If socialists entered the unions and cooperatives at least in part for
revolutionary purposes, this was equally the case for the workers’ clubs,
schools, and cultural-educational societies that proliferated in Russian
cities after the 1905 Revolution. Presumably, the Sunday and evening
schools of the pre-1905 years and the short-lived workers’ clubs of 1905
were the seedbeds of the post-1905 movement. The new openness of the
1905-1907 era confronted socialists with the vast educational and cultural
needs of workers, many of whom literally demanded enlightenment.
Labor unions and cooperatives almost immediately began to set up
libraries, organize courses and lectures, and establish drama theaters; SR
circles at many large factories created lending libraries for workers.!!
The creation of separate societies dedicated to educational tasks was the
next logical step.

The first schools, clubs, and societies originated in Petersburg. In
1906, in the Narvskii District, near the Putilov and other large plants, a
circle of SDs and SRs set up a school for workers, which fell under the
control of SR E. Flekkel, one of the founders and the school’s long-time
directress; from the outset Flekkel set as her goal to provide an education
for revolutionary-minded workers, regardless of party. Late in 1906, the
same group of SDs and SRs, including Flekkel, established the (First)
Narvskii Society of Education; workers who graduated from Flekkel’s
school went to this club, in which SDs predominated, but in which SRs had
an active role. At the same time (fall of 1906), the SR Maria Chekhova
and several other activists founded the Moskovskii District Society of
Education. Within the next year or so, roughly fourteen societies were
born, covering most of the districts of the capital; others followed during
1908-1909. SDs predominated in eight of the societies founded in this
period (1906-1909), SRs in six, and the origins of others were either mixed
or unknown. Since the education offered in the societies was outright
socialist, and since revolutionaries even used the premises for party work,
police closed some societies, which were soon replaced by new ones. The
Petersburg societies of the 1906-1911 period closely associated with the
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SRs were the Narvskii School (founded in 1906), the Second Narvskii
Society of Education (1908), the Aleksandro-Nevskii Society for Educa-
tion (1907), the Nekrasov Educational Society (1907), the Moskovskii Dis-
trict Educational Society (1906), and the Women’s Mutual Aid Society
(1907). Other well-known societies of the period (the First Narvskii
Educational Society and "Science") had SR input, although SDs may have
predominated.1

The SR societies were well-run and effective. Flekkel’s school in the
Narva District, which survived until the February Revolution, educated
hundreds of workers and had a very interesting history, as recalled by
various memoirists. Alexander Kerensky had a hand in founding the Nek-
rasov and Aleksandro-Nevskii Societies; both societies lasted several
years, grew in membership, and took part prominently in Petersburg
workers’ affairs. 1. Levin, the early Soviet specialist on the clubs and
societies, noted that the Second Narvskii Society, founded in 1907 by E.
Flekkel, her husband Boris Flekkel (city architect, university lecturer, and
SR activist), and the prominent SR Snetkova, offered a uniquely sys-
tematic course of studies, whereas other clubs, including those run by SDs,
offered interesting but haphazard instruction. 16

In Moscow the club movement began only in 1909 and was less
developed than in the capital, although ultimately a number of clubs came
into being. Also important in workers’ education were the famous
Prechistensky Courses, a worker-oriented peoples’ university, that had
started its activities in the last century. SRs and SDs participated in the
Moscow clubs and schools, as they did in several clubs in Riga.117 During
1908-1909 the Baku clubs "Science" and "Knowledge-Power" were
founded by SDs, but many SR workers went there. After the demise of
the SR-oriented cooperative Trud, the club "Science" grew rapidly and
became, until the police shut it down late in 1910, the most lively center
for revolutionary propaganda and meetings in Baku. The Baku SRs,
whose forces were depleted by arrests, vowed to overcome their deficien-
cies in the club movement by training new cadres from the intelligentsia
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but, as they had to admit, found this easier said than done."'® In

Voronezh, SDs and SRs founded a Peoples’ University (Narodnyi univer-
sitet), which soon fell under exclusive SR influence and, according to an
SD memoirist, issued its own newspaper and carried on lively revolution-
ary work.!? In Omsk the SR-led office workers’ union supervised exten-
sive cultural and educational endeavors. In 1908, Simferopol SRs founded
a school of self-education for advanced workers. When in 1908 police
closed down the unions in one provincial capital, they were replaced by
Sunday schools, with former SR union activists as teachers and former
union members as students.'® The evidence for Petersburg and else-
where suggests that Kerensky’s complaint about alleged SR neglect of
workers’ clubs and schools was simply inaccurate.

The last network of labor organizations to come into existence under
the March 1906 labor legislation were the insurance funds, most of which
appeared during 1908-1909. Each insurance fund or, more accurately,
sickness fund (bol’nichnaia kassa), was associated with an individual plant;
the workers themselves made small monthly contributions and elected
their own fund officials. Additionally, workers elected city-wide and na-
tional insurance councils.’®! Activists in the funds — as in the clubs,
cooperatives, and unions — were mostly socialists. SRs became involved
in and led individual funds in numerous cities. Activists from the PSR led
‘the campaign to set up the funds in the Donbass region. In Petersburg,
SRs were active in and, at times, led insurance funds in such plants as
Putilov, Novyi Lessner, and Aivas.'? The Soviet historian Stepanov has
noted that during the first phase (1908-1912) of the insurance movement
SRs had "significant representation" on the National Insurance Council
and in the Riga and Petersburg councils.'?®> The impression that SDs
dominated the insurance funds arises from circumstances pertaining to the
second phase of the movement, to be discussed presently.

Despite the harshness of the Stolypin era, a few left-oriented conferen-
ces and congresses did take place between 1908 and 1911. At the 1908
Congress of Cooperatives, sizable SD and SR delegations represented the
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worker segment of the cooperative movement. Likewise, Mensheviks,
Bolsheviks, and SRs formed the workers’ delegation at the First All-Rus-
sian Women’s Congress in December 1908 and all three introduced
resolutions. In advance of the late 1909 First Congress for the Struggle
Against Alcoholism, the Petersburg Inter-Club Commission, which con-
sisted of SDs and SRs, held a series of meetings to prepare for the con-
gress itself. At the preparatory meetings, conflicting SR and SD views
emerged about the proper function of the congress: the SDs (evidently
predominantly Bolsheviks) wished to blame worker alcoholism entirely on
the capitalist regime and thus utilize the congress solely for propaganda,
whereas the SRs were quite willing to condemn capitalism, but also
wished to stress practical measures for combatting alcoholism, for which
they felt workers should share the responsibility. A rather fierce SR-SD
struggle occurred both at the preparatory meetings and at the congress
over this and other issues.

1912-July 1914

Although the 1912-1914 period, the last of this study, confronted the
PSR with problems of some magnitude (exclusion from the insurance
councils and the rise of the Bolsheviks) in their dealings with the workers,
it did not lack accomplishments for them; even where they suffered
defeats, this was not for lack of interest and effort. A change of atmos-
phere in Russia beginning as early as 1910 created the potential for
progress in agitating and organizing workers. For the first time since
1907, mass demonstrations of students and workers had occurred on
Nevskii Prospect, first to commemorate the death of SR terrorist-hero
Sazonov and then, on a grander scale, for Tolstoy’s funeral. In 1910, most
SDs still doubted the wisdom of demonstrations, but the SRs, whose in-
fluence in Petersburg’s unions and clubs was at its_apogee, successfully
urged students and some workers into the streets. 125" Even so, Cossack
whips, police batons, and tsarist army bullets still sufficed to hold the
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workers in line. By a cruel twist of fate, army bullets — those that
slaughtered hundreds of striking men and women workers at the distant
Siberian Lena Gold Fields in the spring of 1912 — finally impelled the
workers back into the revolutionary movement.'%

The rise in the revolutionary movement between 1912 and the out-
break of the war in July 1914 provided socialists with opportunities, but
also with hazards. An as yet unflinching government met opposition with
provocation, arrests, and brute force. The socialist press of the era clear-
ly revealed the toll of party personnel and of labor activists; literally
hundreds of labor organizations all over Russia opened and closed and
then reopened, usually in a slightly altered guise, in a bizarre and
desperate ritual that sent thousands to jail and to Siberia. The govern-
ment, which before 1912 had kept firmly in control, now, despite constant
repression, seemed less able to do so. As the months and years passed,
the situation in the labor movement more and more closely resembled
1904-1905. The SR press, including a new workers’ paper in Petersburg,
constantly stressed the necessity for party members to maintain and im-
prove their positions in the labor organizations, especially at a time of
rising revolutionary sentiment.

In the Petersburg union movement, the SRs entered the period in
good order. Problems had arisen only among the metal workers, where by
early 1912 remarkably heavy arrests of SR and Menshevik worker-leaders
had ended the three-year era of rank-and-file union control. According to
Bulkin, a group of traditional Mensheviks stepped into the vacuum, al-
though a few SRs remained in the metal workers’ bureau.'?’ In 1913, the
Bolshevik Petersburg Committee, wishing to improve the Bolsheviks’
status in the labor movement, targeted several prominent organizations,
including the Petersburg metal workers’ union. At the same time, the
Bolsheviks introduced an innovative approach: during elections to the
bureaus of various organizations they offered Bolshevik-sponsored slates,
equipped with distinct programs, whereas in the past Mensheviks, SRs,
and Bolsheviks had put up candidates as individuals. Although the rank-
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and-file did not always endorse the Bolshevik slates en toto, the tactic was
an effective one, especially since the programs associated with the Bol-
shevik slates fit the increasingly radical mood among workers.1? During
1913, Bolsheviks gradually replaced the Mensheviks and SRs in the metal
workers’ union bureau. In early 1914, the police repeatedly arrested the
Bolshevik-dominated bureau and in the spring permanently closed the
Petersburg metal workers’ union.’? The SRs experienced a similar crisis
in the vehicular frame-makers’ union, where they had been a force since
1910; between 1912 and 1914, the Bolsheviks effectively took and main-
tained control of the bureau and, in June 191%30even managed to expel
from the union the chief SR leader, Vorontsov.

The bakers’ union, which police had shut down after a lengthy period
of radical SR leadership, reopened again in 1913 under joint Bolshevik-SR
leadership, the former having an edge. During the fall of 1913, police
again closed the bakers’ union, after which a new union with a
predominantly SR bureau quickly replaced it. Since the bakers were one
of the Bolshevik-targeted professions, a sharp struggle ensued, leading to
re-election during the winter of 1914, in which the Bolsheviks offered a
slate of party candidates. In this case, the bakers placed an additional Bol-
shevik in the bureau, but left several SRs in it as well. This situation
prevailed until, a few weeks later, new arrests drove the union into the un-
derground, where it functioned at first with a joint SR-SD leadership and
then later with SR leadership.]31 '

Among tailors (the third union selected by the Bolsheviks), the results
were worse for the SRs. In the fall of 1912, SRs and Bolsheviks were on
equal footing in the union’s board, but by 1913 the Bolsheviks had moved
into the lead. The SRs chose to fight over the issue of the so-called kvar-
timiki (home workers), a very large group of women who survived by
taking in sewing. The SRs, who had a strong following among the kvartir-
niki, urged the union to open its doors to these poor exploited female
workers, whereas the SDs opposed the idea since some of the kvartirniki
used hired help, which made them, in effect, petty-bourgeois exploiters.
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