

ies, squadrons, in the special services of the various military
administrations, and on the vessels of the ravy, committees



L9

from the elected representatives of the lower ranks of the
above-mentioned military units shall be chosen immediately.

2. 1In all those military units that have not yet chosen
their representatives to the Soviet of Workers' Deputies,
one representative from each company shall be selected, to
report with written credentials at the building of the
State Duma by ten o'clock on the morning of the second of
this March.

3. 1In all its political actions, the military branch
is subordinated to the Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers'
Deputies and to its own commitiees.

4. The orders of the Military Commission of the State
Duma shall be executed only in such cases as do not con-
flict with the orders and resolutions of the Soviet of
Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies.

5. All kinds of arms, such as rifles, machine guns,
armored automobiles, and others, must be kept at the
disposal and under the control of the company and battalion
committees, and in no case should they be turned over to
officers, even at their demand.

6. In the ranks and during their performance of the
duties of the service, soldiers must observe the strictest
military discipline, but outside the service and the ranks,
in their political, general civic, and private life,
soldiers cannot in any way be deprived of those rights
that all citizens enjoy. In particular, standing at atten-
tion and compulsory saluting, when not on duty, is
abolished.

7. Also, the addressing of the officers with the
titles "Your Excellency," "Your Homor," etc., is abolished,
and these titles are replaced by the address of "Mister
General," '"Mister Colonel," etc. Rudeness toward soldiers
of any rank, and, especially, addressing them as ''thou"
[ ty ] is prohibited, and soldiers are required to bring
to the attention of the company committees, avery infrac-
tion of this rule, as well as all misunderstandings
occurring between officers and privates.

The present Order is to be read to all companies,
battalions, regiments, ships' crews, batteries, and other
combatant and noncombatant commands.

PETROGRAD SOVIET OF WORKERS' AND SOLDIERS' DEPUTIES

March 1, 1917
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‘The Left SR's and Interdistrictites, it will be remembered,
wefe vehemently opposed to the Soviet; they were determined that
the soldiery not be organized in support of that body. Almost
at the same time that "Order No. 1" was being prepared, another
manifesto was being drawn up in Petrograd; it became confused
with "Order No. 1." While "Order No. 1" did not sanction the
election of officers by the soldiery, this proclamation did so;
called for troops to take matters into their own hands,.sanc-
tioned violence, and called for the complete break of the rank

and file with the officers' corps:

Comrade soldiers! It has happened! You hawe
revolted, the oppressed, enslaved peasants and
workers have revolted, and the autocratic govern-
ment has fallen to the ground with a clash amd
with disgrace. . . . Soldiers! Be on guard Iest
the lords of the nobility deceive the people! Go
to the Duma and ask it: Will there be land for
the people, will there be freedom, will there be
peace? , . . In order not to be deceived by the
noblemen and officers--this Romanov gang--take
power into your own hands. Elect your own pla-
toon commanders, company commanders, and regimental
commanders, elect company committees for takimg
charge of food supplies. All the officers must
be under the control of these company committees.
Accept only those officers whom you know to be
friends of the people . . . Soldiers! Now that
you have revolted and won, former enemies will
come to you along with your friends--officers who
have called themselves your friends. Soldiers!
The tail of a fox is more to be feared than the
tooth of a wolf. Our only loyal friends and
brothers are the workers and peasants. Get into
closer contact with them! . . . Your representatives
and workers' deputies must become the Provisional
Government of the people and from this govermment
you will obtain land and freedom! . . ."84

P{ress] B[ureau] Mezhduraionnyi (Interdistrictite)
Committee of the RSDRP
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N P[ress] Bfureau]. Committee of
the Socialist Revolutionaries

The executive committee of the Soviet upon learning of this pro-
clamation resolved to suspend its publication until it could be
discussed the following morning. Sukhanov, usually quite radical
in his views, personally confiscated several bales of the mani-
festo in V. M. Molotov's possession but not without a row.85
Chkheid 2 and Kerensky addressed a communication to the Petrograd
garrison pointing out that the manifesto "was a deliberate

86
forgery, perpetrated by agents provocateurs.' While not exactly

true, a great many provocative leaflets were being distributed
about the city during the first days of the revolution. The
actual authors of the proclamation were not the organizations
named in the document but the work of Aleksandrovich and Iurenev.
While Iurenev was only criticized by his Soviet colleagues, the
SR party when it convened for its first Petrograd Conference on
March 15 sternly reprimanded Aleksandrovich and repudiated his
actions.87 Aleksandrovich, however, was not overly bothered
by such action and posed as being completely faithful to the SR
party. He was the nucleus around which Left SR's would gravi-
tate.

To confound the situation still further A. I. Guchkov
issued on March 17 an "Order No. 1" in the name of the Ministry
of War. This order demanded that evergasoldier stand his ground

and make no changes in the status quo. This action improved

nothing and forced Guchkov to appeal to the Soviet to clarify
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its "Order No. 1." Though only the Aleksandrovich-Iurenev
appeal called for election of officers, officers mevertheless

- were elther confirmed or dismissed by their troops. Those
dismissed were sometimes turned over to the Military Commission;
others were arrested by their men or allowed to return to their
quarters. The radical manifesto had shocked a mumber of Petro-
grad Soviet deputies and these responded quickly to Guchkov's
request to issue a second order so as to clarify the first and
formed a joint committee along with members of the Military
Commission under the chairmanship of General Potapov, a friend

of Guchkov's with socialist connections. Order No. 2 of the
Petrograd Soviet which appeared on March 19,89 attempted to
clarify differences between the Alekandrovich-Iurenev order and
that of the Soviet. Election of officers had not been sanctioned
by the Soviet's Order No. 1, but. as some elections had taken
place all officers so selected '"up to the present time and con-
firmed or submitted for confirmation by the army authorities
must remain in force." The purpose of the committees, it explained,
was to allow the soldiers of the Petrograd garrison "to share

in the general political life of the country." Order No. 2 also
confirmed giving wide civil rights to the soldiers and ending the
old military order greetings between officers and troops.
Finally, this second order also.noted that Order No. 1 had been
issued primarily to the Petrograd garrison, but it did not
specifically dismiss the notion that it applied throughout the

military.90 Therefore the Soviet had to issue another directive,



Order No. 3 which appeared in Izvestiia on March 8/21, specifically
stating that Orders No. 1 and No. 2 applied only to the soldiers

of the Petrograd Military District.

The question of state power was first discussed on March
14-15, the problem being raised in the March l4th morning session
of the executive committee. Several members, howevér, were ab-
sent and debate was deferred to a meeting later that evening.
Russian socialists essentially advocated one of three types of
policy vis-a-vis state power: 1) a coalition of socialists and
bourgeoisie, 2) non-cooperation by socialists with the bourgeoisie
and establishment of a socialist revolutionary government, and
3) socialist cooperation but not participation in a bourgeois
government. The majority of Rusgsian socialists held to this
last view, while the left wing, Bolsheviks, Left SR's and Inter-
districtites urged non-cooperation; and Bundists and Popular
Socialists, the right wing, advocated the policy of coalition.
The agenda of the evening session included 1)_character and
class composition of the first revolutionary government; 2)
demands to be made of this government; and 3) personal composi-
tion of the ministries.91 Erlich, a Bund leader, maintained in
the discussion that followed that if the new govermment was to
have a revolutionary character the leaders of the Soviet would

92
have to participate in it. Rafes, also a Bundist, explained:
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The working class of Russia is taking such an
active part in the development of the revolution
that without its direct participation in the
creation of the state life, the revolution

would hardly be carried out to a favorable end.
It is indispensible to lead the active work

of the working class in the direction of
revolutionary state construction.93

Apparently the left wing was not too vocal about creating a
socialist revolutionary government. Some historians have main-
tained that the first days of the revolution were an era of

good feeling among "socialists"94 and, as a result, that the
Bolshevik failed to form their own faction in the Soviet until
March 22,95 that the majority policy exerted "strong influence"
on the Bolshevik leaders to support the Provisional Government,
and that some Bolshevik members of the Soviet voted on March 15
for the formal transfer of power to the Provisional Government.96
That only 19 out of 400 deputies present voted for a socialists
revolutionary government97bears out this last point. Until Lendin's
return to Russia in April, the pages of Pravda called for
Bolshevik support of the Provisional Government and cooperaticn
with the other socialist parties. Though Shliapnikov writes

that "only eight members stood for the revolutionary democracy"
on March 14, he admits that the Bolsheviks shared with the Men-
sheviks the belief that the revolution was a bourgeois-democratic
revolution.98 According to Sukhanov, a decision was made by a
vote of 13 to 7 or 8 that "we should not send representatives of
democracy to the ministry of Miliukov and should not demand their

99
participation in it." Rafes, however, tells us that this
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decision was not final. The March 14 meeting was considered
only a preliminary discussion and the question was put on the
agenda for the next session on March 15. In the meantime the
various parties were asked to poll their membership and report
the stand of each organization at the executive committee
session which was to convene shortly before the plenary Soviet
the following morning.100

After the Soviet leaders had decided not to také state
power, they set about formulating the demands to be made of the
new government. Sukhanov had devised a set of comditions to
impose on the Provisional Government which he now presented to
the Soviet. A good many of the demands had been woiced by the
Progressive Bloc of the State Duma before the revolution. These
included political and religious amnesty, guarantee of basic
freedoms, universal suffrage in election of local ;dministration,
and abolition of discriminatory organizations, a proposed popular
militia to replace the police, and the convocation of a Consti-
tuent Assembly. The third point in Sukhanov's program called
for abstention of all efforts (but not advocation) to predetermine
the future form of government; that is, until the convocation of
a Constituent Assembly. Points eight and nine, however, were
radical and derived directly from a recogﬂition of the elemental
force of the Petrograd garrison: (8) no disarmament and no
withdrawal from Petrograd of the army units that took part in

the revolutionary movement; and (9) the enjoyment of full civil

and political rights by the soldiers. The entire program dealt
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with immediate conditions. No attempt was made to force any
socio-economic or foreign policy scheme on the country; indeed,

notes Sukhanov, ". . . it was vital to wait as long as possible."

As no major objections were raised the program was quickly
adgpted.lo1

The debate turned to whether the Soviet should support the
Provisional Government even if it did not accept some of the
Sukhanov program. The Bundists and Popular Socialisﬁs argued for
unconditional support of the new government "insofar as" the
basic ideas of the Soviet were honored. Sukhanov urged support
of the Provisional Government only if it met all the conditions.
This latter became the viewpoint of the rest of the executive
committee.lo2 Concerning the make-up of the new government, the
executive committee decided on a hands-off policy. The bourgeois
leadership could form their ministry from whatever circles they
wished. The execﬁtive committee refused to have amy influence at
all on its personnel.103

Things, however, took a different turn, for the same night
that produced "Order No. 1" resulted in an even more important
action concerning state power. Some members of the Soviet Execu-
tive Committee on their own initiative joined with the Temporary
Committee of the Duma in a meeting that léd to the formation of
the Provisional Government. According to Sukhanov, '"On my own

responsibility I went over to the right wing of the Palace to

arrange about the meeting. It was best to work through Keren-
104

sky . Failing, however to gain Kerensky's immediate
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support, Sukhanov to his surprise came upon Chkheidze and Sokolov
in the Duma chambers and quickly obtained their agreement 'for

an immediate 'constituent' conference."]05 When Nekrasov delivered
this proposition to his Duma colleagues, Miliukov motes that they
"willingly accepted this proposal" and set the session for 12
midnight, a half hour 1at:er.106 Sukhanov maintained that the
bourgeoisie had to assume power or the revolution would perish,

as the disunity of the socialists made the creation of a State
apparatus of power impossible. "The existing State machine . . .
might obey Miliukov, but would not obey Chkheidze," he continued.107
So as not to deprive the bourgeoisie of the hope of winning power,
the conditions of the socialists were to be minimal, that is,

the required freedom of agitation in order to prevent the "dic-
tatorship of capital."108 The question was whether or not the
"propertied classes of Russia comsent to accept power under such
conditions? And the task therefore is to compel them to take
power."m9 As the old Menshevik A. Potresov put the matter: "At
the moment of the bourgeois revolution, the best prepared, socially
and psychologically, to solve national problems is this same
bourgeoisie. . . . even if it be only for a brief period of his-
tory.“llo The SR leader Viktor Chernov tells us that "neither
theory or doctrine won out in the ranks of Soviet democracy, but

it was a direct feeling of the 'burden of power' that triumphed,
when socialist doctrinaires of 'bourgeois revolution' proposed-—-—

with 'profound theoretical justifications'--to transfer this

. burden from their shoulders to the shoulders of the privileged



58

[y

111
class." Why then did the Soviet not take power? First of all,

says Chernov, because this was the line of least resistance, for
the socialists were beset by disunity. Secondly, the socialist
leaders were in exile and their lieutenants in Petrograd hesitated
to assume the trying responsibility. Thirdly, the bourgeois leaders
were well-kmown throughout Russia whereas the socialists, masked
by pseudonyms, were targets for reactionary legend. Fourthly, the
socialist leaders were "absolutely ignorant of the technique of
governmental administration and its apparatus." Finally, the
bourgeois parties had more than a decade of "public existence and
stable, legal organizations," while the socialist -groups had incurred
periodic decimation at the hands of the tsarist regime.l:L2
Chernov's points require some qualification. First, none of
the Duma deputies had experienced much first hand about the mechanics
of government. Thus while the soc_ialist deputies were ignorant of
the techniques of government, in‘ practice so were the bourgeoisie.
The libéra.ls and socialists had worked all of their lives for change
with little or no attention being paid to understanding the operation
of institutioms oncé the revolution was achieved. Their sudden thrust
into positions of command in March 1917 left them unprepared. The
first days of the revolution clearly revealed their ineptitude in
sblving practical matters, such as transport, food supply, and mili-
tary organization. Second, while only remmants of the socialist parties
remained in 1917, the following of the liberal parties was relatively
small by comparison with that of the socialists and hardly better organized.
The fear of counterrevolution, haunting the Soviet leaders like
a specter, made them reluctant to assume state power. "When at the beginning

of the revolution," Skobelev recalled later, "I went to the entrance
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of the Tauride Palace to meet a group of soldiers . . . and to
make a speech to them, I was almost certain that I was making one
of my last speeches, and that in a few days I would be shot or
hanged."113 Steklov on April 12 at a Soviet conference stated
that, at the time, the victory of the revolution, even in a mode-
rate bourgeois form, was uncertain. The mutinous soldiery was
without leadership and organization and could hardly be expected
to face well-ordered tsarist forces. '"Every moment we expected
that they would come and arrest us, if not shoot us," he said.114
Sukhanov, usually calm and collected, recollected later that if
Cossacks or any organized force had attacked, "we could not have
looked anywhere for salvation and they would have conquered the
revolution with their bare hands."115 The experience of the 1905
Revolution in which the bourgeoisie were pushed into the arms of
reaction by radical socialist demands had resulted in the
socialists moderating their goals in order to gain bourgeois
support in a united revolutionary front. The 1905 experience

had also made possible not only close collaboration between the
SR's and the Mensheviks but even ideological domination of the
former by the latCer.116 The metamorphosis of the SR leader-
ship after 1905 seems to have been the most important single
factor that contributed to accommodating the Constitutional Democrats.
This position came about not only from the terrible 1905
disaster, but the result of the war and adoptign'bf defensism,

as well as the indicated fear of inexperience in mimisterial

governing as opposed to Kadet "expertise."
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A; the Soviet Executive Committee had adjourned earlier,
no mandate existed for the negotiatio;s concerning state power
into which Chkheidze, Sukhanov, Sokolov and Steklov entered with
the Duma committeemen. In fact, they were in violation of the
decisions made earlier that day. These men, however, apparently
felt no strong need to have a formally authorized delegation, ''nor
was there any necessity,'" wrote Sukhanov, to have a meeting
with the full membership of the executive committee. Steklov
did take notes in order to make a report to the Soviet. 1In fair-
ness to these leaders, however, it must be emphasized that "Order
No. 1" had only minutes before been approved under the strong
pressure of the insurgent soldiery. Sukhanov expected the demand
for the Soviet to establish a provisional revolutionary govern-
ment to mount with increasing vigor unless action was taken that
very night.l17

The negotiations between the Soviet leaders and the Duma
Committeemen oéer state power opened at midnight. Representing
the Soviet were Chkheidze, Steklov, Sukhanov, Sokolov, Skobelev,
Filippovskii among others.ll8 Those representing the Temporary
Duma Committee included thirteen or fourteen liberals and
left-wing monarchists, most notably Miliukov and Nekrasov.119
Kerensky attended as a representative of both sides.120 After
an informal start the session took on a businesslike and 'respon-
sible" tone.121 Once the Duma Committeemen realized that the

socialists were equally aware of the danger to the revolution

of the "reign of anarchy," they made direct proposals of mutual
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support, all of which Sukhanov described as desultory conversation

obscuring the central question:

The Provisional Committee of the State Duma, which
had taken executive power into its hands, was still
not a government, even a ''provisional" one; the
creation of this government still lay ahead. . . .
The Soviet . . . wished to express its relationship
to the government being formed in the right wing,
make clear its views on the tasks of that govern-
ment, and state demands which in the name of the
entire democracy it was presentin§ to the govern-
ment created by the revolution.l?

The meeting turned from the question of where state power
should reside to specific qualifications of that power. Steklov
read the Sukhanov program which had just been adopted in the
plenary Soviet and explained it point by point using every argu-
ment he could to sustain the socialist requirements. Many of
the "propertied" persons present, Sukhanov tells us, appeared
uneasy and perplexeci.123 However, "Nekrasov remained completely
serene, and on Miliukov's face it was possible even to detect
signs of deep satisfacticn," for the latter had been expecting

124
some binding peace program. Miliukov, as spokesman for the

other side, replied: - “The conditions of the Soviet of Workers' and
Soldiers' Deputies in general are acceptable and in general they
may constitute the groundwork for an agreement with the committee
of the State Duma. Nevertheless there are some points to which

the committee definitely objects."125 Miliukov openly rejected

point three of the Soviet program which concerned the future

form of government, and he wished to limit the civil liberties
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of the soldiery. This Russian European was not really afraid,
Sukhanov tells us,126 of the freedom of the army or of a Consti-
tuent Assembly so long as they were based on a comstitutional monarchy.
Miliukov knew that unless a constitutional monarchy was estab-
lished at once a de facto republic would probably come into exis-
tence; '"They wanted to establish a republic at once," he wrote.127
The Soviet Executive Committeemen, however, did not want to

bind themselves to any form of government until the Constituent
Assembly could make the decision in the name of the people.

While the Soviet had appealed to the people to struggle against
the autocracy, none of its proclamations had called for the aboli-
tion of the monarchic principle. Chkheidze and Sokolov labelled
Miliukov's proposition utopian and absurd if he thought the

Soviet would sanction the defense of the Romanovs.128 In principle
therefore, the socialists could not accept the proposal for
preservation of the mcmarchy, but would not deny the right of
Miliukov's group advocating such a policy independently of the
Soviet. As for the civil liberties of the soldiery, Miliukov
granted the rights of citizens to soldiers '"to the limits
allowable under military and technical conditions," and he
defended the '"retention of strict military discipline in the
structure and the carrying out of military service," while
introducing equality for soldiers "in civil rights." He agreed

to "not disarming and not sending out of Petrograd those troops
which had taken part in the revolutionary movement'" and which had

129
- just assured the victory of the revolution.
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For their part the Soviet leaders agreed to limit
civil rights of soldiers to off-duty hours, and, according to
Miliukov,130 also concurred to drop the demand for the election
of officers. The Monarchist V. V., Shul'gin had asked the Soviet
chairman why the socialists were so insistent on an elected
officer corps, Chkheidze "raised his thoroughly tired eyelids,
rolled his eyes and answered in a whisper: 'In general every-
thing has failed. . . a miracle is needed in order to save. . .
We must try it. . . . It cannot be any worse. . .because, I
tell you. . . .everything has failed. . . .'" Shul'gin also
recalled, "Miliukov was carrying on an endless argument about
'the elected officers' corps' . . . that there was no such

131 The

thing in the world, and the army would disintegrate.”
Sukhanov program, however, included no such demand. Possibly
the Aleksandrovich-Iurenev order, issued only a few hours
before the meeting, calling for election of officers became
confused in Miliukov's and Shul'gin's minds with the execu-
tive committeemen's program in much the same way as it became
confused with the Soviet's "Order No. 1." Sukhanov, however,
notes that he did not see the other order uﬁtil after the

Joint meeting.l32

In any case election of officers was not
part of the Sukhanov program nor part of the Soviet's "Order
No. 1." Sukhanov stated that the demands "were in the first
place a minimum, and secondly absolutely categorical and final."”

He observed that "among the masses an incomparably broader pro-

gram was developing with every day and every hour, which the
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masses were following and would follow." The Soviet leaders
were trying to direct this movement and keep it within reasonable
limits he stated, "But if these limits were under the complicated
circumstances, to be imprudently settled, and not in accordance
with the stride of the movement, then a spontaneous explosion
would sweep them away together with all of the contemplated
governmental 'combinations.'" He concluded: "Either we could
stop this spontaneous explosion or nobody could. Real power
therefore was either ours or nobody's. Only one solution was
possible: to agree to our conditions and accept them as the
governmental program."133 Miliukov countered, '"These were your
demands addressed to us. But we have our own demands of you. . . ."
He asked the executive committee to take immediate action to
restore law and order and establish contact between soldiers
and officers. He also requested. that a Soviet appeal inform the
public of the formation of a government with Soviet sapction
that should be recognized as legitimate by the masses and enjoy
their confidence. He suggested also that in this appeal the
Soviet request popular confidence in the officers' corps and
that the soldiery concede their recognition of the commanding
staff.134 To Miliukov's surprise the Soviet leaders accepted
all of his demands and he openly revealed his satisfaction.
Sukhanov started to compose the proclamation to be issued by the
executive committee but found '"my head was as empty as my

135

stomach," and was relieved by Sokolov. Sukhanov found

Sokolov's draft 'really disastrous," being nothing more than an
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explanation to the soldiers of the characteristics of the officers'
corps. Worse it gave the impression that no relationship should ex-
" ist between officers and men and that the former perhaps "should
be attacked root and branch."136 Miliukov certainly did not
consider Sokolov's draft acceptable and set about with Sukhanov re-
drafting it,137 and getting it approved by the Sowriet leaders.l38
Sukhanov wrote that Miliukov "added a third (and last) para-
graph to the second paragraph that I had written, and fixed his
signature below mine."lB? Miliukov's draft appealed for the
people to strive to arrest anarchy and lawlessness lest the
revolution and the people's freedom fall into ruin, and further,
that differences between the soldiery and the officer corps
be reconciled to protect the revolution from the military forces
of reaction.léo Miliukov, at the time, was obviously elated:
"This is almost the same thing that I had told the soldiers from
the tower of the regiment barracks. And it was accepted for
publication in the name of the Soviet!"141

The session of March 14-15 with the Soviet leaders trans-
formed the Temporary Committee of the Duma into a revolutionary
ingtitution. No longer could it claim to be an organization
functioning within the legal system of the o0ld regime. While
attempting to gain legitimacy in the eyes of the masses of the
Russian people by seeking the endorsement of the pobularly
supported Soviet, the Miliukov group agreed to policies that made
the government in essence impotent and dependent on the Soviet and

142
the whims of the masses.



Sukhanov saw this as the only course of action open to Miliukov:

He understood that without an accord with the

Soviet no government could either arise or remain

in existence. He understood that it was entirely

within the power of the executive committee to give

authority to a bourgeois regime or withhold it. He

saw where the real strength lay, he saw in whose

hands were the means of assuring the new government

both the indispensible conditions for work and its

very existence. Miliukov realized that he was

accepting power not from the hands of the monarch

in Tsarskoe Selo, as he had counted on doing

throughout the preceding decade, but from the

hands of the victorious revolutionary people.
Actually both the executive committee and the temporary committee
were charting a dangerous course. The Duma Committeemen were
faced with demands by the High Command, on the one hand, and, on
the other, with the requirements of the Soviet, which represented
to them the masses of people. The executive committeemen were
similarly, however, faced with the demands of the right, the
bourgeoisie and more importantly the army, on the one hand, and,
on the other, the elemental strength of the garrison barracks
and the streets, or the stikhiia. Another three weeks had to
pass before "democratization'" of the army really began to erode
the authority of the High Command and thus in the first days
the military was a very real power with which to reckon. As
for the stikhiia, Kerensky had warned at the very outset of the
revolution, on March 8, that the masses would flatten everything

144
unless their demands were satisfied. Such were the Scylla

and Charybdis for the revolutionaries at that time.
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CHAPTER II

THE STRUCTURE OF THE SOVIET

The political and social makeup of the Petrograd Soviet partially
reveals why that body perservered in the political ideology that it held
and made the decisions that it did. Some features and characteristics
of the Petrograd Soviet are immediately discernable from a survey of its
most rrominent members, but the available sources are not abundant enough
to give a thorough-going survey of its entire composition. Records of
general meetings do not exist; affairs of the various commissions are
poorly preserved in the U, S. S. R. archives; and no general roll of
deputies with an indication of par?y affiliation exists.l Partially
the state of sources is a reflection of the disorder and confusion that
generally reigned in the Petrograd Soviet and its executive committee.
Balloting for the Soviet plenum was chaotic and the number of members
of that body uncertain, even to its own e.ecutive.? As Viktor Chernov
related, "If there was one thing the Soviets did not resemble, it was
a regular governmental institution."3

The general power structure of the Petrograd Soviet is the one
overriding feature of the institution that must be noted from the first.
As seen previously, the executive committee completely dominated the So-
viet plenum. With the creation of the bureau of the executive committee,

the exiecutive in turn was rreempted. Dominating the bureau was a grour
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of five Mensheviks and one Socialist Revolutionary, referred to un-
kindly by opponents and jokingly by its own members as the "Star
Chamber." What allowed the "Star Chamber" of I. G. Tseretelli, N. S.
Chkheidze, M. I. Skobelev, F. I, Dan, Abram Gotz (SR), and V. S.
Voitinskii todevelop such a structure and thereby dominate the Pet-
rograd Soviet? An illucidation of the class and party structure of
the capital Soviet offers some understanding for the dominant posi-
tion of the Menshevik-SR bloc leadership.

The election of the first deputies to the Petrograd Soviet large-
ly determined thereafter the makeup of its rlenum. By the ground
rules for the election soldiers were to elect one deputy from each
company and workers one deputy for each 1,000 men and one from each fac-
tory with less than a thousand workers. In mid-March soldier deputies
anumbered approximately 2,000 whereas the workers had only 800 depu-
ties, a ratio of soldiers' to workers' delegates of 2.3 to l.h Origin-
ally the companies in question were those maxing up the swollen re-
serve regiments of the capital, as each of these companies numbered a thousand
or more soldiers.? If only these companies of 1,000 troops each had
elected deputies, at most this would have meant the election of 271
deputies as the Petrograd garrison numbered appro:imately 271,000 men.6
Soon, however, every company, regardless of size--and most consisted
of 150 to 400 men--sent a deputy to the Petrograd Soviet. Furthermore
vwhile the original appeal to elect deputies was limited to troops of
the garrison, on March 18 the Petrograd Soviet adopted a special reso-
lution which "advised the election of candidates from units based in

the suburbs.8"7 This meant that some 466,800 troops had deputies in

the Soviet. Yet this was not all., Some army units beyond, and some naval
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units within the limits of the capital took advantage of this resolution
to send representatives to the Petrograd Soviet, e.g., the Cruiser Aurora,
the 6,203 men of the Second Baltic Depot, Kronstadt, plus army units far
from the capital--even some front line troops.9 Most of the deputies came
from combatant units made up of 150 to 400 men per company.lo In the house-
hold guards--Egerskii, Grenaderskii, Preobrazhenskii, Volynskii, and Petro-
gradskii regiments--the average, however, was 111 to 420 men per depu.ty.ll
Each reserve regiment had in the Petrograd Soviet from 15 to 36 deputies,
depending on the number of companies that made up the regiments.lz In ad-
dition, small units of command staff clerks and other service staff sent
deputies, as did military hospitals, infirmaries, military depots, and mil-
itary service shops. From 47 non-combatant detachments 36 sent 83 deputies
from a constituency of 6,130 persons or one deputy per 136 men. The staff
and service personnel of 16 military academies sent 67 deputies, of which
LO deputies came from nine of the academies having a constituency of 4,293
persons or one deputy per 107 men,‘ The majority of soldiers' deputies, as
can be seen, came, however, from the combatant units.13 In June 768 soldiers'
deputies gave their military service positions as follows: 387 privates,
58 officers, 36 military cadets, 35 clerks, 250 non-commissioned officers.
Of the total 902 deputies in the Soldiers' Section at the time, 421 came
from 28 infantry regiments, 52 from military schools, 63 from volunteer un-
its, 22 from artillery units, 20 from three ships' companies, 27 from tech-
nical units, 8 from motorized units, 4 from the Cruiser Aurora, 51 from
command personnel and sentries, and about 200 from command staff clerks,
military hospitals, military depots, military service or repair $h0ps, and
other military installations.lu -

As for the workers, their 800-plus deputies came from a population of

some 380,000 blue-collar industrial workers and 120,000 white-collar employ-

ees.lS Large and intermediate enterprises employed 97 percent of the indus-
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trial workers, leaving 11,400 or 3 percent of the blue collars working in small
16

enterprises. The white-collar employees included workers from the
Petrograd railway junction, the city tram company, the municipal en-
terprises, the post office, telegraph and telephone e:change, small
artisan enterprises, trade union establishments, teachers of primary
schools, and workers from medical foundations.l7 A study of some 90
enterprises, comprising approximately one-sixth of all industries

in Petrograd, shows that deputies were generally chosen from these
large plants within the limits or close to the limits of standard
representation.18 To give but one example, the largest enterprise
in the capital, the Putilov iron works, sent 4O deputies from 30,000
workers or an average of one deputy per 750 men.19 The following

table illustrates the representation from 90 of Petrograd's enter-

prises:

SOVIET DEPUTIES CHOSEN FROM 90O ENTERPRISESZO

Number & Percentage of Deputies Chosen According to Following No. of

Workers
Up to 50| 51-150 | 151-300| 301-500| 501-700| 701-900 § 901-1000
& More
Totall
1 (No.) - 8 13 18 117 89 246
0.4% - 3.5 5.5 7.5 47.2 35.9 100%

As the above table indicates, plants employing over 70O workers sent

83.1 percent of the deputies elected. The six largest enterprises

in the city: Putilov, Truboch, Obukhov, "Treugol'", Okhten, and Bal-
tic, alone sent nearly 100 deputies to the Petrograd Soviet.2l Though
this analysis of 90 or one-sixth of the enterprises in Petrograd can-

not be considered an exact copy of all elections to the Soviet for all



82

L3

the factories in the capital, nevertheless, the figures are a signi-
ficant indication that the majority of workers! deputies came from
the intermediate and largest plants. An analysis of the representa-
tion of the small plants adds further proof to this thesis.

Workers in small enterprises and all other workers in any cate-
gory (excluding large plants) had a total represemtation of only 200
deputies.22 This largely came about because workers in small plants
elected their deputies to the Petrograd Soviet by uniting a few en-
terprises so as to conform to the regulation of ane deputy per 1,000
workers. For example, on March 23 a united gathering of 1,040 in-
dustrial workers from five intermediate and small plants elected one
deputy to the Petrograd Soviet; and 640 workers from three plants and

23 Small en-

950 workers from two tanneries also elected one deputy.
terprise workers, as a result of such methods, had so few deputies to
represent them in the Soviet that workers in plants numbering less than
500 were invited by the executivé committee of the Petrograd Soviet
to a general meeting to elect deputies, one per ewvery 500 workers.2
Workers in domestic industry and a portion of the white-collar employ-
ees elected representatives to the Petrograd Soviet only after organ-
izing professional unions. Fifteen of 34 such organizations sent 43
deputies to the Petrograd Soviet.25

The social composition of-the constituencies from which the sol-
diers' and workers' deputies to the Petrograd Soviet were chosen was
greatly colored by a large percentage of peasants. Most of the sol-

diers were raw recruits of peasant origin; undoubtedly, many of the

workers were also peasants. In 1917 ten of the fifteen million men
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under arms were peasants, and in a country 80 to 85% peasant in
population this meant a large percentage of the urban working

. population was in the military service, that is, one-fourteenth
of the peasant population was in the army, compared to one-

26

seventh of the non-peasant population. The early draft calls
greatly depleted the ranks of the urban working force and gen-
erally only peasants remained to fill positions. In the 1158
enterprises of Petrograd new workers composed over 40% of the
work force by 1917.27 While some white-collar types, such as
bank clerks, made up part of the new workers, probably the
largest percentage of new males were peasants (the number of
women increased considerably in some industries).28 Regard-
less of how many new workers were peasants, the Russian workers,
except in skilled positions in heavy industry, even before the
war could be considered at best half-proletarian (many being
peasants who were marginal workers living near urban centers).29
Partisan politics until 1917 made little headway among the
workers of Petrograd and scarcely had touched the peasants in
uniform or at the bench. The SR agrarian program, however,
quickly lured the peasant in the capital and as the SR dele-
gation swelled in numbers, partisan politics emerged in the
Soviet plenum.30 The SR's could count on the support of over
40O members in full standing_(i. e. , registrants who accepted
the party whip) and on sympathizers from among those not in-
scribed on any party roll to bring its voting strength to well
31

over 1,000 members of the Soviet. This appears to have been



more than enough votes to override any opposition the SR's faced prior
to late July. The SR numerical nomination of the Soviet plenum oc-
curred so soon in March 1917 that some minority (numerically) parties
accused the SR's and their allies, the Mensheviks of purposefully
giving the soldiers and small factory wprkers electorai preference in

32

the initial elections. Though on the surface such an accusation
might seem justified, nothing was further from the truth, inasmuch
as the small factéries, as already demonstrated, were not over-rep-
resented in the Soviet plenum. As for the soldiers, according to
the Bolshevik leader Shliapnikov, the SR's and Mensheviks initially
opposed the admission of soldier deputies and gave in only reluc-
tantly.33

The Petrograd Soviet was not split into populists versus marx-
ists, but divided along party lines. The party alignments were
fairly well defined, though the marxists, unlike the populists,
split into smaller factions. The SR's fairly quickly swallowed up
any populist opposition from the Trudoviks (Toilers) and the Pop-
ular Socialists. Joininé the SR's was the Menshevik wing of the
Social Democrats. The Bundists and Cooperativists were followers
of the Menshevik-SR bloc. With the return of Iu. Martov, the father
of Menshevism, the Menshevik Internationalists split in late May from
the Menshevik center and a lively quarrel began. The following of
the Martov group, however, was so feeble numerically that it never
offered any serious challenge to the bloc. The sister party of the

Mensheviks, the Bolsheviks, were of course against the bloc. Their

strength, however, until the commencement of a number of irregular



85

elections in June was slight: 22 deputies as of March 22, 65 by mid-
April, 100 by mid-May. Just prior to the June reelections the Petrograd
Soviet plenum consisted of about ’1500 deputies with mandates: 902
soldiers' deputies and about 600 workers' deputies. The party compo-
sition of the Soldiers' Section was 306 SR's, 298 Mensheviks, 105 Bol-
sheviks, and 198 deputies divided among Menshevik Internationalists,
Trudoviks, Popular Socialists, Edinstvo Social Democrats and others.
The reduc{',ion in the number of soldiers' deputies resulted partially
from the transfer of some 50,000 Petrograd garrison troops and their
deputies to the front during March and April. As for the Workers'
Section its party composition is not precisely known. As the Bolsheviks
received about half of the seats in the Workers' Section in the June re-
elections, 300 deputies at least and probably as many as 500 of the total
of this section were Mensheviks and SR's and their sympathizers prior to
the election (100 of these were SR's if not more as the party had 400
registered deputies under the whip). All parties in the Petrograd Soviet
looked upon the institution as a parliament, as a place to advance their
party programs among the >"revolutiona‘ry democracy" and articulate it
into the political consciousness of the masses.

As intelligentsia dominated the various socialist parties, so they
also dominated the Petrograd Soviet. The executive committee that init-
iated the first elections were intelligentsia, as was the executive
elected at the first plenum meeting. As late as the end of March only
seven of the executive committee's 42 members were workers.35 New mem-
bers with deliberative votes were coopted onto the executive after the
initial elections, as no further elections were held until September.36
By mid-April mechanical additions to the committee raised its total mem-

38
bership to 90 with only 10 coming directly from the plenum.
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The executive committee added so many members that it became too
unwieldy to handly daily affairs efficiently. The committee had created
a number of special commissions or sections on March 16 to alleviate some
of the pressure of day-to-day affairs: 11 departments consisting of in-
ternational affairs, labor, military, legislature, propaganda, Soviet ad-
ministration, press, local Petrograd affairs, and extra-metropolitan. Each
department consisted of an executive committeeman and staff;39 To coord-
inate the work of these departments and prepare questions for discussion
at the Soviet's plenary meetings, the executive created a special bureau
on March 27, composed initially of seven members and three candidate mem-
bers.l}O On April 23 Tseretelli proposed that the executive set a bureau
to coordinate its work in much the same way as the special bureau coordi-
nated the work of the departments. Tseretelli found the executive commit-
tee too divisive and suggested that a bureau composed of homogeneous per-
sonalities might overcome this by preparing questicns for discussion in

the full committee. When the executive rejected this, Tseretelli pro-

posed two days later that all current affairs become the autonomous con-

cern of the various departments, yet within limits defined by the executive.

He suggested that the special bureau takeover all matters of great impor-
tance, or those requiring solution as a matter of policy. To integrate the
work of the departments and the special bureau Tseretelli recommended that
the executive selection representatives from the various departments to
compose the special bureau. While the executive retained final authority,
questions even of national importance would not come before the committee
until analyzed by the special bureau. As the special bureau had members
from all parties it also became too unwieldy to deal realistically with
daily affairs, though chaired by Chkheidze and run by its wvice-chairmen,
Tseretelli and Chernov. Tseretelli, however, found it a more workable ap-

paratus than the 90 member executive for the operations of the homogenous

L1
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bureau that he did form by caucasing with colleagues outsidé of official
meetings--the "Star Chamber."

The "Star Chamber" was the real decision-making body in the
Petrograd Soviet. An informal group of five Mensheviks and one
SR met early each morning at Skobelev's apartment where the leader
of the "Star Chamber," Tseretelli, was staying at tbe time. No
records of meetings were kept nor are there any memcir accounts
available of what was transacted. Voitinskii, a member of the
group, reports that not only were problems discussed and how they
were to be solved, but that the group even drew up resolutions
and plans to be submitted to the bureau (thereby to the executive
committee and from there to the Petrograd Soviet plenum).u3 Each
member of the "Star Chamber" carried out some respomsibility.
Tseretelli engineered the programs and led the discussions of the
group. Dan assisted Tseretelli at the meetings and saw to it that
the Mensheviks stayed in line beydnd Tseretelli's policies. Gotz
kept the SR's whipped into shape for the group. Chkheidze guided
the Petrograd Soviet plenum and its executive committee in the
service of the chamber., Skobelev and Voitinskii acted as trouble-
shooters in the barracks, at the front, in factories, and the lat-
ter along with Dan guided the editorial policy of Izvestiia, the
Petrograd Soviet's news organ. Dan wrote articles and declarations
for Izvestiia explaining the Petrograd Soviet's policy in terms
of the Menshevik party program, while Voitinskii tried to reach a
broader audience of workers and soldiers. Thus like its English
namesake, the "Star Chamber" wielded considerable political in-

fluence and met in secret deliberation on a great variety of subjects.



All six members of the "Star Chamber" were closely bound to
one another. Tseretellli, Gotz, Dan, and Voitinskii, during tsar-
ist exile in Siberia, developed an ideological union with reference
to the First World War; a significant achievement as the war had
split all socialist parties in Europe and as Gotz was a populist
SR, Voitinskii at the time a Bolshevik, and only Tseretelli and
Dan, Mensheviks. Four of the group were from the same region,
the Caucasus; Tseretelli, Chkheidze, and Voitinskii being Georgians,
and Skobelev a native of Baku. Tseretelli, Skobelev, and Chkheidze
served in the Imperial State Dumaj; Tseretelli being the leader of
the Mensheviks in the Second Duma until exiled, and Chkheidze the
Menshevik leader in the Third and Fourth Dumas.u5 Union also re-
sulted from intellectual compatibility. Gotz, Chkheidze, and Sko-
belev were willing followers of Tseretelli,u6 while Dan and Voi-
tinskii, both intellects and leaders, found Tseretelli's ideas and
their own usually in accord. As Trotsky noted, Gotz concerned
himself with "kitchen matters" and preferred to work behind the
scenes.l+7 Skobelev at 37, two years older than Tseretelli, had
only joined the Mensheviks in 1912, having worked with Trotsky
on the Vienna Pravda from 1907 to 1912.h8 As for Chkheidze, he
was at 53 the oldest member of the Petrograd Soviet executive.
Though a tireless worker in the Petrograd Soviet's behalf, the
accidental shooting of his son shortly after the March coup so un-
nervelhim that at times he sat in meetings completely lost in

N
his thoughts, neither hearing nor seeing anything. ? Feodor Dan,

_next to Martov, was the most gifted of the Menshevik theoreticians



and a grand party organizer.so He, however, became Tseretelli's

lieufenant in mapping out party strategy because the Georgian was

the heart and the will of the Mensheviks. Voitinskii was happy to

serve as a tactician for the Tseretelli-Dan strategies.Sl
Tseretelli led the Petrograd Soviet because be was a brilli-

ant, beloved spokesman of the majority and a politician of the

first order. According to V.D. Nabokov, the Kadet head of the

Provisional Government's chancellory, Tseretelli's ideas conformed

to the usual Marxist pattern, and Nabokov adds, he expressed those

ideas with brilliant clarity.52 A.F. Kerensky speaks of the Georgian

as one of the most beloved leaders of the Russian dempcracy353

Typical of foreign contemporary opinion was that of Sir Bernard

Pares, the British dean of Russian studies, who found the tall,

lean Georgian a gentle and chivalrous man--a quality thatthe Soviet leader

54
retained throughout the tribulations of the revolution. As for

Tseretelli's political acumen, V.B. Stankevich who served with

him on the executive committee of the Petrograd Soviet, tells

us: "On the whole the history of the committee, from the point

of view of its organization and membership, could be divided into
two periods, one prior to and the other following the arrival

of Tseretelli. The first was a period replete with hazards, vacil-
lations, and vagueness, when anyone who wished could use the name
and organization of the committee. . . . With the appearance of
Tseretelli [}pril é] the character of the committee changed rad-
ically. He joined . . . with a deliberative vote only. The

first day he modestly declined to express his opinion since he



was as yet unfamiliar with the general situation. The following
day he delivered a long speech, seemingly groping for firm ground.
« « . On the third day Tseretelli arrived as self-confident lead-
er of the committee and the Soviet . . . the latter at once changed
from a medley of all sorts of people into an institution, into

an organ."55 Because Tseretelli was a man of integrity, convic-
tion, personal magnetism, and oratorical greatness, a man who
"knew what he wanted, had a definite plan, believed firmly in

it, and was able from the framework of this plan to examine and
deal with particular issues that came up, "he was a man who com-
manded respect even from his political enemies."56 In a time

of confusion when most men had a great many self-doubts, a man
like Tseretelli understandably became the leader of the Petrograd
Soviet. At 25 years of age he was the most popular speaker in
the Second Duma, the leader of the Mensheviks, and even the re-
cognized mouthpiece of the Bolsheviks.57 For one so young to be
recognized as party leader in 1907, it is little wonder that
Tseretelli became Menshevism's spokesman a decade later.

Beyond its own immediate members the "Star Chamber" usually
had several other prominent Petrograd_Soviet leaders at its ser-
vice. The ideological position with reference to the World War
(Siberian Zimmerwaldism, discussed in Chapter III) that bound the
six members of the "Star Chamber" together, was also a strong
element binding other socialists to the six. Two Siberian Zim-
merwaldists who regularly attended the meetings of the "Chamber"

were V.A, Anisimov and K.M. Ermolaev. Anisimov was a member of
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the executive presidium of the Petrograd Soviet and Ermolaev a mem-

ber of the Menshevik Central Commitbee.58

Frequent participants at
the meetings included Liber (Bundist), Chernov (SR leader), and the
Siberian Zimmerwaldists,’? S.L. Vainstein and N.S. Rozhkov, Bog-
danov and Gvozdev (Menshevik Soviet executive committeemen), Pesh-
ekhonov (Popular Socialists leader), and Avksent'ev (SR chairman
of the All-Russian Peasants’ Soviet).6o

The "Star Chamber" quite naturally evoked some opposition as
it oroke the cardinal Soviet position of arriving at decisions in
free and open discussion. A group of ten members of the executive
committee (later others joined) banded together as a sort of counter-
weight to the "Star Chamber.' To mock Tseretelli's attempt to assemble
a ‘bureau of like-minded executive committeemen they tock the name Homogeneous
Bureau.él Like the "Star Chamber" this diverse political group met each
day. The radical independent Socia; Democrat Sukhanov belonged
despite his view that the Homogeneous Bureau was fundamentally sub-
missive to the right-wing Petrograd Soviet majority.62 The fact
that Liber was a member of the Homogeneous Bureau and a frequent
participant in the''Star Chamber" and usually followed the Tsere-
telli line would tend to give some credence to Sukhanov's opinion.
In the Petrograd Soviet Tseretelli was the "leading spirit, of
course," wrote Sukhanov, "Consequently half of the Soviet dicta-
torship and all the corresponding honors, and all the odium--must
be laid to his account." 3 The numerically feeble dpposition to

the "Star Chamber" could do nothing, maintained Sukhanov, against

pseudo-Mameluke soldier deputies and a Swamp of young unstable de-
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uties with shifting views "instinctively attracted towards peace
and the cause of the proletariat . . . headed by the binary stars
' Chkheidze and Skobelev."o*
The SR-Meqshevik bloc leadership froze their control of the
Petrograd Soviet by not sanctioning general re-elections to the
plenum. Even the Bolsheviks, however, admitted on March 15 that
the social and party composition of the Petrograd Soviet plenum
with new elections would not have changed at the time, as the
Bolsheviks were only beginning to develop thelr work under legal
conditions.65 Initially,’however, re-elections were not sanctioned
by the executive committee because no majority could be mustered
to decide of what a mandate should consist. To reduce the stand-
ard of representation, so that a workable number of deputies of
1,000 or less would make up the Petrograd Soviet plenum, the plenum
already in existence would have.had to sanction such a proposition.
That meant making a good two-thirds of the 3,000 elected in March
resign their authority, practically a hopeless business. Bogdanov
on March 15 proposed an artificial and cumbersome way to alleviate
the difficulty: leave the existing Soviet plenum for ceremonial,
historical sessions--"without debates ©but for any kind of practi-
cal work form a small Soviet out of it by allowing one delegate
for each 2,000 citizens (soldiers and workers) and one delegate for
each organization or union. Neither the Petrograd Soviet plenum
nor the executive committee ever carried the question of new man-
dates or re-elections %o a.conclusion until just prior to the

November coup of the Bolsheviks. Matters were simply eased by the



routine activities of the mandate commission, which mercilessly
weeded out the mandates and by & month and a half later had re-
duced the Petrograd Soviet plenum by half of the 3,000 members
of March.66 Eventually the full Soviet was reduced to about
1,000 members of a result of the strict surveillance of irregu-
lar elections that began in late April with the recall of a dep-

uty by the Putilov metal works;67

soon other deputies were re-
called by the same method as at Putilov,

The executive committee discussed the possibility of new
elections on May 28 and set up a commission to prepare a draft
order on the holding of elections.68 The bureau of the execu-
tive committee on June 6, however, decided that only partial
elections and not general elections were to be held. 9 Izvestiia
warned the next day that "Re-elections to the Petrograd Soviet of
Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies reflect badly on the work of
the Soviet;" the editors urged the electors "to be cautious" in
their choices. The partial re-elections resulted in a consider-
able transformétion of the full Petrograd Soviet. The Bolsheviks
won about half of the seats in the Workers' Section and more than
a quarter in the Soldiers' Section during late May and June.’® oOn
June 13 the Workers' Section adopted a Bolshevik resglution for the
first time demanding the transfer of all.power to the Soviets.71
The SR-Menshevik bloc, however, continued to control the full Soviet
through the Soldiers' Section and the substantial number of deputies

under its whip in the Workers' Section, and by refusing to put exe-

cutive re-elections on the agenda.



The SR-Menshevik bloc also attempted to retain control
of the Petrograd Soviet through the district soviets of the
capital. In April the bloc briefly attempted to transform
the thirteen district soviets of Petrograd into local bases
for the implementation of their decisiogs. The Petrograd
Soviet created an Interdistrict Conference of Soviets in
April to co-ordinate ﬁhe activities of the various city dis-
trict soviets and align them much more closely to the city
Sovie'b.72 ?wo representatives from each district soviet
were coopted onto the executive committee of the capital
Soviet. V.A. Anisimov, a regular participant of the "Star
Chamber ," was made chairman of the Interdistrict Conference
of Soviets and sought to move the district soviets along the
lines decided by the "Star Chamber."73 A number of economic
questions were discussed in May sy the interdistrict confer-
ence but its meetings were suspended in June at the time of
the All-Russian Congresé of Soviets and not reconvened until
the July days led the city Soviet to call for assistance from
the district soviets to collect arms from the workers, The
districts in July refused to follow the directives of the city
soviet and became increasingly rebellious thereafter. The Men-
shevik=-SR bloc leaders, however, had already dropped the idea
of building on the districts and from June on had concentrated
their efforts on the All-Russian Congress of Soviets.7

The Menshevik-SR leaders solidified their control of the
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Petrograd Soviet in the All-Russian Congress of Soviets of Workers®
and Soldiers' Deputies. On March 31 the Petrograd Soviet executive

committee issued an appeal to all local soviets throughout the na-

75

tion to send representatives to Petrograd for a congress of soviets.
Approximately 600 delegates arrived in the éapital, 470 of them with
mandates, from 120 cities and towns.76 The All-Russian Cossack Con-
gress sent 11 delegates, each army sent eight deputies, and each
soviet sent two delegates (one each from the soldiers' and workers'

7

sections).7 A great many local soviets, for some reason or another,

78

did not send representatives. As a result, the committee organ-
izing the congress decidea to consider the March congress not a
plenipotentiary Congress of Soviets, but a preliminary All-Russian
Conference which would prepare for the Congress. The All-Russian
Conference between April 11 and 16 discussed the war, the forth-
coming Constituent Assembly, workers' and soldiers’ problems, or-
ganization of iocal soviets and regional associations, but most im-
portantly it established the guidelines for the convocation of the
Congress. The following rates of representation was established:
soviets elected by between 25,000 and 50,000 people were to send two
delegates; 50-75,000, three delegates; 75-100,000, four delegates;
100,150,000, five delegates; 150-200,000, six'delegates; and over
200,000, eight delegates. Soviets.representing less than 25,000
people were to unite with other soviets and send delegates according
to the general rates.79

In order to unite the Soviets throughout the country and to

‘establish permanent contacts between them, the All-Russian Conference



recommended the calling of regional congresses of soviets and the
election of regional committees, The delegates to such congresses
were to be elected from all the Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers!
Deputies in a given region. The Conference urged that the regional
associations of Soviets include representatives of the organized
#orking peasants. ’

The leadership of the Petrograd Soviet wrote imstructions on‘
the procedure to be followed in calling regional congresses of
soviets and the setting up of regional associations of soviets.

The Petrograd Soviet guidelines called for dividing the country
up into thirteen regions. These regional congresses and district
associations were to link the All-Russian organization with the
local soviets.80

The Menshevik-SR leaders concentrated their efforts on seeing
to it that they controlled the executive committee of the All-Russian
Congress that was to meet in June. Through the executive of the
All-Russian organization they could control all the soviets in the
country, they felt, or at least set up guidelines for national pol-
icies. Once more the hand of the "Star Chamber" went to work, as
a frequent participant of that body's sessions, Bogdanov, was given
the work of organizing the All-Russian Congress of Soviets.

The "Star Chamber" gained control of the Congress, thereby
buttressing their control over the éetrograd Soviet. As in the
Petrograd Soviet, the number of soldiers' deputies was almost double

the number of peasants' (not in uniform) and workers' deputies com-

bined, as some two-thirds of the 20,323,000 persons that took part



in the Soviet Congress elections were soldiers. As in the capital
Soviet, the breakdown of votes by party shows that the Menshevik-

SR bloc had a large majority, the opposition never exceeding 160
votes on any issue during the course of the congress; SR's 285,
Mensheviks 248, Menshevik Internationalists 32, Bolsheviks 105,
Unaffiliated Socialists 73, Interdistrictites 10, Bund 10, Edin-
stvo Social Democrats 3, Popular Socialists 3, Trudoviks 5, An-
archist-Communists 1.82 Though the All-Russian Central Executive
Committee (VsTsIK) emerged from the congress plenum,only half of

its 300 members were elected by vote of the Congress. One hundred
more were elected by provincial soviets, and the executive committ-
ee of the Petrograd Soviet designated the last fifty. Furthermore,
provincial soviets members returned to their homes after the termi-
nation of the Congreés and functioned there as the designated rep-
resentatives of VsTsIK. The remaining two hundred VsTsIK members
constituted the permanent headquarters in Petrograd. As with the
Petrograd Soviet executive, VsTsIK eventually created a permanent
bureau which in turn chose a smaller board of directors presided
over by the Petrograd Soviet chairman Chkheidze. The board was
responsible for the overall direction of the work of the All-Russian
Soviet. As elections to VsTsIK were on the basis of pr0portional
representation, so that all of the socialist parties were represented
in proportion to their numerical strength in the Congress,83 the Men-
shevik-SR bloc held the majority of the seats. The Social Democrat
Sukhanov noted another reason for "Star Chamber" control: "The

Central Executive Committee membership included, of course, both



Kerensky and Lenin. But they never came once. In general a good

" half was made up of dead souls, who scarcely ever appeared in the
Soviet center."8h As with the Petrograd Soviet, the Menshevik-SR
high command set up a control, in the case of the Central Execu-

tive Committee, a board of directors, but in fact, the real govern-
ing and decision-making body was the '"Star Chamber" under the command
of I.G, Tseretelli. As an interesting bit of double-talk, the Con-
gress voted to establish the principle that the socialist ministers
were responsible to VsTsIK for their actions, when in fact the con-
trolling forces of VsTsIK were these same socialist ministers.

From the time Tseretelli returned to the capital from exile on
April 2 until Trotsky became chairman of the Petrograd Soviet in
September, Tseretelli charted the policies and decisions of the cap-
ital Soviet. Behind all of Tseretelli's actions lay his unshakable

belief in the cause of revolutionary defensism which called for a

body and soul commitment to a diplomatic quest for peace,
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CHAPTER III
FURY OVER WAR: A PYRRHIC VICTORY FOR REVOLUTIONARY DEFENSISM

By March 1917 every facet of Russian society had voiced a position
on the war. Overwhelmed with the task of consumating the revolution,
however, neither the Petrograd Soviet nor the Provisional Government
mentioned war or peace in their initial programs. What type of war
effort therefore was the new Russia going to conduct? Paul N. Miliu-
kov, the new Foreign Minister, and the Russian General Staff had long
advocated a war to a victorious end. The initial reaction of the
majority of Russian socialists was to liquidate the war at once through
the concerted efforts of international socialism. The struggle, how-
ever, was for a universal, not a separate peace. As Iu. Martov, the
father of Henshevism egplained, "A separate peace would only be the
overture to a continuation of the war, but on the side of the Central
Powers. Separate peace thus being a mere fiction, I reject it and
commit myself to gemeral peace."  From 1914 Lenin alone of Russian soci-
alists advocated the transformation of the war into a civil war so
that the Russian and German peoples could come to a separate peace
over the graves of their belligerent governments} Yet how did the
socialist majority propose to achieve universal peace particularly

in the face of Miliukov's pro-war stand. Until the return of Tseretelli

and his Siberian Zimmerwaldian cohorts, the Petrograd Soviet had no
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definite program of action. Tseretelli's program of '"revolutionary

1"

defensism," advocating defense of the revolution while liquidating

the war, clashed sharply with the pro-war factions. The portent was
perheps civil war unless these groups moderated their differences.

As the Petrograd Soviet leaders had made no foreign policy de-
mands of the new government at the time of its formation, Miliukov
seized the first opportunity to assert his own position. Many of the
men who made up the Provisional Government had opposed the regime of
Tsar Nicholas II for its ineffectiveness-in prosecuting the war. Even
Kerensky had not opposed a war fought for national defense. Therefore
on March 17, three days after the Provisional Government took office,
the Minister of Foreign Affairs, with the consent of his ministerial
colleagues, dispatched a foreign policy statement to Russia's allies.
In addition to announcing the formation of the new government, the note
reaffirmed existing treaties and vowed to fight the war to a victorious
end:

In the domain of foreign policy, the cabinet . . .

will remain mindful of the intermational engagements

entered into by the fallen regime, and will honor
Russia's word . .

Faithful to the pact which units her indissolubly to
her glorious Allies, Russia is resolved, like them to
assure . . . an era of peace among nations . . . .

The Government . . . will devote all its energy to
bring the war to a victorious conclusion, and will
apply itself to the task of repairing as quickly as
possible the errors of the past, which have hitherto
paralyzed the aspirations Qnd the self sacriface of
the Russian people . .

Miliukov assumed that the ostensible bungling of the war effort by the

tsarist regime was the root cause of patriotic Russians not supporting
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the war. He then carried his logic a step further and expounded the
theory that the revolution was primarily a protest against the slack-
ness of the Imperial Government in conducting the war.3 Thexliberal
Baron B. E. Nol'de, legal adviser to the Provisional Government, in-

"one of the most naive self-deceptions

4

terpreted such a hypothesis as
of this epoch, rich in all kinds of fictioms."
The "war to a victorious conclusion,'" however, was for Miliukov
also a war of imperialistic annexations. On March 20 the Foreign
Minister revealed the government's foreign policy objectives to the
Russian nation and emphasized: ''The Government will observe sacredly
the alliances which bind us to the other powers, and will unswervingly

" For Miliu-

carry out the agreements entered into by the Allies . . .
kov this meant realizing Russia's share of the spoils at the war's end.
He did not want the Allied agreement of 1915 to become a mere ''scrap

of paper" at the conclusion of hostilities and therefore renewed the
efforts of his predecessor to press the General Staff to undertake an
expedition against Consténtinople. As the operation required 200,000

to 250,000 men, General M. V. Alekseev, the chief of staff, labelled

it inopportune as long as the.gdlitary situation along Russia's 1100

mile front remained insecure. On March 23rd Miliukov called for Russian
possession of the Turkish Straits and remarked that their neutralization
was "even less acceptable" to Russia than if the Turks continued to con-
trol them. He declared that Russia was fighting tb unite the Ukrainian

people of the Austro-Hungarian Empire with the Russian Ukraine and to

obtain Constantinople and the Straits.7
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Though Miliukov's imperialism was anathema to the socialists, the
Petrograd Soviet, because of its numbers and diversity of socialist
opinion, was slow to formulate a united response. However, as early as
March 16, the day before Miliukov's first dispatch to the Allies, N. S.
Chkheidze and N. N. Sukhanov of the executive committee, discussed the
issuance of an appeal to European socialist parties and workers to
join together and force a general peace on the belligerent governments.8
The appearance of Miliukov's March 20th statement provoked Sukhanov
into writing a strong and forceful rebuttal to the Foreign Minister's

9 . . . . .
views. Though written for immediate issue in Izvestiia, the executive

committee altered it slightly and presented it to the Petrograd Soviet
plenum for debate}0 Chkheidze, fearing that the still patriotic Soldiers'
Section might vote down the manifesto, emphasized fighting for peace
during the discussion. He noted:

We will not put down our rifles. We propose to the Ger-

mans to overthrow Wilhelm II as we overthrew the autocra-

cy. If the Germans do not heed us, we will fight for our

freedom to the last drop of our blood. We make these pro-

posals arm in hand. We are not tired and we are not plead-
ing for peace. The slogan of our proposals is: DOWN WITH

WILHELM!11
Though Sukhanov heatedly accused Chkheidze of making an erroneous inter-
pretation of the proposed Soviet manifesto, the soldiers nevertheless
voted reluctantly for the declaration. The manifesto of March 27, a
""Call to the Peoples of the World," reflects the fervor and faith of

the Russian socialists during the first weeks that the revolution could

conquer the war:
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. . . The Russian people now possess full political liberty.
They can now assert their mighty power in the internal gov-
ernment of the country and in its foreign policy. And, ap-
pealing to all people who are being destroyed by the monstrous
war, we announce that the time has come to start a decisive
struggle against the grasping ambitions of the people to take
the decisions on the question of war and peace into their own
hands. Conscious of its revolutionary power, the Russian
Democracy announces that it wili, by every means, resist the
policy of conquest of its ruling classes; and it calls upon
the peoples of Europe for a concerted, decisive action in
favor of peace .

Toilers of all countries: we hold out to you the hand of
brotherhood across the mountains of our brothers' corpses,
across the rivers of innocent blood and tears, over the
smoking ruins of cities and villages, over the wreckage of
the treasures of civilization. We appeal to you for the
reestablishment and strengthening of intermational unity.

In it is the pledge of our future victories and the complete
liberation of humanity.

PROLETARIANS OF ALL COUNTRIES, UNITE!l2

On March 31 the Petrograd Soviet, in response to non-socialist
organs that found the manifesto deplorable but not in basic conflict
with Miliukov's positior, published a blistering editorial in Izvestiia
attacking the slogan, "War to the Victorious End." It emphasized that
the capitalists who dominated all belligerent governments had imperial-
istic aims. That such were the motives of the Central Powers was beyond
doubt. The desires of the Russian imperialists, however, to have Con-
stantinople, of British imperialists to have Mesopotamia, of French
imperialists to have Syria, were no less deplorable. The editorial
concluded by reaffirming the principles laid down in the Zimmerwald and
Kienthal manifestos of 1915 and 1916 calling for the cessation of hos-
tilities on the basis of no annexations and no indemnities. The soci-

alists emphasized that the very real differences between the bourgeoisie
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and themselves ''could never be obscured by the poisonous fog of chau-
vinism."l3

The breach between the Petrograd Soviet and the Provisional
Government over the war derived from a deep socialist theoretical
commitment. Russian socialists, whether populist or marxian, all
accepted as irrefutable truth Marx's position that war is the inevit-
able attribute of the capitalist system. The majority regarded the
manifesto of the Zimmerwald Socialist Conference, written by Leon
Trotsky, as a testament of faith. For them the World War was a log-
ical outcome.of the imperialist system by which the exploiters of
all lands attempted to "foster their greed for profit by the exploi-
tation of human labor and of the natural resources of the entire
world." They believed that ‘the leaders of the various socialist par-
ties throughout Europe had betrayed the working class by suspending
the class struggle for the durdtion of the war. They were certain
that the socialist who vcted war credits to their national governments
to carry on the war and who had even participated in these governments
had actually accepted responsibility for the war. If these socialisf
leaders had refused to cooperate with the imperialists and had not
forsaken the international solidarity of the working class, the war
would not have followed.

While Russian socialists generally agreed on the cause of the war,
they differed in their attitudes toward its liquidation. Viktor Cher-
nov, the Zimmerwaldist leader and ideologue of the Socialist Revolu-

tionary party, found four tendencies among Russian socialists:
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1. To end the war immediately, regardless of cost. Even
a bad peace would be better than continuing a war which
could only aggravate national hatreds, contribute to
the mass destruction of human life and property, and
lessen moral sense and decency.

2. To make internal sabotage and to destroy the military

organizations of the state. This was dictated by the
desire to defeat one's own government which was assumed
to be worse than the external enemy. To change the im-
perialist war into a civil war.

3. To accept the war completely so that the threatened

national interests could be protected. To generate a

united war effort and to postpone all factional and

party strife and the solution of all sacial issues

until the end of the war.

4. To prdduce an internal revolution during the war in

order to change the character of the war. To give the

war new revolutionary aims in place of the old conser-

vative, imperialistic aims.
These differences in attitudes toward the war often crossed party lines.
The Leninists alone were completely homogeneous in their attitude toward
the war, advocating the second tendency on Chernov's list, and then only
after the arrival of their leader in Petrograd.

The view toward the war, however, that triumphed in the Petrograd
Soviet and in Russia before November was the fourth tendency on Chernov's
list, that of the Siberian Zimmerwaldists. A few months after the out-
set of the First World War, a small band of tsarist political exiles
living in Siberia formulated under Tseretelli's guidance a unified
position on the armed conflict. As Zimmerwaldists, the Siberians stood
for a general peace and for the reestablishment of the Second International

as essential steps toward the restoration and preservation of peace. The

task therefore was to reunite the various factions of the socialist move-



ment. The Siberians maintained that Russia's unilateral withdrawal

from the war would achieve nothing. Tseretelli accepted the posi-

tion of August Bebel, the German socialist leader, that a just de-\

fense was possible, but Belgium alone, Tseretelli noted in 191k,

"is conducting a defensive war.“ls He stamped ultrapatriotic de-

fensism as wrong but considered‘accomodation with moderate defensism

possible., The theme ofla Jjust defense, however, became largely

overshadowed by the Siberians' strong antiwar position. They did

not sufficiently elaborate precisely what they meant by a just

defense, yet as long as the Siberians did not overly emphasize

this last element in 1917, their style of Zimmerwaldism provided

the basis on which most Russian socialist could unite. That is,

they agreed to strive for peace whileldefending the revolution

against the German imperialists: revolutionary defensism.l
Revolutionary defensism was also the basis on which most socialists

and non-socialists could come to some accord, yet it had to triumph in

the Petrograd Soviet before such a compromise was possible. On April 3,

1917 the executive committee debated the gquestions of war and peace.

Sukhanov opened the session with an attack on Chkheidze's interpretation

of the Soviet's declaration of March 27, labelling the view a capitu-

lation before Miliukov. Noting the prevalence of propaganda for war to

a victorious end, he called for the mobilization of all proletarians and

soldiers into a Soviet sponsored peace campaign which would absolutely

refuse to follow the tsarist military program. Miliukov, he said, had
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Government to make an overt announcement, together with the Allies, of

a peace proposal on the basis of no annexations or indemnities. Sukhanov
insisted that to follow Miliukov's policy would result in war without
end, hunger, and catastrophe. On the other hand, to follow a policy of
immediate peace would not weaken the morale of the troops or sabotage

the defense of the revolution. These peace proposals, put forward by

the Petrograd Soviet, would 'purify the war of the stain of imperial-
ism." To call upon the German. and Austrian socialists to renounce

their socialist-patriotic policies while at the same time practicing
defensism at home in Russia was useless. If the enemy rejected the

peace proposals of the Petrograd Soviet, the army would know "that

it was really spilling its blood for the revolution and for freedom."l7
His speech attempted to show that the Petrograd Soviet faced a contra-
dictory position: defense and ﬁeace. For Sukhanov the way out of this
dilemma was to have an exclusive coomitment to peace,

Apparently for Sukhanov, defense, like law and order, would some-
how be taken care of without the Petrograd Soviet's aid. His proposed
campaign for immediate peace in the army and among the working class
would have meant the destruction of the government, yet Sukhanov de-
sired neither its overthrow nor any change in the existing relationship
with it. Many of Sukhanov's associates shared these misconceptions.
They sincerely believed that the German proletariat would accept the

proposals and, together with the other proletarians of Europe, would
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force their respective governments to make universal peace. Iu. Larin, a
Menshevik Internationalist, even suggested that peace was possible by
simply telegraphing this demand of the Russian Revolution to the bellig~-
erents.18

Tseretelli changed the emphasis of the whole debate from peace to
defense. "His beautiful voice rang out like a bell and the blue veins

across his forehead showed plainly,"

as he reproached Sukhanov. 1In
his maiden address in the executive committee, he attacked Sukhanov's
proposals because they had not mentioned defense against the enemy,
support for the army, discipline and fitness for battle, or working for
defense on the home front. Indeed, Sukhanov's resolution amounted to
the virtual exclusion of national defense from the slogans of the revo-
lution. To Tseretelli's consternation defensists in the executive com-
mittee seized upon his remarks to emphasize that any struggle in Russia
for peace was unpatriotic, dangerous to the front, and useless to all
save Imperial Germany. The German Social Democrats, they noted, were
not conducting a campaign for peace, but were vigorously defending the
despot, Wilhelm II. News of a German attack at Stokhod, inflicting
heavy casualties on the Russian positions, appeared to justify the worst
fears of the defensists, momentarily silencing any rebuttal.

The next day, April 4, the Petrograd Soviet leaders reached a com-
promise in order to stand united against Miliukov. Tseretelli determined
that peace receive equal emphasis with defense, worked out a single res-

olution which with minor changes an overwhelming majority of the execu-

tive committee approved. In response to a Bolshevik demand for some
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steps in the peace campaign, the executive passed a Tseretelli
proposition that the contact commission request the Provisional
Government to issue an official statement renouncing any intentions
of seeking annexations or indemnities at the war's end.19 *
From Swiss exile Iu. Martov, leader of Memshevik Internationalism, sent
an alternative to Tseretelli's revolutionary defensism and Lenin's
separate peace propositions. He proposed that the Petrograd Soviet
demand that the Allies bégin negotiations at once for a universal
peace and that if they rejected the ultimatum Russia should break
with them and wage a separate war in case of German attack. Martov
did not agree with Tseretelli that such an action would result in
a separate peace. As a minimum, Russia would prove at home and abroad
that she had no interest in either German or Allied imperialism and
would regain her freedom of action, having disentangled herself from
Allied obligations. The worst éesult would be a separate war, not a
separate peace, should the Germans launch an offensive to take advantage
of Russia's isolation. Martov found Tseretelli's revolutionary defens-
ism based on the weak instrument of persuasion, utilizing only diplo-
matic and political pressure that had failed to halt the war in the
first place. As for Lenin's program, peace did not have to wait
until after a social revolution (civil war) had liquidated capitalism
and imperialism in Europe. Furthermore, Lenin's separate peace with
the German people depended on the slight hope of civil war breaking
out and destroying Kaiserdom. Russia needed more than mere persuasion
and chance to end the war and only a real ultimatum would achieve any-
thing. For Martov, "either the revolution will kill the war or the war

2
will kill the revolut:ion.""0
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"Martov's proposition was probably unrealistic. Even had it
triumphed in the Petrograd Soviet prior to the adoption of Tsere-
telli's revolutionary defensism, trying to force it on the govern-
ment probably would have led to civil war; a real possibility as reveal-
ed by the consequences of Tseretelli's attempt to implement the more cautious
policy of revolutionary defensism. Without the support of a major-
ity of Russian society an ultimatum to the Allies would have carried
no force. The ultimatum itself was a faulty concept. Even if the
Allies agreed to open negotiations for a universal peace, armistice
was possible only if the Germans agreed. As Martov's proposition
attracted virtually no attention at all, clearly mo hope existed for
its success.

On April 6 the Petrograd Soviet opened its effensive against
Miliukov's war policy in a meeting between the gowernment and the
Soviet's contact commission. Tseretelli stated as diplomatically as

possible that the plight of the army and of the rear and the disaf-
| fection and apathy of the soldiers and workers resulted from the war
policy of the Provisional Government. The govermment had to renounce
all war aims except defense of the fatherland. Such a statement would
allow the Soviet to mobilize the soldiers and the workers in an all
out effort to &efend the country and the revolution. Prime Minister
L'vov asked how the Soviet leaders could speak of the government's
aggressive tendencies or its imperialistic desigms: "Isn't a large
area of our country occupied by the Germans? Do the Soviet delegates

know exactly what they want?" The commission, however, insisted the
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government declare that Russia's only war aim was defense of the father-
land against extermal aggression. Miliukov refused, but Finance Min-
ister M. I. Tereshchenko responded that such a document was possible.
The "Left seven' now emerged in the cabinet apparently finding grounds
on which to achieve a compromise with the Soviet leaders.

Two days later, on April 8, the Provisional Govermment invited
the contact commission to the Mariinski Palace, stating that the cab-
inet had now met the Soviet's request for a statement on war aims. It

read in part:

. « « The defense of our inheritance by every means,

and the liberation of our country from the invading enemy,
constitute the foremost and most urgent task of our fighters,
defending the nation's liberty.

Leaving to the will of the people, in close union with our
Allies, the solution of all problems connected with the
World War and its conclusion, the Provisional Government
considers it to be its right and duty to declare at this
time that the purpose of Free Russia is not domination over
other nations, or seizure of their national possessions,

but the establishment of a firm peace on the basis of self-
determination of peoples. The Russian people does not intend
to increase its world power at the expense of other nations.
It has no desire to enslave or downgrade any one. In the
name of the loftiest principles of justice, it has removed
the shackles from the Polish people. But the Russian people
will not permit their fatherland to emerge from this great
struggle humiliated and sapped of its vital forces.

These principles will be made the basis of the foreign policy
of the Provisional Government, which is unswervingly executing
the will of the people and defending the rights of our father-
land, fully observing, at the same time, all obligations as-
sumed toward our Allies.2l

This declaration was sheer double-talk and did not satisfy the Zimmer-

waldists in the Petrograd Soviet. Addressed onlyto '"The Citizens of
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Russia," not Russia's Allies, it renounced any desires for annexation,
yet by implication at least, managed to retain phrases which in no way
narrowed the meaning of Miliukov's original note of March 18. Tsere-
telli noted that the document made no direct allusion to the renunci-
ation of annexations of foreign territories, and that it reaffirmed
existing treaties. Thus, it ought to have included a statement on the
revision of these treaties together with a corresponding communicating
to the Allies. Miliukov's response was that he had "in mind some such
address to the Allies concerning a revision of treaties. Just now I
consider the moment unfavorable, but I see no obstacle to taking such
a step shortly."22
When the executive committee refused to accept the Provisional
Government's declaration in its original form, the government promptly
produced a revised version. To the passage stating that "the purpose
of free Russia is not domination over other nations, or seizure of their
national possessions" was added the phrase "or forcible occupation of
foreign territories.'" The vast majority of the executive committee
accepted this version and on the surface it seemed to bring the Petro-
grad Soviet, the Provisional Government and the General Staff together:
the Soviet calling for revolutionary defensism; the Provisional Govern-
ment seemingly willing to go along with this concept in their proclama-
tion; and the Supreme Commander determined to keep the Russian armies
on the defensive until he believed them capable of mounting an offensive.23
Tseretelli on April 10 at the All-Russian Conference of Soviets

called on the government to use its influence to impose the Soviet

peace program on the Allied powers. The Georgian Menshevik thus
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that praised the modified declaration of the Prowisional Govern-
ment on war aims and then added:
. . . The Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies will
support with energy all the efforts of the Provisional Gov-
ernment along this line. They call on all peoples, both
Allied and enemy, to bring pressure on their governments
to renounce their plans of conquest. In addition to this,
each naticn, in both coalitions, should .insist that its gov-
ernment persuade its Allies to make a general renunciation of
annexations and indemnities . . . .
Russia's revolutionary people will continue to do its best
to bring about peace on the basis of brotherhood and the
equality of free nations, as soon as possible. An official
renunciation of all ideas of conquest by all of the govern-
ments would be a most powerful means to bring the war to an
end on these terms.
While the resolution appealed to the workers, peasants, and soldiers
of Russia to defend the nation as long as war continued,z4 the Soviet
now not only insisted that the Russian government renounce its own
amnexationist ambitions, but required the governmment to persuade the
Allied govermments to do the same. This objective became the key
element in the Petrograd Soviet's foreign policy program down to the
Bolshevik coup. This resolution also made it plain that the Soviet
leaders were intent on dispatching the Provisional Government's de-
claration of March 27 to the Allied governments; they would not have
it restricted simply to the Russian nation. While the Soviet's for-

eign policy goals slowly took shape, Miliukov in no way altered his

own position.
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As soon as the All-Russian Soviet Conference ended, the Petrograd
Soviet dispatched delegates to the All-Russian Congress of the Fronts
at Minsk in order to consolidate its position on peace with the soldiers.
To their delight, Chkheidze, Tseretelli, Gvozdev, and Skobelev found the
soldiers generally in accord with the Petrograd Soviet's peace efforts.
The troops asked Tseretelli if the Provisional Government had made an
effort to bring about peace? Had the Allied governments or Germany re-
sponded to the Petrograd Soviet's call for a general peace? Could Rus-
sia make a separate peace with Germany? Tseretelli told the assembled
soldiers' delegates what the Provisional Govermment and the Soviet had
done to put the question of peace before the Allies and Germany. Al-
though he éould report no favorable response to these proposals, the
soldier-delegates reportedly accepted the Petrograd Soviet's position
that while the war continued, the army had to maintain its fighting
capacity and that‘a separate peace with Germany was out of the question.
While radical leftists remained silent, rightwing elements demanded:
"What law gives us the right to compel other nations--England, France,
and Germany-——to bow to the will of a small band of Russian workers and
soldiers?" Tseretelli retorted that '"the call for a general peace
proceeded not from "a small band of Russian workers and soldiers' but
from all revolutionary Russia, which was striving to awaken a frater-
nal response in the peoples of all other belligerent countries." That
the rightwing could even express such sentiments was an indication that

anything less than revolutionary defensism would probably have aroused

considerable resistance from a majority of the soldier-delegates. Clearly

the defeatists were an insignificant segment.25
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The Petrograd Soviet not only garnered mass support in its strug-
gle for revolutionary defensism but also the talents of returning ex-
iled socialist leaders. In particular, the SR leader Viktor Chernov,
one of the most important returning exiles, moved the Soviet for-
eign policy program forward. He reported that in Western Europe the
Petrograd Soviet's campaign for a democratic peace had made a tre-
mendous impression, but declarations of the Foreign Minister had cre-
ated the impression that the Provisional Government was out of step
with the "revolutionary democracy." Chernov suggested that the dep-
uties urge the Provisional Government to send the Soviet's "Declaration
on the Aims of the War" to the Allies as a diplomatic note. As this
idea accorded with the\frequently expressed views of the men on the
executive committee, its members decided to raise the question at the
next session between the contact commission and the minist:ers.2

Chernov made use of every forum to attack Miliukov's policy.

In the press Chernov used Professor Miliukov's own writings to lash
"Miliukpv-Dardanelskii,”" "Miliukov the Conqueror"into submission. Not only
should Miliukov resign, but the "Augean Stables" of the Foreign '
Ministry and its envoys should be cleaned out. At the April 24th

meeting between the commission and the government Chernov raised the

issue of sending the Soviet's April 9th declaration to the Allies.

He had already learned that Prime Minister L'vov had no ob-

jections to sending the declaration as a diplomatic note. Miliukov,
however, maintained that the note would only increase apprehensions

in Paris, London, and Washington that Russia was about to conclude a
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apprehensions existed at home and recounted the imtense interest of the
soldiers at the Congress of Fronts on the peace question. A majority
of Miliukov's colleagues in the cabinet now disagreed with him and the
Foreign Minister finally consented to sending the note. However, he
attached a proviso, to which no one paid any attention at the time, that
he would send a covering note of his own along with copies of the "De-
claration of the Aims of the War."27
If Miliukov intended to procrastinate in sending the note, Ker-
ensky made this impossible. In violation of an understanding among the
ministers on non-disclosure, Kerensky revealed to a reporter that the
Provisional Govermment was considering the transmission of a note on
war aims to the Allies. The news report suggested that such a note
had already been drafted. Kerensky claimed that he was a victim of
careless reporting. Guilty or innocent Kerensky's April 27 repudiation of
the story, which noted that '"The government has not discussed and is not

preparing any note on the question of war aims," was equally provocative

and hardly innocent. Public clamor for the dispatch of such a note increased

dramatically, especially as the Foreign Minister talked frankly of ac-

quiring Constantinople and on April 26 told the Manchester Guardian

corfespondent that Russia "must insist on the right to close the Straits
to foreign warships and this is not poséible unless she possesses the
Straits and fortifies them." On April 28 Delo naroda, the SR organ,
repeated its demand of April 24 that the government communicate the
Soviet's April 9th declaration to the Allies and singled out Miliukov

alone as standing in the way of compliance, not the government as a whole.
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The response of the executive committee was decisive: it would with-
hold endorsement of the government's Liberty Loan until Miliukov dis-
atched the note.28

On May 1 Muliukov fulfilled the letter but not the spirit of the
agreement between the government and the Soviet. He transmitted the
April 9th declaration but in his covering note to the Allies he com-
pletely negated the Soviet's intent of no annexations. He spoke of
"the victorious completion of the present war in full accord with our
Allies," reiterated '"Russia's duty to abide by the agreements assumed
toward the Allies," and stated that "the progressive democracies of

the world would find a way to establish the guarantees and sanctions

necessary to prevent new bloody conflicts in the future." While the
ministers saw Miliukov's covering letter as perfectly acceptable
(Kerensky quibbled a little), it stunned the Soviet leaders.29 VIif
Miliukov had consciously striven to cause a rift between the Soviets

" complained Tseretelli, "he could not have used a

and the Government,
better method than this document.'" To the Soviet leaders, these key
phrases were simply a réstatement of Miliukov's original ideas on
foreign policy, and they regarded the note as an outright provocation.
Chkheidze remarked: 'Miliukov is the evil genius of the revolution."
The Foreign Minister had even dispatched the note on May 1, the inter-
national labor holiday--a calculated mockery the socialists believed.30
As news of Miliukov's note spread through the Tauride Palace, the
initial response was to take violent action. The Interdistrictite

Iurenev called upon the Soviet to answer Miliukov's provocation by an

appeal for mass protest. Bogdanov, a Menshevik defensist, usually
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calm.and restrained, was beside himself with rage and endorsed the
proposition for an appeal to the populace. The Bolshevik leader,
Shliapnikov, called for the commencement of class warefare. Stanke-
vich and Bramson admonished the Soviet not to gamble the fate of the
revolution on the tactlessness of a single minister. Kamenev, more
restrained than his fellow-Bolshevik Shliapnikov, asked the executive
committee if it needed further proof of the correctness of the Bol-
shevik contention that a bourgeois government must inevitably follow
an imperialistic program. Tseretelli assured the executive committee
that Miliukov's note violated all aspects of the accord between the
contact commission and the Provisional Government. He urged caution
because an appeal to the masses might well result in anarchy, violence,
and civil war. By a majority vote he received the committee's author-
ization to reopen negotiations with the ministers.31

On May 3, before negotiations could recommence, news reached the
Soviet of alarming deyelopments among the populace. The Finland reg-
iment, led by the philosopher-mathematician F. F. Linde, a former
executive committeeman, marched out of its barracks under arms and
moved toward the Mariinskii Palace. Following them were the 180th
Rifle regiment, the Moscow regiment, and units of the Klexholm and
Pavlov Guards regiments plus sailors of the Second Baltic and Guards
Naval Depots. These troops carried placérds inscribed '"Dismiss Mil-
iukov and Guchkov'" and "Down with the Policy of Aggression." The
soldiers surrounded the palace and declared that they would arrest

Miliukov and the whole Provisional Govermnment. Work stopped in the
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fgctbries and crowds moved toward the center of the capital to join
the protest. When General Lavr Kornilov, Military Commandant of
Petrograd, asked for permission to call out trcops for the ministers'
protection, the government flatly declined. The executive committee
sent some of its members to the scene of the demmmstrations to appeal
to the populace to go home and the troops to retmxn to their barracks.
The Soviet spokesmen pointed out that the executive committee had not
called for demonstrations, and if continued, they might lead to blood-
sped. The Soviet committeemen asked the people to remain calm and
wait for orders "from the leading organ of the Democracy." The crowds
dispersed and the troops returned to their barracks.32
On May 4 supporters of Miliukov staged a coumter protest that led
to violence, forcing the Soviet to assume momentarily military powers.
Banners appeared in the streets calling for "War to the Victorious End,"
“Support for the Allies,? "Down with Anarchy,”" amd "Send Lenin back to
Germany." Patriotic, conservative citizens, inteiligentsia, and even
some soldiers joined in this demonstration. Coumter-demonstrations
quickly erupted and violence and bloodshed occurred. For a time it
appeared that civil war would break out on the stxeets of Petrograd.
General Kornilov ordered troops under his command to protect the gov-
ernment. More troops refused than obeyed Kornilaovw's order and notified
the executive committee of their decision. Kornilov had previously
informed the government that of the 125,000 troops under his command

only 3,500 would come to the government's defense. Immediately, the

executive committee ordered General Kornilov to recall his troops and
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issued the following command:

COMRADE SOLDIERS!

In these troubled days let no one come out on the street
armed, unless called out by the executive committee. Only
the executive committee has the right to give you orders.
Every order for the military to come out (except as a mat-
ter of routine) should be on a written blank of the executive
committee, stamped with its seal, and signed by at least two
of the seven men herein named: Chkheidze, Skobelev, Binasik,
Filipovskii, Skalov, Goldman, Bogdanov.

Confirm every order by telephoning to No. 104-06
The Executive Committee
Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers'
Deputies
General Kornilov, perturbed by this interference into his prerogatives
as a commanding officer, shortly resigned as military commandant of

the capital and requested a transfer to the front. Tseretelli explain-

ed the Soviet's momentary usurpation of authoritﬁ:

Normally, the leading majority of the executive committee
avoided assuming governmental functions. But at the moment
the country stood on the brink of civil :war. The first
bloody clashes between the demonstrators for and against
the government had already occurred. Artillery mounted in
the middle of Palace Square was bound to have an inflamma-
tory effect. It was this emergency that prompted the execu-
tive committee to appropriate government functions and to
employ extraordinary measures in order to save the country
from civil war.33

While the Bolsheviks walked a path apart from the rest of the Soviet,
they did not conspire to instigate the April demonstration. 1In his

April theses Lenin had insisted that the Bolsheviks make no compromise

with revolutionary defensism. From that time Leninist agitators had
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not end until the overthrow of capitalism. Lenin had insisted from the
first that the Provisional Government receive mo support because, as
government of bourgeoisie, it would follow an imperialistic program.
Rank-and-file party members from the garrison regiments and factories,
undoubtedly influenced by Lenin's April pronouncements, helped bring
about the street demonstrations in the first place. The Bolshevik
Central Committee, however, clearly did not become involved in the
movement until after it was well underway. On the morning of May 3
the central committee adopted a resolution written by Lenin that con-
demned the Miliukov note and suggested that immediate peace was pos-
sible only by transferring all power to the Soviet; the central commit-
tee, however, did not call party members to demonstrate in the streets.
Only on May 4 did Lenin appeal for all Bolsheviks to demonstrate in
protest. As in the "March days! more militant elements in the party,
such as the Petersburg committee and now the Bolshevik Military Organ-
ization, agitated for the party to become more radical in its actions.
Lenin, unlike Shliapnikov in March, strongly voiced his opposition to
such tendencies in his statement of May 7:

We did not know if in this troubled moment the masses would

swing in our direction; the question would have been differ-

ent if they had swung sharply. We proposed a peaceful demon-

stration but some comrades in the Petersburg committee injected

a different slogan. We annulled it but could not stop it in

time, and the masses followed the slogan of the Petersburg com-

mittee. We acknowledge that the slogan "Down with the Provision-

al Government' is adventurist, that we cannot now overthrow the

government. . . . We wanted only a peaceful recomnnaissance of

our enemy's forces and not to give battle. But the Petersburg
committee tok a position "a wee bit to the left" . . . To move
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"a wee bit left'" at the moment of action was inept. We
" regard this as a grave crime. . . We would nmot remain in

the central committee for a minute if we comsciously per-

mitted such a step. It occurred because of imperfections

in our organizational machinery. . . Were there mistakes?

Yes, there were. Only those who don't act don't make mis-

takes. But to organize well--that's a difficult task.34
The party endorsed Lenin's position. The crisis, however, had borne
out Kamenev's prediction that the rank-and-file would interpret
such an appeal as a command to overthrow the Provisional Government.
However, Bolshevik propaganda should not receive blame or credit for
the initial troop response. The Bolshevik cadre organization in the
Petrograd garrison was in embryo in April and the soldiers' outburst
apparently native to them.

Street demonstrations in Petrograd lasted for two days and only
the intervention of the Petrograd Soviet stopped them. In Moscow
deﬁonstrations also broke out for and against the govermnment repeating
the pattern of the capital. In the meantime, the Petrograd Soviet and
the Provisional Government carried on negotiations to resolve the
crisis. When the first disorders erupted, Prince L'vov asked Tseretelli
to his home. There the prime minister and Nekrasov expressed surprise
at the popular reaction to Miliukov's note. L'vov threatened to resign
if the Soviet withdrew its support of the government. Tseretelli ex-
plained that the use of slogans associated in the common mind with mil-
itant imperialism had aroused the masses. He even suggested to Prince
L'vov that Miliukov's resignation would prove highly satisfactory to

the Soviet. L'vov countered that Miliukov's resignation would lead to

the resignations of all the other Kadet ministers and the fall of the
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government. He suggested that negotiations begim at once between
the Provisional Government, the Petrograd Soviet and the Temporary
Committee of the State Duma.

The executive committee voted to begin pegotiations but opened
the question to full debate. Chkheidze charged rhe Soviet plenum to
exhibit patience pending the outcome of negotiations. When a Bolshevik
proposed that the Soviet take state power into its own hands, V. B.
Stankevich responded that the problem was to govern, not take power:

. « « If you find that no negotiations would be of any use

and that the Provisional Government should be overthrown at

once, then it should be clear that neither demonstrations

nor violence are needed. The power, after all, is in your

hands, it belongs to you and to the masses behind you. You

see that big clock on the wall, don't you? It shows fifteen

minutes to seven. This very moment you can order the Pro-

visional Government to resign. Just convey this decision to
the government over the telephone, and it will surrender its
authority within the next ten minutes. By seven o'clock the

Provisional Government will have ceased to exist. Yet it is

open to question whether it would be as easy to give the coun-
try a new and better government. . . .33

The Soviet plenum voted to await the results of the negotiations be-
tween the executive com;ittee and the government.

The negotiations led to a compromise in which no one triumphed.
As the session opened, Prince L'vov again threatened to resign if
the Soviet withdrew its support of the government. The government
was aware, he noted, of the growing distrust the Petrograd Soviet had
of its actions, but what had the ministers done to merit this? The
ministers reported frankly and specifically the domestic difficulties

they faced, stressing the great need of the support of the Soviet for

the government. As for Toreign policy, Nekrasov and Tereshchenko
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found no discrepancy between that advocated by the government and the
Petrograd Soviet. The Soviet leaders sympathized with the ministers'
desire to minimize foreign affairs in their struggle with internal
difficulties, but the socialists would not let the matter lie. Miliu-
kov too would not compromise external affairs for internal concerns.

He stated that his sole purpose was to dispel rumors abroad of a sep-
arate peace and would not send a new note to the Allies under pressure
of street demonstrations. In a last ditch effort he read a note from

a minor French diplomat that stated that while France sympathized with
the revolution, unless Russia lived up to her obligations under the
alliance, French economic aid might cease. France's plenipotentiary
Albert Thomas, however, immediately disavowed Miliukov's trump card.
Though the Soviet insisted on a new note to the Allies, Tseretelli
explained that no one in the Soviet wanted to humiliate the government
and even Kamenev claimed that most Bolsheviks (not Leninists) were not
trying to overthrow the government. Nekrasov finally invited Tsere-
telli to help him redraft the note in terms of the April 9th Soviet
declaration, thereby explaining away such obnoxious phrases as "decisive
victory over the enemy." The phrase ''guarantees and sanctions" now
referred only to limitations of armaments, intermational tribunals, and
similar objectives. Though a poor explanation, nevertheless it weather-
ed the storm. The government accepted it over Miliukov's objections

as did the Soviet plenum by a vote of two thousand to thirteen. Despite
all the clamor, the government apparertly never officially transmitted
the explanation to the Allies, though envoys of the Allies did receive

the note.36
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The Petrograd Soviet leaders clearly saw the results as a victory
for the "revolutionary democracy." Incredibly Miliukov interpreted

the results as a personal victory! In an interview with The New York

Times he asserted that "Our policy remains unchamged. We have con-

37 He boasted to a dismayed Albert Thomas that he had

ceded nothing."
won a complete victory.38 Britain's Sir George Buchanan agreed that
Miliukov had won a victory in the purely moral sense, but found Tere-
shchenko's assessment essentially correct that the result was far from
a total victory?9 As Buchanan explained later: "L'vov, Kerensky, and
Tereshchenko came to the conclusion that, as the Soviet was too power-
ful a factor to be either suppressed or disregarded, the only way of
putting an end to the anomaly of dual government was to form a Coali-

n40 While Miliukov thought he had managed to get the whole matter.

tion.
passed off as a misunderstanding, obviously he overlooked the fact that
the government had made concessions, that the rest of the cabinet had
overruled him, and that fhe Soviet had overruled the government. Fur-
thermore, the Soviet drew practical consequences from its triumph. The
government agreed that no major political acts would appear publicly
without first notifying the executive committee and that the personnel

of the Russian diplomatic corps abroad would undergo a radical shakeup.41
The Soviet's stand made a mockery of Miliukov's position as Russian
Foreign Minister. Under such conditions no minister could have long con-
tinued in office, and, if Miliukov resigned, a coalition had to follow.

If the triumph of revolutionary defensism meant coalition government

and thus the compromising of the Menshevik theoretical position of
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non-participation in a bourgeois government, the Soviet had won only
a partial victory. The only other possibility was to assume state
power and chance civil war.

Not all Soviet leaders opposed coalition with the bourgeoisie.
In the first days of the revolution a number of rightwing socialists
advocated a coalition government with members from the Progressive
bloc of the State Duma. These men renewed their fight for coalition

' new voices began to demand

when, as a result of the "April crisis,'
the creation of a coalition government. On May 5 a conference of
delegates of regimental and battalion committees of the Petrograd
garrison met at the Tauride Palace and added their support to the
movement when the conference resolved that " . . . the executive
committee formulate its opinion regarding the formation of a coalition
cabinet." Hundreds of letters and telegrams from diverse parts of
Russia, from army organizationg, and from peasants' soviets, poured into
the Petrograd Soviet's headquarters demanding the formation of a coa-
lition government. The Trudoviks, Popular Socialists, and a consider-
able number of SR's reacted affirmatively to this pressure. For the -
moment, however, éhe Soviet leadership refused to commit itself to
more than palliatives to shore up the govermment, such as an enthusiastic
endorsement of the ministers' Liberty Loan.42

The actions of several members of the Provisional Government height-
ened the demand for the Petrograd Soviet to enter a coalition. ‘The
"Left seven" within the government openly expressed their feelings for

a coalition. N. N. L'vov, the Procurator General of the Holy Synod,

privately informed Tseretelli: "Up to now you have opposed it. How-
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ever, the matter cannot be postponed any longer. It is impossible to
govern Russia without the Soviet Democracy. . . .Come to us with your
programs; it makes sense; we accept it. But you must join the govern-

43 Following L'vov's personal appeal to Tseretelli, the govern-

ment."
ment publicly announced on May 9 its intention to include persons from
"those actively creative elements who have not, until now, had a direct

R . . 44
part in the State administration. . . ."

That same day A. F. Ker-
ensky, the nominal Soviet vice-chairman, gave urgency to the govern-
ment's appeal by announcing that his continued participation in the
government was impossible unless the leaders of the socialist parties
in the Soviet agreed to send representatives into the cabinet.45 The
next day the prime minister made a direct appeal to the Soviet chairman
which repeated the essence of the May 9th statement and requested that
he "bring his matter to the attention of the executive committee of
the parties represented in the Soviet of Workers®' and Soldiers' Deputies,
of which you are president."46 The Soviet had no choice but to make a
formal reply to such an overt appeal.

The executive committee of the Petrograd Soviet received Prince
L'vov's appeal with mixed feelings. A majority favored a respomse that
would strengthen the authority of the government. Many members of the
_executive held back, however, from announcing that the Soviet as a body
or its leaders as individuals would actually participate in the gov-
ernment. The Menshevik leaders who dominated the SR-~Menshevik bloc

in the executive committee were not willing to compromise with theory

in order to solve the governmental crisis. Their position on state
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power therefore remained in May essentially the same as in March when

tﬁe socialists refused power because the autocratic government had
limited Russian economic growth to the point that the country in 1917
was not ripe for a proletarian state. Just as the seizure of power in
March would have caused the superstructure to rush far ahead of the
actual economic base, the same condition remained true in May and
could only create the illusion of a stable proletarian government and
thereby lead to destruction of the revolution. The Menshevik organ,

Rabochaia gazeta, reminded its readers on May 5 that Russia "has ex-

perienced a bourgeois revolution. . . . It is not time for the soc-
ialist revolution: there still are not the economic conditions in
Russia, there is still not the level of culture and political develop-
ment in the majority of the population. Following this reasoning,
the way for the democratic workers still is not to tie its hands to the
management of the state." The Petrograd Soviet had to remain a pri-
vate institution outside of de jure government. Its function was to
propose programs, not be instrumental in carrying them out. Bourgeois
government in principle was a replusive institution to socialists. T6
participate in it was to lose one's socialist virtue; to lose totally
the right to protect and demand reform. The Mensheviks had long ad-
vocated that a premature proletarian seizure of power would result in
another Paris Commune and consequent destruction before réactionaries.
The Soviet's theoretical position, however, had not matched its
practice since the March days. Events before and during the "April

crisis" had eroded the subtle theoretical position of the Soviet leaders
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with regard to state power and Soviet functions. The Petrograd Soviet
had assumed governmental powers at Schllsselburg Fortress and at Kron-
stadt when the Provisional Government had not controlled crises there
in the first days of the revolution. During the "April crisis" it had
dramatically exercised authority to quelm street disturbances. Reaction
to such demonstrations of power was two~fold. Soviet leaders could
hardly blame soldiers and workers, witnessing such exercises of power,
for drawing the conclusion that the Soviet could wield power if it
desired. Furthermore, such actions also increased the Soviet leaders'’
preparation for state power. Seeing that Kadet expertise in government
was not as great as imagined surely reduced the Soviet leaders' fear
of their own incompetence in government beyond what such fears were
in March 1917.%8

The Soviet position did not derive entirely from t>20ry and its
practice. Voitinskii, Tseretelli's rightarm man, in retrospect noted .
that Soviet leaders were "accustomed to look upon government, courts,

n43 Stan-~

coercion, police, and other attributes of authority as evils.
kevich observed that his colleagues in the Soviet “"instinctively and
habitually held a negative attitude toward the authorities which always
seemed wicked, soiled, and destroyers of tiie principles of purity”. .. ."50
Such reasoning derived from individual experiences in dealing with tsarist
police and courts. Law and order for Russian revolutionaries were part

of the natural order of things and would somehow function without the
efforts of the Soviet. Such an attitude apparently extended to the whole

institution of government, for the Soviet would most likely have done noth-

ing 1f left to itself.
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The Petrograd Soviet leaders attempted to thrash out a unified
Menshevik-SR bloc position on the question of emalition government.
The Mensheviks tried to keep the SR's harnessed to an orthodox marxist
position. Despite token internal party opposition, the SR leaders
had voted for coalition and now asked the Mensheviks to join them.

The Menshevik Chkheidze found that by "staying out of the government,
the Soviet has acquired an authority that has emabled it to channel
the mass movement into organized forms, and to maintain a democratic

order in the country. . . . If we join the government, we shall

arouse expectations in the masses of something essentially new, which

.. we shall be unable to fulfill. . . . Let our comrades, the Populists

and Socialist Revolutionaries join the governmemt, not as members of

the executive committee, but as representatives of the peasantry. This

would place the government on a firm foundation and give it a genuinely

democratic character that would be a source of strength."s1
To the SR's this seemed sheer political expediency. Avksent'ev} a "Star

Chamber" participant and SR leader, considered no coalitibn government

was possible without the participation of the executive committee.

Gotz, the SR '"'Star Chamber" member, agreed and reasoned that "When any

clash between the Soviet and the government jeopardizes the very exis-

tence of the latter, the participation of Soviet representatives in the

government means, not the surrender of hostages to the bourgeoisie, but

the reaffirmation of the policy of the revolutionary democracy."

The Mensheviks disagreed. Skobelev doubted whether the masses would

heed Skobelev, the cabinet minister, yet when he addressed the masses
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as an officer of the Soviet, they listened and obeyed. Bogdanov
admitted the popularity of the plan for a coalition government among the
Menshevik rank-and-file but felt this enthusiasm rested "upon the
illusion that a coalition government would be able to work wonders im-
mediately." If these expectations remained unfilled, the masses would
lose all confidence in the Soviet and the Menshewik party. Tseretelli
admitted that the most urgent task of the moment was to maintain the
Provisional Government, lest the bourgeoisie fail and the socialists

be forced into assuming all state power with inadequate support. He
doubted that the inclusion of members from the executive committee in
the cabinet would accomplish the desired result. He shared all the ap-
prehensions of his Menshevik colleagues but offered a possible solution:
"Among the supporters of the Socialist Revolutionary party, as among

our own supporters, there are many democratic elements with organiza-
tional links, not to any party nor to the Soviets, but to cooperatives,
trade unions, and the peasantry. If the representatives of these demo-
cratic intelligentsia were to replace Miliukov and Guchkov in the cab-
inet, this would go far to ensure complete harmony between the policiés
of the government and the Soviet, and would allow us to support the gov-~

n32 The bloc came to no unified

ernment with greater determination.
position, rather it had come close to breaking up over the question
of coalition.

At the May 11 session of the executive committee the populists and
the marxists officially went on record as split over the coalition prob-

lem. Trudoviks, Popular Socialists, and most SR's supported coalition;

the Mensheviks almost unanimously opposed it; the Bolsheviks alone de-~
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manded that the Soviet take state power. The vote was 24 to 22 against
coaiition with eight members abstaining; a number of. committeemen had
simply stayed away rather than vote.53 To keep the bloc from falling
apart Tseretelli now proceeded with his proposed compromise solu-

tion and urged the prime minister to form a govermment to include soc-
ialists close to the Soviet officials. He suggested as likely candi-
dates the SR sympathizers Peshekhonov and Pereverzev and their Menshevik
counterparts Prokopovich and Malentovich. Prince L'vov , although greatly
disturbed over the refusal of the Sovief to send its leaders into the
government , welcomed the suggestion of possible candidates for a new
government. The continued insistence of the Soviét leaders that they
act as '"'watchdog" of the government in order to safeguard the rights of
the toiling masses, however, did not please him. 'The Soviet would

gladly change the words of its formula, postol'ku poskol'ku (insofar as),

Tseretelli informed L'vov, but not its meaning of cooperating with the.
bourgeoisie except when detrimental to the toiling masses.54

On May 14 War Minister Guchkov resigned and destroyed all pos-
sibility of Tseretelli's solutionm. If the executive committee still
refused to participate in a government, L'vov now told Tseretelli, the
Provisional Government would have no alternative bat to resign as a
body. Chernov suggested that Miliukov take the past of Minister of
Education but the liberal leader would héér nothing of it. Guchkov's
resignation was a bitter personal defeat for the Poreign Minister, for
he had counted on Guchkov's support to swing the question of coalition
in his favor. Since his defeat at the hands of the Soviet on the ques-
tion of revolutionary defensism, the Foreign Minister had become in-

creasingly pessimistic. Paléologue, the French Ambassador, recollected
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later than Miliukov looked liked a finished man: "For the first time
Miliukov appears to me to be deprived of his courageous optimism, his
confidence, and his fighting spirit. In his speech he affects the
same assurance as.before; but the hollow sound of his voice and his
ravaged appearance clearly reveal his intermal distress."55

Guchkov's action took Miliukov completely by surprise. He was
at General Headquarters when General Alekseev showed him a telegram
reporting the resignation. Guchkov spoke publicly of '"conditions which
I have no power to alter and which threaten fatal consequences for the
army: for the navy, for liberty and for the very existence of Russia."56
Guchkdv's resignation meant coalition government; the coalition idea
forced Miliukov's resignation. Though his Kadet colleagues, V. D.
Nabokov and M. M. Vinaver, urged Miliukov to stay on as Minister of
Education in a new government as he himself had confided earlier to them
he might do. Miliukov now saw this as simply useless: "It was per-
fectly plain to me that changing the portfolio of Minister of Foreign
Affairs for the portfolio of the Minister of Education would not free
me from responsibility for those foreign policies which I have followed
during the entire war and which are well-known to the whole world." 37
Miliukov tendered his formal resignation on May 16, two days after
Guchkov's. Both men became determined to sabotage Tseretelli's

plans; as Guchkov recollected later, "I had made it my aim--at whatever

the cost--to liquidate the Soviet."58
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Prince L'vov had presented the executive committee with a virtual
ultimatum at the time of Guchkov's resignation; now most of the commit-
tee agreed that its members had no choice but to enter a coalition
government. The Bund, however, came close to splitting off from the
Mensheviks. While they adhered to revolutionary defensism to preserve
the revolution from the German war machine, most Bundists opposed soc-
ialist participation in a bourgeois government. The Bund had gone on
record in April against a coalition government with the Kadets?9 Rafes
alone of prominent Bundist leaders apparently favored participation.
Raphael Abramovich, the sole non~defensist in the central Bund leader-
ship, knew, however, that the Jewish organization could not afford another
split in the ranks of the working class parties. ''We always tried to
be the left wing of the Mensheviks,' he stated at the time, 'the
revolutionary conscience of Menshevism. We knew that, were we to leave
Menshevism, we would have to unite with the Bolsheviks. Are we ready
to do that? No, because a great ;byss separates us! Therefore, a split
in the Menshevik party would mean only a weakening of the working class
because we would have to build a Eg;;g.par:y."6o The Bund defensists,
Liber, Erlich, and Esther Frumkin, among others, for once found themselves
in complete agreement with Abramovich. Thus the decision to join a
coalition government with the bourgeoisie factionalized the Menshevik
party further from Menshevik defensists and Martovist Internationalists, but

now added a third faction within the party, the Bundists.
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Feverish negotiations and debates insued within the cabinet, among
the various socialist parties, and between the Soviet, which repre-
sented these parties, and the Provisional Governmment. A. F. Kerensky
and N. D. Avksent'ev acted as the principals in the negotiations be-
tween the government and the Soviet. At first the various socialist
parties demanded the Ministries of Foreign Affairs and of War, al-
though the Kadets and other conservatives unalterably opposed this de-
mand. The socialist also required, for purposes of negotiation, that
they receive a total of seven ministries: foreign affairs, war, in-
terior, agriculture, labor, food, and social welfare, although they
had agreed among themselves that they would settle for six of them.

The Kadets countered that they had to have as many ministries as all
of the socialist parties combined. They would give up the Ministry

of Agriculture and the newly created Ministries of Posts and Telegraphs,
and of Social Welfare, but never those of Foreign Affairs and Interior.
Kerensky maintained that Tereshchenko would pursue democratic aims in
his foreign policy, even though the cultured sugar magnate was Miliu-‘
kov's hand-picked choice for the position. Kerensky also noted that
as Prime Minister L'vov did not wish to give up the Interior Ministry
and as he was generally friendly to the Soviet, the demand for that
ministry should not be pressed. After long arguments, Kerensky pre-
vailed. As for the rest of the ministries, neither the Mensheviks nor
the SR's wante& to put their top leaders in the cabinet. The Menshe-
viks particularly were nervous about becoming Bolshevik propaganda

targets. Chkheidze insisted that Tseretelli not serve as he was ab-
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solutely essential to the operation of the Soviet. At the same time
the Mensheviks were most insistent that Chermov accept the Ministry

of Agriculture post. Chernov, however, would not serve without Tsere-
telli and suggested that a lesser known SR receive the post. The
Mensheviks and SR's were quick to assign the Trudoviks and Popular
Socialists cabinet seats, though their numerical strength did not
warrant it. Stankevich described the awful desperateness of the

socialist intelligentsia during the coalition crisis:

The situation was becoming more and more hopeless with every
minute. All conceivable combinations were exhausted. Every
proposal entailed an already familiar cycle of difficulties
and objections. Everyone was obviously marking time. The
nervous tension had reached its highest limit and gave vent

to extreme agitation and irritation. Questions were not even
discussed any longer; everyone was simply speaking--or mora
exactly, shouting-—from his corner. Chernov, disheveled and
infuriated, was attacking little Peshekhonov, who was squeezed
in a corner. Gvozdev was pronouncing some final words of in-
dignation on the confusion of everything that was going on....
Even Tseretelli lost his equilibrium, in spite of my fervent
appeals for calm; he was shouting, I think, at Chkheidze...
when all of a sudden Kerensky rushed in and announced that a
solution had been found. The combination announced by Kerensky
was, practically speaking, far from new and there was much to
be said against it. But all were glad to be swayed by his mood.
They no longer wanted to listen to objections; the dissatisfied
were forced to stop speaking.el

Once Tseretelli saw that no cabinet was possible without him, he accept-
ed the nominal sinecure of Posts and Telegraphs. Chernov became Minis-
ter of Agriculture, a trying position for the populist leader, where he
could only break his political neck. Skobelev, Soviet vice-chairman,

received the post of Minister of Labor with the responsibility of elim-

inating industrial chaos. Kerensky, nominal Soviet vice-chairman, be-

came Minister of War and Marine and Peshekhonov and Pereverzev, as
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Tseretelli had suggested, Ministers of Food and of Justice respectively.
Numerically socialists and liberals equally made up the new government,
but in point of fact, Tseretelli and Skobelev only lent their names to
the new government, not their talents, while Chermov, Peshekhonov and
Pereverzev were ineffectual or isolated from decisions. The government
now more than ever came under the guiding influence of Kerensky, who
now more than ever, attempted to stand above party as the nucleus for
all factionms.

Why did Tseretelli decide in the end in favor of a coalition
government? To save the country from civil war, he maintained. This
was his statement at the time of the "April crisis' and remained his
view in May.62 Continuing instability, he claimed, would lead to armed
conflict. Revolutionary defensism had to triumph or civil war would
liquidate them; this policy alone offered the possibility of a com-
promise between socialists and non-socialists. Except for Martov, even
Tseretelli's opposition within his own party echoed the same opinion.
Coalition was not necessary, Ermanskii explained,63 to solve the cab-
inet crisis, but to avert civil war. Martov offered no alternative to
coalition but demanded to know how the Soviet leaders proposed to over-
throw the bourgeoisie in the coming socialist revolution if they were
part of the government. Sukhanov alone offered a variant of coalition
in which the socialists would dominate with a minority of liberals and
radicals so that the former would have more influence concerning gov-
ernment decisions. The paper coalition of Tseretelli's left the Soviet,
despite protestations of only nominal support, with partial responsibil-
ity for government actions and no more authority than thé Soviet had

before. Torn between theoretical purity and necessity the Soviet leaders
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aéparently saw no other choice open to him. To have seized power as
Lenin demanded would not only have meant the destruction of orthodox
Marxist doctrine, it would most probably have brought civil war.

Revolutionary defensism dominated the Soviet's program for the new
coalition. Essentially the program was twofold: first, the struggle
to open negotiations and conclude peace without annexations or contri-
butions, bhased on the principle of the peoples' right of self-determina-
tion; second, the strengthening of the army by democratization in order
to prevent the defeat of Russia and its Allies, which could damage the
cause of the people and the peace. The socialists did not even bother
to debate the other hastily drawn points of the program: the struggle
against economic disintegration, the defense of workers' rights, and
the implementation of agrarian reform. The primary consideration was
the formulation of a foreign policy for the new government; they de-
bated only what concerned the struggle for peace. The only objections
raised were by the Bolshevik Zinov'ev who found that the initial de-
calration contained no provisions for the immediate initiation of peaée
negotiations. Ironically when the communique of the new government ap-
peared, Prince L'vov had altered the text so that it essentially stated
that the coalition would merely accentuate certain features 6f the pre-
vious govermment's policies.65

In the end the fury over war was a pyrrhic victory for the Petro-
grad Soviet. The Soviet leaders while victorious over Miliukov's for-
eign policy had compromised with the tenets of revolutionary defensism.
Siberian Zimmerwaldism, in which Martov had taken so much pride for its

'correct stand' on the war, had now become committed too much to defense
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and not enough to peace. The Soviet leaders had even committed them-
selves to the development of offensive as well as defensive military
power, stating that this constituted 'the most important task of the

6
" "As for their '"two-pronged''.peace offensive,

Provisional Government.
in which the government would put pressure on the Allies and the
socialists through a unified stand hammered out at Stockholm, the Sov-
iet leaders had allowed the possibility of sabotage by the old tsarist
diplomatic agents who remained abroad and by Miliukov's apprentice,
Tereshchenko. Furthermore, the Soviet leaders had opened themselves

up for attack by the right and the more radical left, thereby endanger-
ing the very policies they hoped to realize. While they attempted to
join the government as individuals, the subtlety was beyond the reason-
ing of the popular masses who demanded results from those in office.

In the Petrograd Soviet a soldier deputy complained: 'Comrade Tsere-
telli has been a minister for tén whole days. What has been done for
peace?" 7 Lenin noted in Pravda the week the socialists entered the
government: '"The coalition cabinet has brought no changes. The tsar's
secret treaties remain sacred to itﬂ'68The unity of the Menshevik-SR.
bloc left the more apprehensive no place to turn except the lone dis-
senters with an organized party center, the Bolsheviks. The formation
of the paper coalition all but finished the Petrograd Soviet's
practice of being watchdog over the Provisional Government. Now to
criticize the government implied criticism of the Soviet leaders,
something many socialists felt uneasy about doing. Though the Soviet
leaders admitted that they had made a "great sacrifice," they neverthe-

. less persisted in their beliefs, taking the next step toward their ful-

fillment by undertaking a quest for peace by calling an international
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socialist conference at Stockholm.69
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CHAPTER IV
THE QUEST FOR PEACE

The Petrograd Soviet probably made the most notable effort
toward peace in World War I. Upon the return of the Siberian Zim-
merwaldists the Soviet undertook a '"two-pronged" peace offensive in
which international socialists would pressure their governments
through a unified peace stand hammered out at Stockholm, to be
followed by diplomatic pressure by the Russian government at an
Allied conference?- Until the triumph of revolutionary defensism
over Miliukov's pro-war stand, Tseretelli limited Soviet peace ef-
forts mostly to propagandizing and negotiating with visiting foreign
socialist delegations. If the Petrograd Soviet leaders hesitated to
involve themselves in domestic governmental functions, they were much
more ready to assert themselves in international affairs. Most |
Russian socialists were unknown quantities, many had never travelled
outside of Russia, and, of those who had, they had usually concentrated
on Russian conditions and knew perhaps only an idealized Western world.
Novices to a man in international diplomacy, they naturally made un-
warranted assumptions and decisions . Perhaps beyond a blind faith
in the influence of their revolution, the Soviet leaders probably
never realistically appraised their chances for success in obtaining

peace.
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The Russian Revolution gave European socialists the necessary
inspiration to increase their efforts to obtain peace through a
reunified Second International. From Swiss exile the veteran Men-
shevik Paul B. Akselrod first broached the subject of reconvening
the International in a letter in the Menshevist organ, Rabochaia

azeta, on April 10. Though no one apparently took much notice of
Akselrod's proposition, two days later M, I. Liber, speaking be-

fore the All-Russian Conference of Sovie’cs,2 suggested that an in-
vitation to an international socialist conference conclude a resolu-
tion then under debate. Tseretelli, however, sidetracked this motion
by suggesting that such an invitation become the subject of a sepa-
rate resolution. Embroiled in controversy with the Russian Foreign
Minister over war aims, a month passed before the Soviet acted.

In the meantime the Soviet leaders received peace missions from
the well-known Swedish socialist, Hjalmar Branting, and the Danish
socialist leader, Frederick I. Borgbjerg. The Swede warmly approved
of the Petrograd Soviet's peace policy of no amnexations and contri-
butions as announced in its March 27th manifesto. Branting suggested
to Tseretelli that the Soviet alone could sponsor the reconvocation
of the International, as the Entente socialists would never respond
to an invitation from the Dutch or the D_anes.3 The Menshevik Inter-
nationalist Iu. Larin found that the situation required more radical
measures, €.g., an ultimatum to the belligerents to end hostilities

and conclude a peace settlement on the demand of the Russian Revolution.

Tseretelli brushed this aside, maintaining that only a united revo-
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lutionary force at the front and rear put to the service of peace
might overcome all difficulties. 1In time the Georgian defined
this more precisely as strengthening the army and the government's
adoption of the Soviet's position of revolutionary defensism combined
with the "two-pronged" peace offensive.

As for Borgbjerg, German State Secretary Alfred Zimmerman and
Dr. Alexander (Parvus) Helphand, a Russian-born, naturalized German
citizen, collaborated to get the Dane and the German Social Democrat
(sPD) leader§ together to send a peace offer to the Russia.ns.5 The
SPD leaders knew of Borgbjerg's official backing, yet were ready
to have him carry the message to Russia that Germany wished peace
without complusion, that the formula of "no annexations" covered
everything except some frontier rectifications amd the difficult
Balkan situation, and that the Germans would not undertake an of-

6
fensive against the Russians. The SPD pleaded for peace so that

the German working masses could return home from the trenches.7 On
Mey 6 Borgbjerg presented the Soviet executive committee the SFD 5
peace program along with a proposal for an intermational conference.
The-committee found the Dane's proposal unsatisfactory and rejected
the SPD program, branding it an offer for a separate peace.9 Even
the Bolsheviks denounced the Danish socialist as "directly or in-

directly" "an agent of the German imperialist gowernment"; an ironic

point as Helphand was instrumental in Lenin's return to Russia through
10

Germany.
The revolution also brought Allied socialists to Russia. On March

26 British Labour Secretary Arthur Henderson reported to his colleagues



153

in the War Cabinet that representatives of the French Socialist
party were travelling to Petrograd to persuade Russian socialists
to bring the war to a satisfactory conclusion. His Majesty's Gov-
ernment promptly consented that the well-known labourites, Will
Thorne, James O'Grady, and W. S. Sanders, should accompany the
French representatives, Marius Moutet; Marcel Cachin, and Ermest
Lafont.ll Though the Bolsheviks and Menshevik Internationalists
considered the Entente socialists as "lackeys" of their governments,12
Tseretelli and the majority of the "revolutionary democracy” re-
celved them.warmly.lB' Belgian, Italian, and American delegations
also came to Petrograd. Emile Vandervelde, Louis de Brouckeére,
and Henri de Man came for the Belgians; Arturo Labriola, Orazio
Raimonda, Giovanni Lerda, and Innocenzo Cappa for the Italians;
and Elihu Root, Charles Edward Russell, and James Duncan for the
Americans. Noticeably absent from all of these delegations were
minority or defeatist representa.‘l:,ives.:U+

The Entente delegations accepted as incontestable the Soviet
peace formula of no annexations and contributions based on the
self-determination of nations. They did, however, require a more

precise definition of the formula. If this meant a return to the

status quo ante-belli, what of Alsace-Lorraine, Poland, and the

slavic provinces of the Austrian Empire? What of their self-de-
termination as free peoples? As for contributions, who would pay
for the damage done by invaders? While Tseretelli had the greatest
sympathy for the Alsace-Lorraine question and considered that the

representatives of the working classes ought to elaborate a repa-
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ration plan for the populations devasted by invasion, he maintained
that the immediate task was to reconstitute the Intermational which
could then deal meaningfully with such questions in a democratic
peace. No preconditions or acceptance of guilt should precede the
conference, except the general agreement to the formula of "no annex-:
ations or contributions" based on the self-determination of nations;
otherwise the conference would never convene. Even the goal Tsere-
telli envisioned for the conference was challenged by the Entente
socialists, as they did not wish to liquidate the national union with
"their imperialist govermments." Of these delegations only the
French became so overwhelmed by the revolution®s spirit (particularly
after witnessing the April demonstrations) that they returned to
France and swayed their party in favor of attending the proposed
infernational conference on-the basis of the Soviet's formula}'

Some of the Allies also sent socialist or labor representatives
who were members of their governments. The Entente had until mid-
spring underestimated the influence of the Petrograd Soviet in Russia.
The French had sensed something of its influence when Premier Ribot sent
the socialist Minister of Munitions, Albert Thomas, to Petrograd
to ascertain whether to recall Ambassador Maurice Palfologue. On May 11
the Soviet's importance became more discernable when the French, British,
and Italian governments received the following request from Foreign
Minister Miliukov:

The Executive Committee of the Soviet of Workers' and
Soldiers' Deputies expresses the hope that the French,

English, and Italian goverrments will accord all of their
aid to facilitate the departure and travel to Russia of
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the following delegations, invited to Petrograd by the

executive committee: the delegation of the Italian

Socialist Democratic Party; the delegation of the Eng-

lish Independent Labour Party; the delegation of the

British Socialist Party; the delegation of the opposi-

tion French Socialist Workers' Party, directed by M.

Brizon and Longuet. The executive committee awaits an

affirmative igply from the French, British, and Italian

governments.
This message left little doubts in the minds of the Allied leaders
of the importance of the Petrograd Soviet. If any doubts did re-
main, the entrance of socialist leaders into the Russian govern-
ment on May 18 should have removed them. The British prime mini-
ster quickly reversed his previous decision and on May 23 asked
Arthur Henderson to undertake a mission similar to that of Albert
Thomas, i. e., urge the Russian socialists to bring the war to a
satisfactory conclusion and replace Sir George Buchanan as ambassador

17

if he saw fit. As Thomas and the Belgian minister Vandervelde had
already arrived in Petrograd, they had only to await Henderson's
coming to work out a unified Allied position to present the Soviet.

In the meantime initiatives to convene an international socialist
conference at Stockholm went forward on three fronts. After Borgbjerg
had left for Petrograd, the Danish socialist minister Thorvald
Stauning had met with SPD leaders in Copenhagen and with their sup-
port demanded that the secretariat of the International take action
to reconvene the organization. As the members of the permanent com-

mittee were either in exile or occupied territory, the coopted Dutch

members, P, J, Troelstra, Hendrik Van Kol, F, Wibaut, and J. W. Al-
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barda met with the permanent secretary Camille Huysmans on April

15 at Laren, Holland. Their plan of action was to go to Stockholm,
form a committee with the aid of the Dutch and Scandinavian socialist
parties, attempt to obtain the collaboration of the Russian socialists,
call for an international socialist conference, and then ask for the
assistance of the secretariat of the Second Interna.tional.l8 On
April 22, however, Huysmans in spite of reservations about a unilat-
eral action, invited all affiliated sections of the International to
attend a conference at Stockholm on May 15. Two days before Huys-
mans' action, Branting had reasserted his opinion that the Petrograd
Soviet alone, not Troelstra could issue such an invitation. He told
Albert Thomas that he had not given any encouragement to the Dutch
initiative.19 The British, French, and Belgian majoritite socialists
immediately contested the Dutch action.

The Bolsheviks jinitially supported a conference at Stockholm but with
certain qualifications. Lenih on his return to Petrograd from Swiss
exile stopped at Stockholm on April 13 and discussed the calling of
an international socialist conference. Before leaving Switzerland
he claimed to have communicated with left socialists in Ger-
many, France, and England. The Germans and some French socialists
had accepted proposals for a congress at Stockholm, but the English had
refused. Lenin declared that he would return in a fortnight to
Stockholm at the head of a Russian peace delegation. He was certain

that he had public sentiment at Petrograd behind him and would win

over Chkheidze, the Soviet chairman, without difficulty. On April 16
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Lenin arrived in Petrograd but did not return within a fortnight with
| a delegation to Stockholm. Branting, commenting on Lenin's statement
at Stockholm, remarked that the conference being organized by Lenin
was in opposition to the International conference and had as its
object a German-Russian separate peace.ao Indeed, within a month
Lenin had pushed through the Bolshevik Central Committee a denunci-
ation of the Stockholm "patriotic" conference, though the Internation-
al Socialist Committee (the executiwve of the Zimmerwald and Kienthal
socialist conferences) partially nullified this a day later on May 10
by calling on socialists to meet at Stockholm to decide on what posi-
tion to adopt towarc the Dutch-proposed conference.2l |
The Petrograd Soviet now attempted to seize the initiative in
calling an international socialist peace conference for Stockholm.
Branting, Liber, and Akselrod had urged the Soviet to undertake such
an effort and on April 24 the two-week old Soviet department of
international relations received instructions to make preparations
for such a meet:ing.22 On May 8 F. I. Dan introduced a motion
in the executive committee to call a socialist conference in a neu;
tral country ta discuss peace terms. The following day and again on
May 15 the Soviet issued declarations to this effect.23 The formal
invitation circulated as a diplomatic note only after May 27, but
the foreign press reported it abroad one day before the appearance
of the International Socialist Committee's invitation.au

In this appeal the Petrograd Soviet declared it had "decided

to take the initiative in calling an intermational conference of all
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socialist parties and fractions of all countries.” The Dutch-

Scandinavian Committee, however, had already undertaken
the initiative to such a conference. Then inexplicably and in spite
of the fact that the Soviet had just issued a statement calling an
international conference, the Mensheviks sent greetings to the com-
mittee at Stockholm "who have taken the initiative [italics miné]
in convoking an international socialist conference at Stockholm and
we are all ready to garticipate there and to collaborate energetical-
ly to its success."2 Why such contradictory action occurred is not
clear as I. G, Tseretelli was the chief Menshevik leader as well as
the prime-mover in Soviet foreign policy (though he had declined
the chairmanship of the Soviet's committee of foreign relations).27
While the Dutch-Scandinavian Committee expressed a willingness
for cooperation, the Petrograd Soviet continued to set the prelimi-
nary conditions of the conference without consultation and did not
hasten to "participate and collaborate" with the Stockholm committee.28
Instead the Soviet set up a commission on May 21 to work on the con-
ference and assume the exclusive initiative in convening the confef-
ence, though allowing for Dutch-Scandinavian assistance and that of
other socialists.29 On June 2 the Soviet summoned the conference at
Stockholm for July 8 and specified, as in the May 9 and 15 declar-
ations that only organizations should attend which (1) accepted
"peace without annexations or indemnities founded upon the self-de-
termination of nations," (2) accepted the binding decisions of the
conference, and (3) terminated the party truce between socialists

30

and their imperialist governments.  The Soviet justified the neces-
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sity of this manifesto because the revolutionary situation re-
quired urgency, the Dutch-Scandinavian Committee and the Inter-
national Socialist Committee represented only segments of inter-
national socialism, and because the initiative of both organizations
had, for the most part, met rejection from non-neutral socialists.
As leaders of the Russian Revolution, they felt that they alone
had the prestige necessary to convene an international socialist

31
peace conference.

The socialist-balanced reorganization of the Provisional Gov-
ernment and the Petrograd Soviet's May 9 and 15 appeals for an
international socialist conference gravely concerned the British
Prime Minister. Was the Eastern Front in danger of folding? Lloyd
George had accepted as a matter of course the British and American
labor and French and Belgian socialists' rejections of Stockholm
but now the initiators of the appeal were members of the Provision-
al Government. Though the American, French, and Italian governments
within days were to refuse passports to socialists travelling to
Stockholm, Lloyd George had an open mind concerning the Soviet
proposition as of May 21 when he cabled Albert Thomas:

I should be very glad to know what you think as to the
desirability of French and English Socialist Delegates
attending Stockholm Conference.

I understand that German Socialists of both sections are
to be there, and also Russian Socialists. I am afraid,
that, unless the Allied cause is represented also, bad im-
pression may be produced on Russian Socialists. Our case
is, from a democratic point of view, very strong. . . . As
far as war aims are concerned, I do not think there is any

great difference between those of France and England and
those of Russia. We could accept the declaration of the
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new Russian Government. . . that. . .a general peace
should not tend toward either dominatiom of other na-
tions or the seizure of their national possessions,

or the violent usurpation of their territories, and
that it should be a peace without annexations or in-
demnities and based on the rights of nations to de-
cide their own affairs, provided that by those vphrases
it was not intended that the French and British should be
bound to restore to Turkish or German misgovernment the
populations in Africa and Mesopotamia which they have
rescued from it, and also that it was umderstood that
the provinces which have been torn from ¥France by Ger-
man militarism should be restored to her.

If this case were put properly, it might produce an
important effect not only on Russian, but even on Ger-
man opinion. . .if Socialists from France and England
are prevented from attending, conclusions will be over-
whelming that their Governments are afraid to allow
them to speak freely to their Russian Allies. . . .

It would no doubt be proper to see that none of the
delegates were anti-patriotic, or in favor of peace at
any price or any separate peace by Russia, but subject
to that, it would probably be necessary to allow French
and British Social%its to be represented by those whom
they might select.

This cautious, but pro-Stockholm stand remained the British Prime
Minister*s position until th;a late July meetings of the Allied
powers revealed the possibility of Russia's military defection
from the war.

Three days after Henderson arrived in Petrograd, the British
Labour Secretary telegraphed Lloyd George that Thomas, Vandervelde,
and himself agreed that the Soviet had to defiine its peace formula..33
Thomas and Vandervelde had informed the Soviet that they could ac-
cept the formula only if "it does not exclude deliverance in accor-
dance with the wishes of inhabitants or reparations.” As for Stock-

holm, the duo insisted on "the exclusion of German and Austrian
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majorities so long as they continue to tolerate their Governments."
Henderson, Thomas, and Vandervelde also insisted "that before con-
sidering the Stockholm Conference there should be [hd] Allied Confer-

ence in London to prepare joint policy and settle conditions of
3k
participation." On June 16 Henderson telegraphed Lloyd George

that the Soviet had a tendency towards meeting their views, but

the true Russian position was: "Conference will be only success-
ful if Socialists regard themselves not as representatives of in-
dividual movements of belligerent factions but as representatives

of the individual movement of working classes towards a common

35
goal of universal peace." Though Tseretelli finally consented

to sending an observer to the proposed Allied conference in London,
he feared it might prejudice the Soviet's role of arbitrator between
socialists of the two belligerent evalitions. Tseretelli explained

the Soviet's peace strategy in clear terms:

Al]l previous attempts to reestablish the International
were destroyed as a consequence of a ferocious mutual
hostility of two blocs of socialist majorities created

in the two belligerent coalitions. Only from the moment
when the appeal to recreate international socialist uni-
ty was made by the Russian Revolution did the convocation
of a conference become really feasible. This happened
because the Russian Revolution, which received the sympa-
thetic feeling of the whole world democracy, showed by its
actions that its international policy was free from the
nationalistic passions borne of the war. We wish to pre-
serve this position at the conference, in order to appear
as the conciliatory force between two hostile blocs and
promote that agreement that one could reach only at the
close of a war: at the same time the refusal of socialists
from both belligerent coalitions to support their imperi-
alist governments. If in the place of this, the representa-
tives of the Russian Revolution would go to the Stockholm
conference as part of the socialist bloc of the Entente
states, bound by the decisions of the bloc in all basic
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questions, the independent role of the representatives

of the Russian Revolution would be reduced to mothing

and thus would be lost the opportunity to use the pres-

tige of t?e Russign Revolu@io? for the creagéon of a

unitary, international socialist democracy.
Tseretelli maintained that the true enemy was imperialism. To
destroy the power of imperialism was to resolve the war and all
future wars. For the working masses and their socialist leaders
to direct their hostilities toward one another,.French, English,
and Russians against Germans and Austrians, when they should be
directing them toward the handful of imperialist in their own
countries was inéane. Why accuse the German or French working
masses of war guilt, when the imperialist were the obvious guilty
parties? All socialists united on equal footing and participating
in harmony could mount an all-out assault to destroy :'meeriza.lism.3'7
While Tseretelli agreed that all Entente socialists functioned in
democratic societies, had sent representatives into their govern-
ments, had supported the policy of defense, and had discouraged
the imperialist cravings of their respective bourgeoisie, the
Russian socialists alone had entered their governmegt to seek a
general peace without annexations and indemnities.3

While Henderson and Thomas relaxed their position, Vander-
velde "obstinately resisted, and remained to the end inflexibly
opposed to peace talks with the Scheidemanns, Davids, and Noskes."39
The Georgian Soviet leader almost broke down info tears when the
Belgian socialist remained intransigent. Even Henderson remarked
to Lloyd George that he did not "feel much good would be doneugy

trying to establish much more intimate relations at present.”
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Nevertheless Henderson desired to accommodate the Soviet leaders
and yet not damage the Allied cause. On his way home
Henderson gave an interview at Stockholm on July 17 that showed
his open mind to a meeting there; he had not, however, dropped his in-
sistence on a consultative conference (as opposed to a binding
one) ﬁnd for a more precise definition of the Soviet's peace for-
mula. : Albert Thomas thought if his ministerial colleagues de-
cided to issue passports for Stockholm, he must go to the con-
ference even without obtaining any of the desired pre-conditions
(e. g+, German admission of war guilt, the return of Alsace-Lor-
raine, etc.)lf2 As the French government had no intention of allow-
ing French nationals to journey to Stockholm, Thomas®! position
allowed him to accommodate his fellow ministers and the pro-Stockholm
stand taken by his party as well as the Soviet. For Tseretelli the
only hope was that the Soviét peace offensive would gain enough mo~-
mentum to sway the British govermment in favor of the conference
and thereby the rest of the Allies.

As of June, however, the Soviet and Dutch-Scandinavian init-
iatives still lacked coordination. On June 2 the latter asked
the Petrograd Soviet to send a deleﬁation to Stockholm as a pre-
liminary to the plenary conference. ’ The Dutch-Scandinavian
Committee had arranged nonbinding, preliminary audiences between
the committee and the separate national delegations and hoped that

the natiocnal delegations from neutral countries and from both bel-

ligerent camps would meet face to face in a "plenary conference"
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before June 10. The committee had not wished this, but the Bel-
gians felt that separate interviews with different sections of

the International might develop the basis on which to convoke

the full conference. Branting, who had come to dominate the
Stockholm committee, found the Russians blatantly independent,
ignoring the existing organization of the International. This
echoed Vandervelde's view that the Russian socialists "believed
that the prestige of their revolution would put them in a position
to impose their peace formula on the other socialist parties, in-
cluding the German majority socialists." To realize even this
would have been remarkable, but the Soviet leaders demanded more:
"You socialists of all countries must force your governments to
state definitely and clearly that the platform of peace without
annexations or indemnities on the basis ofhthe self-determination
of peoples is also their platform . . . ." ° Though the ill-defined
power relationship between the Petrograd Soviet and the Provisional
Government had allowed the "realization" of such a demand in Rus-
sia, no such division of state power existed in other countries.
Branting criticized the Soviet invitation for regarding the main
object of the conference as the liquidation of the party truce
between socialists and their belligerent governments and for demand-
ing that those attending the conference carry out unfailingly all
conference decisions}“SVandervelde, Henderson, and Thomas had criti-
cized the invitation along the same lines, now the Dutch-Scandinav-
ian Committee's position meant probable compromise for the Soviet's

stand.
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On July 2 the first part of the Petrograd Soviet's delegation,
Iosif P. Goldenberg, E. Smirnov, and V, N. Rosanov (Mensheviks) ar-
rived in Stockholm followed & er days later by the Bundist Henrik
Erlich and the SR N. S. Rusanov. ! The Soviet delegation fused
with the Dutch-Scandinavian Committee on July 11 and two days later
the new joint body published an invitation to a plenary conference
at Stockholm on August 15. The invitation led off with "Proletar-
iats of all nations, unite your forces" and announced that the pre-
sent call came from the Petrograd Soviet, sanctioned by the All-
Russian Congress of Soviets, and supported by the "effective co-
operation" of the Dutch-Scandinavian Committee. The provisional
agenda was (1) the World War and the International, (2) the peace
program of the International, (3) the ways and means of carrying
the aims into effect. The summons was a compromise between the
proposed objectives for the‘conference of the Soviet delegation
and the Duteh-Scandinavian Committee, The Petrograd Soviet had
called on all socialist parties to liquidate the party truce; now
the policy was to induce the parties to do this. Although the
binding character of conference decisions remained, this now meant
that each socialist section would fulfill "“without hesitation or
deviation” general conference decisions, "insofar as they are in

conformity with its principles Iétalics min%] e « « " The

questions of war guilt and reparations, though raised in the meet-
ings, remained unsettled, as the Russians opposed placing war guilt

on the agenda and argued that reparations had to come from a tax
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levied on wealth as the rich bore the greatest war guilt. As all
all of the socialist sections of the International had learned of
the various programs submitted in preliminary audiences, the Rus-
slans opposed drafting a proposed peace formmla based on the pre-
liminary reports that the committee had heard. The Soviet dele-
gates considered predigested decisions, even if only a basis for
deliberation, only something to complicate matters.49 The Rus-
sian view prevailed.

Following their "better late than never™ success at Stockholm
the Soviet delegation minus Rosanov, who remaimed at Stockholm
with the rest of the committee, set out for consultations with
the British, French, and Italian socialists. As the Russians
had difficulty in obtaining passage to London, the British gov-
ernment flattered them by placing them on an official government
ship.so The British action, however, was probably more than it
appeared, for on June 29 the Foreign Office had telegraphed
Henderson, then in Petrograd preparing to return home, that the
F. 0. "wished to know when Soviet delegates will arrive in
England so as to prevent them from falling inmto wrong hands.“51
Thus perhaps more than mere coincidence saw the Russians and Hen-
derson on board the same ship that sailed from Bergen. Rusanov
found Henderson impressed with the ideals of the Russian Revolution

but disturbed with the leadership's "impracticality," i. e., their

unbusiness-like character and political incapability in general.52
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Henderson continued to insist on a consultative conference and
a more precise definition of the Soviet peace formula. The
Soviet delegates arrived in London on July 24 and the next day
the British Labour Executive, despite all their arguments,
adopted Henderson's position.53 The Russians met some success as
Lloyd George cablﬁd Henderson his approval for the Allied soci-
alist conférence? In the meantime the Russians along with Hen-
derson, Ramsay MacDonald, and James Wardle went to Paris for
a meeting scheduled with the French socia.lists.55

In Paris a committee of six, Erlich and Goldenberg for the
Russians, Jean Longuet and Pierre Renaudel for the French, and
MacDonald and Henderson for the British, set about on July 30
to work out differences raised in opening discussions with the
full French Socialist party. In a July 31 published declaration
the six endorsed the invitation of July 13, delayed the confef-
ence from August 15 to September 9-16 at Stockholm, and arranged
for an inter-Allied conference at London on August 28-29 to
precede the general conference. Representatives going to Stock-
holm would include both pro-war majoritites and defeatist minor-
itites. Finally, while the socialist sections were to reveal
at the conference the manner in which they proposed to carry
the general decisions of the meeting into effect, they were not
bound to any specific action in their respective countries.56

The Soviet delegates' tour of Italy from August 4 to 15

was & minor triumph. Only the small prowar minority that had

supported Italy's entrance into the war was skeptical of the
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proposed Stockholm Conference. The majority position was
antiwar and emphatically pro-Stockholm. The Russians received
acclaim in Florence, Milan, Rome, and Bologne and articulated
their position in precise language. On August 4 Goldenberg
declared before a highly excited crowd of 40,000 workers at
Turin that "The Soviet has issued this call because it is pro-
foundly convinced that the day that autocratic governments will
have disappeared from the world, the International of liberty
and peace will not only be an aspiration but an accomplished
fact."  The prowar faction came around to the Soviet position
after Goldenberg rejected the prospect of a separate peace be-
tween Russia and Germany and proclaimed his complete faithful-
ness to the Zimmerwald peace formula, adding: '"The influence
of the Soviet, however, is not limited to the war. It has
politically transformed Russia by seeing to it that the govern-
ment, under its pressure, promulgates a series of laws which
are assuredly the most liberal in the world." Following this
declaration, Filippo Turanti, the founder of Italian soc-
ialism, hailed the Russian delegates as "true patriots," who
were attempting to align the destiny, the interests, and the
defense of their country with those of the majority of Russia's
citizens. On August 6 the delegates arrived in Rome and the next
day reached an agreement with the Italian Soéialist party re-
garding the scope and program of the Stockholm Conference.

The leader of the majority party, G. M. Serrati, centered his
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concern mosgly on tactics to keep the conference from breaking
up over the inevitable question of war guilt. Though the Ital-
ians insisted on the reunion of the Italian-speéking sectors of
Austria with Italy, they did agree to "accept and apply the de-
cisions in the spirit of socialism and internationalism in order
to achieve the union of the workers by joint action directed to-
ward the hastening of the conclusion of the wa.r."57

In the meantime the Allied War Conference of July 25 and
26, which revealed the near-total collapse of the Rus-
sian army, doubtless made Lloyd George more than skeptical about
the Stockholm Conference. According to the prime minister, how-
ever, what turned him against Stockholm was the action of the
socialists at Paris. The point of a consultative or a binding
conference was as important to Lloyd George as to the socialists.58
The July 31 socialist press declaration showed that Henderson
had allowed himself to drift from a consultative towards a bind-
ing conference.59 Perhaps Lloyd George reasoned as did Premier
Ribot: if the Allied socialists would allow themselves to drift
from their principles before Stockholm, what might they agree to
at Stockholm? The prime minister's rejection of Stockholm, how-
ever, came at 5:30 P, M, July 30 before the socialists had come
to a decision on Stockholm.60 The question of a consultative or
binding conference at that time therefore was probably not the basis of
Lloyd George's rejection, though he may well have reasoned that this
aspect of the meeting had moved in that direction. Nevertheless,

with British, French, and American popular opinion against the con-

ference, most of the British Parliament and the War Cabinet, and the U.S.,
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French, Italian, and Belgian governments, mo wonder Lloyd George
finally dropped Stockholm when he learned of status of the Rus-
sian Army.

Between August 1, the day Hendersom returned from Paris, and
August 11, the day he tendered his cabinet resignation, & compli-
cated chain of events occurred that led to the destruction of
the Soviet peace program. The British Foreign Office cabled Sir
George Buchanan, H., M. G.'s Ambassador to Russia, on August 1
concerning the Stockholm Conference: "The main arguments in its
favour are that Russian Government desire it, that our refusal
to attend would be put down to some sinister imperialistic mo-

tive, and that if only Russian, Neutrals, and Germans took part

61

in the proceedings, latter would dominate the situation." On

August 2 Buchanan urged a pro-conference stand:

So far as I know non-Socialist members of the Gov-
ernment like Minister of Foreign Affairs would much
prefer that the Conference should not take place, as
they are afraid that any talk about peace might have
a bad influence on the army. They will, however,
place no obstacle in the way of the attendance of the
Russian Socialists, though they will mot consider
themselves in any way bound by any decisions which
the conference may take. They much hope Socialists
(of) other countries will attend conference so that
Russia may not be the only country remresented at it.
Socialists on the other hand are all in favour of
conference though I am informed that their
expectation of its results have fallen very much of
late. . . . Intimate friend of Keremsky to whom I
spoke about conference todey said that he earnestly
hoped that British Socialists would attend conference
as a refusal to on our part would expose us to attack
in Socialist circles here and be attributed to motives
which you mention.

I do not feel myself competent to express opinion
but my personal view has been always that it would be
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a mistake for us to leave the field clear to Germans
and to render our attitude liable to misconstruction
here. As we have no intention of being bound by its
decisions I do not see how attendance of British Soc-
ialists can cause any prejudice to our interest.62

Again on August 4 Buchanan telegraphed the Foreign Office and
argued for the conference.63 In light of Allied opinion as a
whole, however, the F, O, discounted Sir George's view. The
minutes of the F, 0. for August 5 also reveal that its anti-
Stockholm position resulted in part from an anti-Soviet stance:
"It looks more and more as if participation in the Conference
will merely serve to strengthen the hands of the 'Soviet' as
against the Provisional Gov‘t."6u

Lloyd George, however, needed some justification if the British
government refused to issue passports for Stockholm--in effect
reject Stockholm, It came unexpectedly the next day in a note
from the Russian chargé d'affaires in London, Konstantin Nabokov.

Nabokov's note of August 8 was nothing more than a truism but

it carried a terrific impact:

Urgent & Strictly Confidential.

London, 8th August, 1917.

Your Excellency,

In a telegram I sent to the Russian Foreign
Minister three or four days ago I gave him an account of the
statements made in the House of Commons by the Prime Minister
and Mr, Henderson concerning the latter's visit to Paris, as
well as of Mr. Bonar Law's statement regarding the Stockholm
Conference and of the discussions which were taking place in
the different labour Organizations of Great Britain as to the
desirability of sending delegates to Stockholm. I also drew
the Russian Foreign Minister's attention to the reply given
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by the American Federation of Labour %o the French
Confederation Generale du Travail. Im conclusion I
said the following: "I consider it absolutely neces-
sary, with a view to safeguarding the stability and
closeness of our union with Great Britain where the
majority of public opinion is adverse to the Confer-
ence, that I should be in a position to declare most
emphatically to Mr. Balfour that the Russian Govern-
ment, as well as His Majesty's Govermment, regard this
matter as a party concern and not a matter of state,
and that the decisions of the Conferemee, should it be
convened, would in no way be binding om the future
course of Russian policy and of Russia's relations with

her Allies."
In reply to this message I have just received the fol-
lowing telegram:- "I entirely approve of the dec-

laration to be made to His Majesty's Government in the
sense suggested by you, and you are amthorised to inform
the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs that, al-
though the Russian Government do not deem it possible
to prevent Russian delegates from taking part in the
the Stockholm Conference, they regard@ this Conference
as a party concern and its decisions in no ways binding
upon the liberty of action of the Government."
I hasten to lay before you the above information as
I fear that the impression has hitherto prevailed that in
the words of one of the London newspapers "Russia ardently
desired the Stockholm Conference", and this argument has
been put forward in order to influence British public
opinion in favour of the Labour and Socialist Parties of
Great Britain participating in the Camference,
I have the hour to be,
Your Excellency's most obedient, humble Servant,
(Signed) C. Nabokoff.

The Rt. Honble. Arthur James Balfour, P, C, , M, P.,
ete. etc. ete.
Essentially the Nabokov document deals with two points: differ-
entiating between a "party concern" (the Soviet parties) and a
"matter of State," and emphasizing the nombinding character of
the conference. These two points are precisely those that Hender-
son also stressed and which Lloyd George and fhe War Cabinet knew

as his stand. Neither Nabokov nor Russia‘'s Foreign Minister
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Tereshchenko stated that the Russian government did not desire
the conference's convocation, but Nabokov did present Tereshchen-
ko's reply in such a way that allowed the British Foreign Office
to read this into the note. That the F, O, did read the connmmique'
this way is clear from the F. 0. minutes for August 8: "This
shows, to unexpected degree, how far the influence of the Soviet
has declined within the last few weeks. . . reply that H, M. G.
welcome this further proof of the identity of view which exists
between the two Governments."66 Henderson was immediately sent a
copy of Nabokov's note as was Lloyd George.

On August 10 a telegram from Albert Thomas to Lloyd George
strengthened the British impression that the Kerensky government,
which had assumed office only on August 6, concurred that the
conference should not meet. Thomas had received word from EugEne
Petit, his close associate in the French Embassy in Petrograd,

67

that "Kerensky ne veut pas de Congr\es." Henderson, while wait-

ing at No. 10 Downing Street to see Lloyd George, heard of this

68
telegram from Paul Mantoux of the French Embassy staff in London.

The following afternoon the French cha.rge’ d'affaires, M. de Fleurian,

69
officially informed the Foreign Office of the telegram. Paul

Cambon hinted later that Thomas had seen the handwriting on the

7O
wall and had by late July conformed to the wishes of Ribot.

Only two days after sending Lloyd George the "Kerensky" telegram,

71
Thomas publicly spoke out against the proposed Stockholm Conference.
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The two communiqués did in fact reflect Kerensky's and
Tereshchenko's private positions concerning the conference;
they could not, however, admit this publicly. A dispatch
from Ambassador Buchanan to the Foreign Office on August 12
confirms this: "Both Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign
Affairs admit that they would rather it not meet but that as
they could not prevent Russian Socialists going to it they
would like other Allied Socialists to go too."72 The F. O,
minutes in response to this read: "“Russian views on the sub-
ject appear to vary from day to day."73 The British govern-
ment thus took the communiqués from Nabokov and Thomas at
face value. They did not understand the position of the gov-
ernment in Russia in relation to the Petrograd Soviet, and
therefore they assumed that they could strengthen the Provision-
al Government against the Soviet by repudiating the conference.
Lloyd George's memoirs as well as the writings of Lord Milner and
others in the War Cabinet at the time confirm this.7u The Lloyd
' George government, however, was ready to accept what it wanted‘
to hear and was deaf to sage advice from its ambassadors, Sir
Esmé Howard in Stockholm and Sir George Buchanan in Petrograd.
The F, O. made no attempt to confirm through its ambassador to
Russia that such was indeed the position of the Provisional Gov-

ernment. Britain would never have committed such a démarche

against another of her wartime allies.
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Lloyd George hoped that his govermment would not have to
confront the issue and that British labouwr itself would kill
the proposition.75 He had tried to make clear to Henderson in
an August 8 cabinet meeting that the government was not about
to allow the British socialists to take part in the conference.
Henderson's position, as Labour Party Secretary, however, was
that British labour would make a decision independent of out-
siide agitation; he would not serve as Lloyd George's instrument
within the Labour Party Conference.

When the Labour Party Conference opened, Henderson and
Lloyd George had clearly drawn the lines. The prime minister
had tried his best to influence Henderson to a neutral position,
if not one in opposition, to the Stockholm Conference. Upon
hearing that the labour minister at the opening of the party
conference had passionately (to Lloyd George's mind) endorsed
the Stockholm Conference, the prime minister sent a further copy
of Nabokov's note with the request that "he would communicate
it to the Conference" (emphasis mine).76 Henderson had already
made reference to Nabokov's note when he stated that the Russian
government (August 6) had recently changed:

We are bound to recognise that there has been a tre-
mendous change. The Provisional Government then in

power is no longer in office. It has been replaced by

an entirely new Coalition under the leadership of that

brave soul, Kerensky. I admit that such evidence as I

have, though it is very slight, suggests that there has

been some modification of the position of the new Govern-

ment as compared with the old, on the question of the
proposed Conference.
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Henderson spoke of Nabokov's note as slight evidence, because
it essentially confirmed his position that the Stockholm Con-
ference was a party affair and nonbinding on the government.
He therefore had no reason to make a special point of the note.
Lloyd George, however, wanted the note emphasized and attempted
to force Henderson %o influence the voting of the labour con-
ference through it. Labour voted 3-to-1 to attend Stockholm.78
Defeated, Lloyd George now mounted a personal attack a-
gainst Henderson which resulted in grave damage to the Russian
cause. By discrediting Henderson, the prime minister hoped to
block the Stockholm Conference. Therefore, towards evening of
that same day, the prime minister asked Nabokov if he had any
objections to H. M. G. publishing in a letter to the press the
"gist of your government's message to you" concerning the
Stockholm Conference.79 No sovereign government would ever al-
low another government to publish the "gist" of a matter within
the context of an open communiquﬁ. Furthermore, no chargé dtaf-
faires has such a license; the request was a clear breach of
diplomatic protocol. At the same time ILloyd George formulated
this request of Nabokov, the Thomas telegram arrived. The War
Cabinet minus Henderson discussed .the entire affair, along with
the Nabokov and Thomas notes that same evening. Lloyd George
presented a letter for public release to force Henderson's resig-
nation which the cabinet quickly approved.80 About 7 P, M.

Henderson learned of the Thomas telegram, while waiting to see
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the prime minister. Lloyd George, however, did not mention the
telegram to Henderson during the course of their discussion

81
that night but clearly vented his displeasure. The next morn-

ing Henderson sent Lloyd George his resigmation which the prime
minister promptly sent along to the press with a long covering
letter in which he asserted that Hendersom had deceived the

Labour Party Conference, misled his colleagues in the War Cabi-
net, and opposed the wishes of the Russian government.82 The
government had inforﬁed the pgess of everything as the accounts
contained a wealth cf detail. 3 Essentially, the newspapers
stated that the Russian government was against the Stockholm &

Conference and Henderson had knowingly withheld this information.

The Daily Express , surprisingly, told its readers that

"M. Kerensky and his colleagues are entirely indifferent to the
conf‘erence."85

On August 12 at 9 P, M, a telegram from Sir George Buchanan
arrived at the Foreign Office, stating the true position of the
Provisional Government toward the Stockholm.cdnference. Surpris-
ingly, the Lloyd George government did not refer to this commmuni-
qué and reveal the correct position of the Russians during the
heated debate in the House of Commons on August l3.86 On August
13 Kerensky's denial that he was against the conference appeared
in the London newsPa.pers.s7 When Ramsay MacDonald questioned
the government about this, Bonar Law responded that the initia-

tive in disclosing the real attitude of the Russian government was
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Russian. The Kerensky message contained in the Thomas tele-
gram and the Nabokov were therefore differientiated, and while
the former was repudiated, the Nabokov note was not. Nabokov
issued no new statements and only received a sharp reprimand from
Tereshchenko,89 yet he continued to hold his post--thus his note
continued to support the Lloyd George government. Kerensky and
Tereshchenko issued denials to the press that they were against
the conference and attempted through Sir George to gain redress
through the British government.90 On August 15 Buchanan cabled
the F. 0. that Kerensky begged the British not to refuse passports
for the Stockholm Conference; that Nabokov had made a grevious
"gaffe."gl The minutes of the F. O, concerning this telegram
read: "I scarcely think M. Nabokov's note quite merits these
strictures. If his translation is accurate, the phrase, 'although
the Russian Gov't do not deem it possible to prevent Russian del-
egates from taking part' - the words of the Russian Gov't., not

M. Nabokov - is open to the inference that they do not want thenm
to take pa.rt."92 The F, O, replied to Buchanan on August 17 that
neither Lloyd George nor Nabokov ever stated that the Russian gov-
ernment did not want the conference, but that the new Russian
government was not promoting it and could not prevent delegates
from attending it.93 The F., O, féund that Lloyd George and Na-
bokov had acted with perfect propriety. On August 20 Buchanan
again wired the F, O, that the Russian Minister for Foreign Affairs

continued to insist that the denial of passports for Stockholm was



179

a grave error. The Russian minister stated that he took no ex-
ception to his official telegram being quoted but objected to
Lloyd George quoting Nabokov's covering letter: "If correspon=
dence of this kind were made public in connection with internal
political controversies His Excellency did not see how frank and
confidential intercourse between two govermments was to be carried
ou ."95 The F. 0.'s response to this was: "An exaggerated im-
portance appears to have been attached to M. Nabokov's letter.
The matter may be allowed to drOp."96 Indeed, Lloyd George had
attached an exaggerated importance to Nabokov's letter on August
9-13. What was the results of the British prime minister's

fast and loose play for Russia?

When the Russian messages released by Lloyd George ap-
peared in the press, a storm of controversy erupted in Petro-
grad. The announcement g.ppalled the Soviet delegates promoting
the Stockholm Conference in visits to London, Paris, and Rome.
They immediately telegraphed Petrograd for an expla.na.tion.gT
Kerensky's firsf denials appeared in the London press on August
13 and two days later he released an official statement:

The Provisional Govermment considers that the solu-

tion of questions affecting war and peace appertains

exclusively to it, in union with the Governments of

tht? Allied countries, supported by the Allied democr-

8.c';kelz.Soc:ia.list: conference at Stockholm, as the Russi-

an Government has pointed out on various occasions, is

a conference of particular political parties, and, as

such, can lay no claim to formulate decisions which
could in any way bind the Government.



The Government has always been far from intending

to refuse Russian Socialists passports for Stockholm,

its view being that it is useful that questions con-

cerning war and peace should be submitted for discus-

sion to the Socialist Internationale, and in the per-

son of the Prime Minister as well as of the Minister:

of Foreign Affairs, has similarly informed the Allied

Governments that it considers it undesirable to raise

any obstacles whatever to the partic%gation of Social-

ist organizations in the Conference.
When a journalist asked Kerensky directly."that M. Albert Thomas
declared you said that you personally are opposed to the Stock-
holm Conference," Kerensky responded: "Nothing of the sort
. « « I have insisted again and again that any opposition of-
fered to it by the Allied Governments. . .is simply playing into

9
the German's hands." The next day Tereshchenko commented fur-
ther that his statement was reported out of context and had
been in response to a specific request from Nabokov., The posi-
tion of the Provisional Government had not changed from that of
May 1lst when Tereshchenko first took over the position of Minister
for Foreign Affairs. The Russian government had communicated
none of the comments or interpretation communicated by Nabokov
to the British govermment. Finally, Tereshchenko emphasized
that Kerensky did not send a telegram respecting the conference to
100

Thomas or anyone else.

The official Russian responses to what had happened in Lon-
don samewhat calmed the nervous socialists in Petrograd. Izvestiia
reported on August 17 that the revolutionary democracy felt as-

sured of the intentions of the government in carrying out thc

foreign policy goals of "revolutionary defensism." The following
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day the Menshevist Rabochaia gazeta accused the Allies of using

"naked force"; that their action constituted a breakup of the
"union sacre"; that the imperialist bourgeoisie had declared
war against the entire socialist proletariat of Europe. The

Bolshevik organ, Rabochii i soldat, accused their Russian social-

ist opposition of being two-faced in their criticism: "What is
this? Brazen insolence or pitiable confusion?"lol Rech', the
Kadet newspaper, saw Tereshchenko as finally having liberated
himself from the Petrograd Soviet. They took his response that

the conference was a party affair and not binding on the govern-

ment as a major depature from previous policy, and praised it.

Tereshchenko, the liberals felt, now sounded and acted somewhat
102

like a foreign minister.

The Petrograd Soviet leaders immediately grasped Kerensky's
protestations as their newspapers' pronouncements indicate.
Within the SR party only the Petersburg organization took action
against the government by censuring the socialist ministers in
the cabinet for not performing their duty better. Beyond this
reprimand, however, they suggested nothing more than a drastic
shakeup of the diplomatic corps.lo3 Livshits and Burstein led
the floor fight in the Soviet plenum to cut off debate on the
question Khen Martov demanded an investigation of the entire
affair.lo Martov had from the start no trust in the Tseretelli-

Dan "two pronged" policy of a conference of socialists at Stock-

holm followed by a conference of Allied governments in London.
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He reportedly said of Stockholm that socialist delegates would

"go there as commis voyageurs of external affairs" for the
' 105
government. Concerning the Allied governments' conference,

Martov insisted that they were imperialists who would under-
stand only a real ultimatum. He and Lenin alone offered alter-
natives to the Tseretelli peace program.

While the majority socialists in the executive committee
were able to close the debate momentarily, they were unable
to do anything apparently about the growimg clamor that soon
raged outside the forum of the Petrograd Soviet. The demise of
the Stockholm Conference left them without a peace program. As
they refused to engage in a separate peace, this opened the
masses, who desired peace at all costs, to mobilization by Lenin
and his cadres. The quest for peace had assumed priority in
all revolutionary policies. Had the leadership gambled everything
on obtaining peace through the Tseretelli-Dan strategy? What
economic, social, and political reforms had they undertaken to
insure that internal war did not break cut while they undertook

the quest for peace?
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CHAPTER V
THE SOVIET AND INTERNAL AFFAIRS
I. The Econony

Though the revolutionary parties had lonn advecsted economic re-

form, none of them had a definite cconomic program ot the time of the
outbreak of the revolution. Only . . Sukbaiuov znd V. G. Groman of

the menbers of the Petrozrad Soviet's executive comrictee hed any

real kncwledge of ecoromies-and Sukhanov admitted thot he had forgetten
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whint Lo dscea Lo <noy anda e Ll:;le o mocomnicte ¢l nte in Sucn wmate
e ”] (e men - T e v e e e Ve el 17 = T NN P4 S :
ters., Groman, hwwever, as o early o es osanren 1/, iniouned cunnaney ol

a defirite organizational scheme feo the Russien ceonw
formulated loag before the cellapse of the autocrac . I[ssentially,
all branches of the economy had to be regulated by tlie state.
state must undeirtake . . . the de facto organizatior of the national
economy, and thereby alsc the distribution of manpeizr. So I now
propose that a comnittece for the organization of the national economy

2 .
" he stated. The acute shorte-e of grain had

and labor be set up,'
largely prompted Groman's theory of regulation. The supply

problem could not be corrected, according to Groman, without an im-
mediate bread ronopely, and a bread monopoly could net be introduced

in isolation withecut regulating all other branches c¢f the economy and

fixing prices. S. N. Prokopovich, the well-known ccntemporary econo-



192

mist and moderatc Social Democrat, agreed with Groman but maintained
that the weak Provisional Government cculd not realire such a program.
While the Petrograd Soviet initially attacked the economic prob-
lem on human rather than theoretical grounds by purzing reactionary
bureaucrats engaged in carrying out the economic program of the late
regime, other forces in Russian society sought te mold economic policy
to their advantage. The commcrcial entrepreneurs wanted no state reg-
ulation and maintained that the revolution brought frcedom from even
the minimzl tsarist wartime economic policy. The iadustrialists, how-
ever, naintained that if commorce had a free hand, the industries work-
ing for the war eiffort would come under unfaverablce conditions. They
therefore proposced the eliminztion of the copmercieL middlemsn and

- . cy $m e <y ;- - N L) . N s P T 3T P R P ~ b=
srate coatrol Lo briase prod.cers o i consaiers oo wlvact contact.,

Tace covpeiative socicrlics also dew:nded the curtelincnt of commercicl

interests and «dcannded state intervention to heln ¢ take the plece
of private commerce as the cooperatives should be erenpt frem state
controls. The workers too demanded control but this usuvally meant
joint determination by labor and capital in each enterprise, not gov-
ernmental supervision. A. I. Konovalov, Minister of Trade and Industry,
agreed to institute state control of production as w211 as distribution.
He supported limiting the profits of capital, natioralizing Russia's

underground riches, and passing broad social legislation for labor.

lead only to economic warfare in industry; state ccntrol was the only

viable plan.



The Petrograd Soviet leaders added their efforts to those of Kono-
valov to place the nation's economy under state contrel. They; maintained,
xs did Konovalov, that state control was necessary to avert internal war
between capital and labor and save the economy and thereby the revolution
from ruin. When the Soviet leaders joined the coalition cabinet in mid-
May, doubtless they understood that responsibility fewr the economic fate
of the nation lay, in the eyes of the masses, partially with the ruling
Soviet majority. Therefore upon its formation the pow coalition govern-
ment at the insistence of its socialist members issucce 2 forceful state-
ment concerning the economy: "The Provisional Governrent will consistently
and resolutely combat the econonic confusion in the corntry by the syste-
matic enforcement of state and public control over iwndustry, transpert,

commerce, and the distribntion of products, aud 18 pecoraary will have

won

recourse to the crganizetion of productien. Tihiis trowd declarvation,

threatening control of preduction in acdditiorn to tha- of distribution, re-
3 I . 5

quired a more precise definition to become oOperatzble, Within days the
economic department of the executive committee of tho Tatrograd Soviet sup-
plied the essentials for a broad program of state rczulation of the econo-
my. "For branches of industry," read this program, '"t'i¢ time is rizght for
the formation of regulating state trusts (coal, oil, nctals, sugar, paper);
and finally, for almost all branches of industry curcent cenditions demand

a regulative participation of the state in the distribution of raw materials

and finished products, and also in the fixation of prices. . . . Simultan-

eously with this is the necessity of placing under control . . . all credit
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institutions." On May 29 the exccutive committee adopted this program,
addressed it to the Provisional Government, admonishing the liberal segz-
ment of the cabinet that the non-fulfillment of the economic task had
destroved the old regime and resulted in the rcorganization of the new
government. That same day M, I. Skobelev, Sovict vice-chairman and
Labor Minister. reported to the All-Russian Congress of Soviets, 'We
have convinced the Provisional Government of the neccssity of such

7
decisive intervention by state power" in struggling with economic chaos.

The Petrograd Soviet's economic positioa was largzely only the logical

outcome of measurcs resorted to by the old regime. Tac socialists reg

T
o

arded
vigerous =tate iatervention in the econsmic life ot the nation as typical

of wartime policy in all belligerent countries. In Zncland this took the

form of state contrel. in Germainy of @ mived and une cial or crniiaticon
of zupply and of conpliusery srndicaticon.  Arthur Hood srson, Britich Labour
Party Seccictary and Var Cabinet Minietor, cupressed w0 ideas of the Petro-

egrad Soviet leaders as well as hié own, wicn he state] before the toscow
Trade Exchange Committee: "You should know that all iandustry, all work
for supplying the armyv has been brought under strict supcrvision by the
English government, and there are almost no conflict: with the workers.

The interests of the state must come first. . . . Do not think that this

&

fighting for its very existence, for its integrity." Skobelev echoed this

is socialism. This is merely a temporary necessity, for the state is

when he declared: "When we speak of energetic intervention of the state
in production with the ideca of regulating and controiling it, we do not,

of course, mean socialistproduction nor state socialism, but the minimum



of measures which is necessary in national business life, and w!
2

9
already been realized in England."  While Sovict leaders did concur with

vich has

Henderson's view on state control, they, unlike their capitalist counter-
parts, did not sce economic reforms as inconsistent with the spirit of
such a position.

In response to the Petrograd Soviet's demands a conference of repre-
sentatives from the ministries of labor, trade and industry, and finance
drew up a program for state regulation of the economy. They advised the
supervision of industry and the banks financing it through government
commissars delcgated to take part in the management of the various enter-
prises. The conference recommended a state monopoly «i coal and petroleum

along with the complusnry syndication of gll other <o rpid

S¢S Lhoer state

contral and consida

r

24 wore stuingeny state Intervention desirad in mining,
smelting, and textiles. State centrel of proluction and distvibution was
to be effected throuzn the intermadiary of the existing committees of sup-

10
ply.

On May 31l Konovalov resizned, destroying the united frent of the Soviet
and the ministers against excessecs by capital and by labor. Tseretelli
recollected later that Konovalov wzs a man who desired to make headway, but
that he had no will-powver and feared his fellow industvialists. 1In the
middle of his last speech before the cabinet, he suffcred a nervous breakdown
and sobbing said: "Control over industry under the circumstances our reve
olution hasdeveloped, will become the uneducated worker's tyranny, and it

will ruin Russian industry." The cabinet prevailed upon him without success

to understand that a democratically organized state control would protect



industry, not destroy it. "This scene made an all the more pititful

impression,' rccounted Tseretelli, "since Konovalov, a weak and harmless

being, stood in crying opposition to the political sabotage which had

been forced upon him by his milieu, the blind and cgetistical bourgeois
11

autocratic exertion of power. . . ." Konovalov had indeed been caught

in a cross-fire. Only days beforc his resignation, the industrialists

y
P

liad accused him of treason to his class for siding with Tscretelli,
12
Chernov, and Skobelev over government demands. Cn May 24 Skobelev had

carriced the argument to the Petrograd Soviet, callin: for the confiscatior
of 109 percent of the capitalists' crcessive profits over the past two
13

years of the war. Tseretelli admitted later thar vi: “revolutionary

democracy' did try to plece the prisary burden con wenith, but at the sane

. s AT S S e L R B LT SN
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output by workers menaced all cfforts at rejuveratirs ihe nation's cconony.
With Konovalov's resignation Tseretelli aud hie supporters were faced
with a dilemma. As Chzrnov explained: "Should they :ive cthe coalition
with the political representatives of comworce and industry, or, for the
sake of coalition, renounce the extensive prograrm of rocoustruction which

15
they had laid down? They flinchod and gave way, a fsatal vetreat!" Tsere-

za
telli had entered the coalition to avert civil war, to leave it mcant he
would face the same prospect. It appcared that the Suviet leaders had no
choice but to compromise with the "political represenratives of commerce

and incdustry'" and hope that they could persuade the working class to relax

their demands. As a result, the special declarations prepared by Skobelev
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and Stepanov, Acting Minister of Trade and Industry, were sacked. The
government had propused to syndicalize private enterprises in the chief
16
industries under state supervision; now this was dropped. The Provis-
ional Goveruinent now contemplated only limited state intervention in
the national economy. The Petrograd Soviet still suzzested that substi-
tuting the state for private owners would eliminate one of the causes
of the conflict--the workers' conviction that the owners made excessive
profits. [Even beforc Konovalov's resignation, the government, however,
doubted that such a transfer would increase output and distribution,
first, because of the government's financial ecmbarrassuent, and secondly,
because of the difficulty the governmont would have in dealing with the

organs of lalior control that had de facto sprurng up in these industries.

The Previsiconal Govermaent, thoerefove, decidod to fvro duve enly a
statce cmenopoly in the trade of fuel and a more rigoeroue control over
17
the distribution of mccals, The governnent also contemplated instituting
18

controls over cotton and leather goods along the sa.n lines as those in
metals and fuels respectively. Though the Petrograd Soviet on May 29 had
demanded state monopolies of meat, salt, and bread and a state trust in
sugar, the Provisional Gover ment enacted only a ronoyoly of grain and of
sales in sugar.

On July 6 the All-Russian Congress of Workers' aad Soldiers' Soviets
adopted a resolution of the Petrograd Soviet, spellinz out the fiscal

demands of the "revolutionary democracy': (1) limit the issuance of paper money,
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(2) reform the income tax and tax on war profits (removing tax loopholes),
(3) enact a high extraordinary property tax for emergency expenditures,
(4) radically refeorm death duties and tax unearned increments and luxuries,
19
and (5) exact no indirect taxes on articles of general consumption.
The government's response to these fiscal demands resulted in the draft-
ing of legislation to reform the income tax, the war profits tax, and
death duties, and the enacting of an extraordinary income tax levy and a
general property tax. The general preperty tax and death duties reform
never passed into law and only the implusive spirit of the revolutionary
period compelled the government to sanction the extraordinary income tax
levy. The most cifective arvument for its introduction was the immansely
popular ideca among the representatives of the Petrograd Soviet of confis-

20

cating once-rilftn of oll privete propueriy for the benefit of the treasuary.

Despite Sovicetr opposition, the governvent did introdece hicvher indirect

0

£

tiner items as tobacco. 1o eliminate the nccessity of

w

taxes on such con
issuing more paper money, the governmment hoped to float loans at home

and abroad. Though considered by the socialists a tax on future gener-
ations, the Petrograd Soviet on May 5 openly supported a "Liberty Loan"

to utilize some twelve billion rubles of free funds in banking institutions.
On July 11 the All-Russian Congress of Sovicts pleaded for support of the

"Liberty Loan," at which time only three of the twelve billion free rubles

had been subscribed. Through contributions from the soldiers and workers

the Petrograd Soviet subscribed more than 400,000 rubles. Moscow Jewish organi.-
zations alone gave 20 million rubles. As for the capitalists, the moderate
socialist organ, Den', complained: "On the minister's first list, the upper

21
bourgeoisie is conspicuous by its absence."



The Petrograd Soviet demanded not only 2 new economic program
but insisted that the success of any program depended on a complete
reorganization c¢f all existing administration. The Soviet leadcers
required that the makeup and functions of the ecoromic administration
accord with the ideas of the revolutionary socialist parties. They
maintained that unofficial as well as state institutions, such as
the war industries committces, the zemstvos and town unicns, ctc.
neceded reorganization. The Soviet leadcrs also suggested the
creation of new bodies to settle questions not dealt with before the

22
revolution.

In response to the Petrograd Soviet's call for reorganizing the
nation's econowic administration, the governacnt recorstituted and
thoroughiy recrzanized the work methods of the cormitieas of supply,
the primary intermodicry to elfwct state control., Rosresontatives of
labor organizations, cooperative societies, and the Jowmoeratic intel-
ligentsiz nade up the new membership, Surpplenentiang these committees,
controlling the several branches of industry and finance, were gencral
committees or councils of supply to deliberate on gencral economic pol-
icy and coordinate the work of all the committees. A supreme economic

committee supervised all these committees, controllin:, labor conditiouns

S
23
and the economic policy of the nation as a whole.
The supreme economic committee and its subcommittec, the economic

council, grew out of the May 29th Soviet resolution calling for a high

government orxgan to deal with questions of economic centrol and planning.



Upon the recommendation of M. I. Skobelev, the Menshevik Labor Minister
and "Star Chamber" represcntative, the government approved of the two
economic organs on June 9. Skobelev and five other cabinet members
drew up the legislation and on July 4 the government established the
economic council and the supreme economic committee. The cconomic
council only began its work in August, and then dissolved after only
eight sessions. Because of its diversec class and party composition,
debates in the council, on almost everv subject, emerged in sharp
controversy, and as the debates were of a very general and theoretical

character, the practical work becam

e concentrated in the eight minister-
24

member supreme ecovnonic comnittec.

Did the efforts of the Petrograd Soviet and the Provisional Gevern-

2ent yicid any positive resulis?  Tho wovernoent honol o rosove the
exisring abuses in fuel aud metal distribuiion, abolish profitecring,

and put an end to the excessive rise of prices on the onen market. The
introduction of the fuel trade monopoly and the strvicv.r supervision of
metal distribution, however, did not seriously alter previous practices

of distribution and supply. The special council had :sivcady forbidden
private purchases without its permission, and in thcouy the state directed
all distribution, as permits for the sale and transpcri and assignment

of each quota to each category of consumers rested wiiih the government.

By the regulations of 1¢16 the special council had ths right to declare

fuel and metals state property, yet the council did sst avail itself of

this right before August 1917. The law did what the special council might
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have done on its own authority. As for the fuel trade monopoly, it
related only to Donetz coal and did not apply to other kinds of fuel,

such as petroleum and wood, or even to coal from other mining district:s.25
Cotton and leather goods controls were similarly unsuccessful. Possibily
the only commodity that yielded any practical results from the grain
monopoly decree of April 7 was in the cereals industry. Owing to the
shortage of sugar and the consequent necessity of regulating the distri-
bution of local supplies, a quasi-state monopoly of sugar existed prior
to March 1917. A central office controlled the purchase price of raw
sugar and enforced an equitable distribution among the refineries. The
pressing need for more revenue after March 1917 led to the making of

sales in sugar a state monopoly.26 As for taxes, besides being nigh
impossible to collect, the extraordinary income tax died in postponements,
while the popular masses were unable to pay increased regressive taxes
because inflation had reduced their purchasing power by half. True the
depreciation of the ruble had by éhis time reached such a low that had

the government increased the rates of 1913 five times, receipts would

have only equalled those of 1913. Prices, however, rose faster thaﬁ

27
wages, even if taxes did not increase as rapidly as wages. Never-

theless, Torgovo-Promyshlennaia gazeta repeated a highly popular cap-
italist argument in its August 15, 1917 issue: "“The increase in scales
of indirect taxations by no means corresponds to the increased nominal

purchasing power of the population, especially of the working class."
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Finally, while not a complete failure, the "LiBerty Loan" was by no
means sufficient to arrest the monetary crisis and the government had
no choice but to issue more and more paper currency. |

The results of the economic efforts of the Petrograd Soviet and
the Provisional Govermment were negligible. The attempt to establish
state conﬁrol and implement a democratic financial policy failed. At
the All-Russian Congress of Soviets in July, Groman, the architect of
state control for the Soviets, angrily denounced capital as the cause
of the failure, adding that ''the industrialists' opposition to govern-

28 The Petrograd Soviet leaders urged

ment intervention must be crushed."
a forced loan on capital, but the government suggested the freezing
of funds first to allow the enterpreneurs to come around and rally to
the government. The working class, however, had had enough of indus-
trial lockouts and entrepreneurial sabotage, real or imagined, had
never understood the Petrograd Soviet's support of state control as
opposed to workers' control, and knew only that their economic con-
dition had worsened. The effect of ;gice increases between May and

August 1917 alone halved real wages. The result was the revolt of

labor.
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2. The March of Labor

The Petrograd Soviet of Workers' Deputies in 1917 was ostensibly
the organ of Russian labor. It stood for the immediate social and ec-
onomic improvement of the toiling masses and the establishment of trade
unions as labor economic organs. The leaders of the Petrograd Soviet
attempted to organize and lead politically and economically from '"above."
The majority of Russian labor, unskilled and undisciplined, however, at-

tempted to create organs from "below,'" as they had in 1905 when the

30
Petersburyg Soviet emerged from e strike committee. In the first months

of the revolution thoese bodies generally cooperated to promote the wel-

fare of Russian labor, the portent was that the factory committees would

eventual clash with the soviets and trade unicns.
Tihe "Star Choobor” veually vorked through Swobelev, Lozdanov, and
Cvozdew to solve labor preblems. Dogzdanow was completely at hoae in the

political probleans of the labor movewent. From the moment he arrived
from Kresty prison to help organize the Soviet, he tore inte the work of
setting up links with the factory workers. While Bogdanov delved into
organizational matters, Gvozdev worked directly with workers' delegations
that came to the Soviet or went directly to factories to settle disputes.
Skobelev planned and coordinated the Soviet's labor progrum. Tseretelli
and the rest of the "Star Chamber" did not usually become directly in-
volved in labor matters. Tseretelli recollected later how he observed
the efforts of Soviet personnel, the socialist parties, and the labor

unions to secure the greatest possible gains yet direct the proletariat
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toward attainable goals. In practice this consisted primarily of ap-
peals to calm and prudence against demagogical promises, and of explana-
tions that persistent work would lead to the formation of a class or-
ganization and state apparatus that would restore the war-ruined indus-
try and thereby also the workers' lot. As Tseretelli knew: "This was
the only road, a slow but secure one, on which the necessary social re-
31
forms could be achieved."

From the first days of the revolution the Petrograd Soviet was
deeply involved in the economic life of the capital. The execcutive
committee handled numerous srecific requests from labor for the rester-
ation of public facilities and operation of private enterprises. On March

18 the Soviet issuad a general appeal for Petrograd laborers to return

to verk. This did not mean, 7 tlls ococlay W, that fhe worker was not

to promote proletarian aspiraziens while cemoatting by nhis dzily labor the

economic threat to the revolution:

Simultaenously witn tie resumptien of work the Soviet. . .calls for
the immediate establishment of all types of workers' organizations

and for the strengthering of existing ovganizations for the purpose

of consolidating the positions gained and achieving further gains.
These workers' organizations will act as the base in the further
revolutionary struggzle for the complete liquidation of the old re-
gime and for the realization of the class ideals of the proletariat.

On March 20 Izvestiia was more specific about local labor organization

and the demands labor should make of capital. Workers were to demand pay

for the days in the streets fighting for the nation's frecdom, collective

agreements, control of factory and shop administration, shift work to

32
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avoid excessive and exhaustive labor, division of work to halt unemploy-
ment, regulation of women's and children's work, workers' militias to
guard factories and mills, and the takeover of production under proper
direction if cmployers for personal reasons ordered work stoppages. The
Petrograd Soviet endorsed the formation by workers of factory and shop
committees and sanctioned their control of factory and shop administra-
tion, of the proper organization of work, and of the proper dispensation
of labor forces as well as control of working conditions. The Soviet
empowered the committees to takeover production only with the supervision
of a Petrograd Sovict commissar and approval of a trade union deputy and
33
the district party organization.

The Petregrad Sovict's endorsement of factory committues did not
nccessarily mzan that the body faveored factory commdittres.  The Soviet
consicdered itsclf the political organizacion of Ciae workers and loolked
forward to the organization qf trade unions a. the eccoromnic organs of
labor. The Petrograd Soviet, led by Mensheviks who were trade unionists,
only sanctioned the existing fact of the committees in hope of ordering
them toward Soviet goals. As craft unions, initially orgaenized by trades
and only later on a mass line, were slower to develop than the easily mass
organized and numerous factory committees, the Petrograd Soviet had no
choice but to recognize the committees. Eventually, the Soviet hoped that

34
the trade unions would absorb the factory committees. The Soviet's re-

cognition of the factory committees, however, was not always enough to

overcome the employers' opposition, with the result that violence occurred.
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On March 22 the Soviet admonished both capital and labor about work
stoppages. While the overwhelming majority of workers had returned to their
jobs, announced Izvestiia, misunderstandings and conflicts had arisen. Workers
who had not received proper redress from their employers concerning their
demands were not to stop work but to strive toward their realization through
factory and district committees, the trade unions, and the Soviet. Workers
were not to resort to violence. The Soviet promised to present as soon as
possiblec a list of general economic demands to the manufacturers and the Pro-
visional Goverument on behalf of the workers. Obstinate employers were
threatened with the municipalization of their enterprises or their takeover

35
by workers' orcanizationw,

Petrograd manufacturers, hiceding the rising tide of separate worker
derands,sought to obtain a gencral agreement with the Sovietr. On March 23
,

the Potrograd Association of Munufacturers rveached an accord with the Sovict

on the immediate introduction of an eight-hour working day (overtime for more

. 35
hours), the establishment of factory committees and chamhers cf conciliation.
The Soviet promised that administrative personnel would not be removed without
the examination of chambers of conciliation and then never forcefully. By this
agreement factory committees were to sanction any overtime, to represent the
workers in relations with the government and other public institutions,
formulate questions oi the workers' socioeconomic life, settle interpersonal
problems of workers, and represent workers before the factory management. The
committees were not @mpowered to take over factory production. Furthermore,
they were to settle all disputes between management and labor in chambers ot

conciliation consisting of equal numbers of workers and management members.,

Central Chambers of Conciliation consisting of equal numbers of Soviet and
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representatives of the manufacturers' association were to settle all
disputes not scttled in the local chumbers. While the factory committee
role was clearly limited by the agreement, the workers gained the general
acceptance of the committees and of the eight-hour day plus a procedure
to settle disputes with capital other than through violence. The Bolshe-
viks attempted without success to persuade workers to reject the agree-
ment and refuse to return to their jobs. By the end of March, however,
over 30u Petrograd enterprises had introduced the eight-hour dav and

37
every plant had a factory committee. According to the SR lecader Viktor
Cnernov, "This important conquest. . .gave the Soviet unprecedented pop-

ularity among the workers and strengthened ics authorvity for a long time

33
to come. N The agreement, however, had 2 major flaw: how to come
39
to terms on a standard wase and immadiocte increcse 10 pav, Accovding
to Tserctalli, the industrialists acknowlodoed tihe vord Zor an increaze

in wages, as wavss at the time of the cutbreak of the revolution were
a little less than threce rubles a day (with a purchasing power cquivalent

40
to that of one gold ruble). The Moscow daily, Utro reossii, found that

workers would have had to receive double their wages to recover their
purchasing power of the early war years and tripled them to receive a
41
higher standard of living. As this condition was uct cleared up even
later, the basis for industrial conflict between manzgement and labor re-
mained.
Not all employers were willing to abide by the Scoviet-Association of

Manufacturers' agreement. Any number of manufacturers did not like the

eight-hour working day or the factory committees, bui only some tried to
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sabotage it by claiming that the workers were 'living like gentlemen"
42
while Russian soldiers were dying in their trenches. Newspapers of

the tenor of Rech' (the Kadet organ) and Russkaia volia repeatedly pub-

lished unconfirmed reports that workers were only concerned with their
43
own interests and were "ruining the cause of dcfense." The Social

Democrat, Sukhanov, described the result of this agitation:

One could sec workers and soldiers, in the last stages of
irritation, linked in a fierce battle of words. . . .

0Of course, tihe workers werce accused of excessive demands,
of absolute unwillingness to work and of ignoriung the inter-
ests of the front. The starting point of the irritation was
. . .the eight~uhour dayv. Fishers in troubled waters were
speculating on the inability of tne muzhik (peasant) in the
soldiers' gray cloak to understand this prolctarian demand.
There is no such standard of work at tie front or in the
village. Yet here were factory leafers, unwilling to work
longer hours, enjoying a free and easy life by cther people's
sacrificrs in the trenches'

Delegations of soldicrs from the front went to the capital to check on
the workers. Soviet representatives met these delegations, conducted
them to the factories where the workers won them over, and then sent the
deputations back to the front for propaganda. Occasionally, reported
Izvestiia, factory committees even promised the soldiers to deduct a
45

day's pay from the salary of each worker to aid the men in the trenches.
The attempt to sour rclations between the soldiers and workers heightcned
the tension between capital and labor.

Some workers expanded the terms of the Soviet-Association of Manufact-
urers' agreement. A few of the more powerful factory committees in Petro-

grad introduced preliminary measures of workers' control over certain



phases of production and distribution. Some committees assumed a role
in the formulation of work rules and the hiring and firing of workers

(rabechii or blue-collar) and employeces (white-collar). 1In some cases
control arose as the result of managerial personnel having temporarily
abandoned factories in the uncertainty of the first days of the revolu-
tion (particularly high-vanking officers in charge of government arma-
ment plants). In others the factory committes clashed openly with man-
agement. The exccutive comnittee of the Petrograd Sovie: admonished

the factory committees that it "emphatically opposed improvised--cspec-

ially anarchist--demonstrations," and urzed the workers to comply with

the decisions of the local soviets. The Bolshevik organ, Pravda, on

t

April 7/20 deunounccd worker sabotage wnich could only "foster an anarch-

ical spirit." The Sovict, houever, took no acticn as wast of those

committecs understood "control' prior te November 1917 os YJolat decer-
46

mination," not the

"domination" of their factories.

On May 24 the labor section of the Petrongrad Scovict, in response
to declarations by the Conference of Petrograd Factory Committecs of
State Enterprises and from the Provisional Government, issued new work
rules to the factory workers. These rules were much closer in spirit to
the Provisicnal Government's decree of May 6, but did allow a small de-
gree of the control provided by the factory committee cpnference. Fol-
lowing the Petrograd Soviet's suggestion, the majority of the workers
adopted a rosition somewhere betiween the bold factory committee conference's

stand and the modest gr.gium of the government. The Petrograd Soviet's
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list of factory committee functions included:

participation in formulating work rules and in seeing that they

are observed; participation in surveying the sanitary conditions

in the enterprise and in the implementation of measures for the

protection of labor; participation in the management of infir-

maries, schools, and nurseries located in the enterprise.
Until ecarly September, when the Menshevik Minister of Labor issued two
restrictive circulars on workers' control, Petrograd Soviet leaders took
47
no further action with regard to the factory committees.

When several prominent members of the Petrograd Soviet in mid-May
joined a coalition government of socialists and liberals, the Soviet
leaders focused their attention on moving the government tcoward con-
cessions for the popular masses. M. I. Skobelev, Soviet vice-chairman
and "Star Chamber" tvouble-shooter, atteupt d to insticute through his
Laber Ministry post what realls amounted to the Poton, od Soviet's May 2
laber program. The government was to undercake the regsulation of the
labor supply over the entire country, for each district and every branch
of industry. To this end Skobelev preposed a general obligatory labor
conscription. The state would fix wages; the goverrent would seb a
minimum wege and control the terms of collective cont vcts between
employers and employed for whole branches of industry. Lastly a board

of conciliation in every industrial enterprise working for the civilian

population would adjust all disagrecments and conflicts between workers

and employers; and in some cases, a court of compluscry arbitration would

make adjustments in those enterprises engaged in military work. Despite

sharp objections on the part of manufacturers, Skobelev, nevertheless,

9

s
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i
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took this program as the guiding principle in his work and endeavored
48
by every means to give it effect.

Tseretelli recounted later how the decision to regulate conditions
between capital and labor occurred. Industrial magnatcs from the Donetz
Basin demanded that the government intervene energecically against the
outrageous demands of the workers. Tseretelli with the full support
of his fellow cabinet members called upon the "kingdex of manufacturers"
to abandon methods that would result in "making the evil worse." Poor
wages and a soaring cost of living, he noted, contrasted sharply with
the considerable profits of the magnates. The ministcrs could not for-
cibly demand restrictions upen the laboring classes, he remarked, without
exacting from capital the necessary concessions of zlacing production
under democratic control. Rather than maximaliet wos+ dunands, Tscretelli
found the worwers making sincere ¢fforts to reach remsenable solutions,
e. g., that capital increase wages in reverse proport on to the wage
scale. The innate hostility of the magnates to the previously illegal

49
labor unions made government intervention a necessitw.

To implemcnt the Soviet program Skobelev formed a central committee
in July for the distribution of labor supplies; the ¥ inister of Labor
presiding over representatives from various government departients and
public organizations. This committee, really nothing more than the old
Special Committee for the Preliminary Drafting of Labur Legislation, now
at least had a socialist minister for its head. It consisted of eight
representatives from the Petrograd Soviet, eight from the employers, one

from the Union of Zemstvos, one from the Town Unions, and two from the

War Industries Committee. The Department of Labor Supply of the Ministry























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































