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Abstract

This is a study of the Leningrad regional party organisation during the first Five
Year Plan period (1928-1932). Its membership, structure, organisation and changing
role are examined in the context of economic and social change which took place
during the first FYP. The main focus is on party organs below the oblast level, in
particular the grass roots level of the party. This study relies heavily on an analysis of
the material collected during my stay in Moscow in 1993-4 and 1996, in particular
archival material collected from the Russian Centre for the Preservation and Study of
Documents of Recent History (RTsKhIDNI). Party journals, newspapers, and
pamphlets collected from the Lenin Library and the History Library in Moscow were
also used.

For Leningrad region, as for the whole of the Soviet Union, the first FYP was a
period of rapid transformation. The change of economic policy, that is, the
acceleration of the expansion of industry and the forced collectivisation of agriculture,
not only had a significant impact on the economic structure of the region, but also set
in motion a profound change in social structure. The thesis shows that social and
economic change was reflected in party life at lower levels. In particular, factory party
cells experienced a considerable transformation: party membership expanded rapidly;
party structure became more elaborated; party activists, rather than full-time officials,
voluntarily carried out various party work; and party cells became more involved in
production matters.

It is argued that the effect of these changes was not always what the party
leadership had hoped for, Although a considerable number of workers enrolled in the
party, not all of them became politically conscious and active party members. The
‘breaking up’ of factory party cells, equally, had its negative aspects. Party cells were
often created in a formalistic sense and did not operate properly. Moreover, the
complicated party structure caused a serious problem in controlling lower party cells.
The connection between different levels of party organisation within factories was
weak, and factory party committees were often unable to control or monitor activities
of party cells below them. The promotion of industrial workers into more responsible
jobs within the party and state apparatuses also caused a serious party personnel
problem within factories. Facing difficulties to find suitable party personnel for the
rapidly expanding party apparatuses within factories, the party mobilised less
experienced activists for party work, which often resulted in party work being carried
out poorly. More importantly, the party’s growing involvement in production matters
resulted in the party’s losing its ‘political’ character. While factory party cells were
occupied by economic tasks for which they were not well equipped, their real work in
the realm of politics and ideology was no longer carried out properly.

Overall, during these years of massive transformation, the centre’s grip on
affairs at the local level was not as close as often assumed, and central party organs
were unable to firmly control the way party policy was implemented at the local level.
The relationship between central party bodies and the local level, in turn, has
implications for other spheres and for our understanding of ‘Stalinism’ during the
period.
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Map 4 Leningrad's major factories,
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1. Introduction

1.1 The purpose of the study

This is a study of the Leningrad regional party organisation during the first Five
Year Plan period (1928-1932). This study aims to facilitate a better understanding of
the Soviet communist party by examining the party at the regional level during the
crucial period of economic, social and cultural transformation, with special reference
to its size, membership, organisation and functional role. This work concentrates on
the intermediate level as well as the lower, grass-roots level of the party, in particular
on the oblast committee (obkom), the district committee (raikom), and party cell at the
factory level. By focusing on the intermediate and lower levels of the party, one can
obtain an insight into the way the communist party actually operated in the Stalin era
and the changing relationship between the central party leadership, party branches and
the mass membership.

The reason for focusing on regional party organisations is that very little
research has been carried out concerning how the party operated at the local level in
this period, at least by Western scholars. Although party’s central organs during the
1920s and 1930s have already been the subject of numerous studies, party
organisations below the central organs have not generally been subject to analysis.'
Most studies of the communist party were interested primarily in high politics and
emphasis was laid on leadership and control. The assumption that the communist
party was a monolithic organisation which did not allow any autonomy to lower party
organisations discouraged scholars from undertaking a serious analysis of local party
organisations. The lack of reliable information on party personnel and operations

below the central organs also practically prevented serious research from being

"In this respect, Merle Fainsod’s work on the Smolensk regional party organisation was exceptional
and of particular importance. Using the Smolensk archive as a source, he provided a pioneering
study of local party activities in the Western oblast. See Merle Fainsod, Smolensk under Soviet Rule
{London: Macmillan, 1959). Nicolas Werth has provided a comparable view ‘from below’ using the
same source in his book £tre Communiste en U.R.S.S. sous Staline (Paris: Gallimard/Julliard, 1981).
Jerry Hough’s most thoroughly researched study of regional party organisations in industrial
decision-making is among a few studies about the regional party organisations. However, it dealt
with regional party organisations in the 1960s, whose role was significantly different from that in
the 1930s. See Jerry Hough, The Soviet Prefects: The Local Party Organs in Industrial Decision-
making (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1969).
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undertaken.” It was not until relatively recently that some detailed studies of party
organisations at the regional or lower levels began to appear.’ This reflected a change
in emphasis from the central party organs to the local and grass-roots levels.
Challenges to the totalitarian model of Soviet politics have led researchers to adopt an
approach ‘from below’ and accordingly more attention is now being paid to the local
and grass-roots levels. Moreover, the opening of Russian archives, to which foreign
researchers had generally been denied access by the mid-1980s, facilitated study of
the regional party organisations. However, in spite of these opportunities relatively
little new work has so far been done on the lower levels of the party. Therefore, this
thesis attempts to fill the gap and give a more meaningful picture of party life at the
local level.

The study of the regional party organisation is important not simply because
relatively little work has so far been done on the lower levels of the party, but also
because it helps us understand better the communist party and the way it operated
under Stalin. The communist party has been the centre of the scholarly attention not
only because it was the only political party in the Soviet Union, but also because its
nature and role were vital to an understanding of the Stalinist political system. Many
different views have been put forward over the last fifty years. These views were

diverse in their approaches, emphasis, and perspectives. Not all of them will be dealt

? Before the opening of Russian archives in 1990, the Smolensk archive was the only available
substantial archival source for the study of party history. The Smolensk archive was captured from
the Soviets by the German army in 1941, and seized by the U. S. army in 1945. It is now kept in the
U.S. It contains the records of the party organisations of the Western region from 1917 to 1939.

* For recent works on the Moscow party organisation, see Catherine Merridale, Moscow Politics and
the Rise of Stalin: The Communist Party in the Capital, 1925-32 (London: Macmillan, 1990); and
Nobuo Shimotomai, Moscow Under Stalinist Rule, 1931-34 (London: Macmillan, 1991).
Emphasising the importance of questions about society and its relationship with the political
structure, Merridale explored the way the ordinary people at the grass roots level related to the party
or influenced it from within, and concluded that initiatives were indeed taken at the lowest levels,
though seldom on major issues. Shimotomai looked at political and social processes in Moscow, at
both regional and city level, in the period 1931-34. His study concentrated mainly on the
bureaucratic and political structure of the Moscow region and city as they strove to cope with a
rapidly-changing situation. His work focused on the process of creating and implementing policies,
interactions between various institutions and elites, and relations between the central power and
Moscow. On the other hand, Daniel Thorniley provides an excellent analysis of the rural party
organisations in the 1930s in The Rise and Fall of the Soviet Rural Communist Party, 1927-39
{London: Macmillan, 1988). His work concentrates on the lower, grass-roots level of the party, in
particular on the district committee and cell in the countryside. For party organisations at the factory
level, see Antony Sadler, The Party Organisation in the Soviet Enterprise 1928-34 (unpublished
MSocSci dissertation, University of Birmingham, 1979).
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with in my thesis, since it is beyond the space that is available. However, two major
streams of thought will be looked at in some detail here: the first is the studies of the
Soviet communist party that are based on the totalitarian paradigm; the other, a
‘revisionist’ view, which emphasises the operation of the system ‘from below’ and
rejects the totalitarian paradigm. The examination of the merits and limits of each
approach will provide a theoretical foundation for this study.

Several major studies of the Soviet communist party in the 1950s and 1960s
were strongly influenced by the totalitarian model.* The classic Western paradigm,
which was predominant in Western Sovietology in the decades after the Second
World War, described the Stalinist regime as totalitarian.” Definitions of the term
varied, but all highlighted aspects - such as a radical official ideology, a single party
headed by a dictator, terrorist police control, the party’s momnopoly of mass
communication and weapons, and central control of the economy - which were taken
to be characteristic of the Nazi and Stalinist regimes, among others.’ The totalitarian
paradigm went roughly as follows. The Soviet system under Stalin consisted of a
nonpluralist, hierarchical dictatorship in which command authority existed only at the
top of the pyramid of political power. Ideology and violence were monopolies of the
ruling elite, which passed its orders down a pseudo-military chain of command. At the
top of the ruling elite stood an autocratic Stalin whose personal control was virtually
unlimited in all areas of life and culture. Major policy articulation and implementation
involved the actualisation of Stalin’s ideas, whims, and plans, which in turn flowed

from his psychological condition. By definition, autonomous spheres of social and

¢ See, for instance, Merle Fainsod, How Russia is Ruled (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1953); Zbigniew XK. Brzezinski, The Permanent Purge: Politics in Soviet Totalitarianism
(Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1956); John A. Armstrong, The Politics of
Totalitarianism. The Communist Party of the Soviet Union from 1934 to the Present (New York:
Random House, 1961); Robert Conquest, The Great Terror.: Stalin’s Purge of the Thirties (London:
Macmillan, 1968); and Leonard Schapiro, The Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 2nd ed.
{London: Methuen, 1970}.

’ Major examples of such works include Hannah Arendt, The Origins of Totalitarianism, 2nd ed.
(London: Allen & Unwin, 1958); Carl Friedrich and Zbigniew Brzezinski, Totalitarian Dictatorship
and Autocracy (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1956); and Leonard Schapiro,
Totalitarianism (London: Pall Mall, 1972).

% The totalitarian model was developed on the basis of observed similarities between the Soviet Union
and Nazi Germany, and the essence of this model was a passive society dominated by an elite that
was determined to maximise its own power and to transform society on the basis of its own
ideological perceptions. For a classic definition, see Friedrich and Brzezinski, 7Totalitarian
Dictatorship and Autocracy, pp. 9-10.
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political activity did not exist at all in Soviet society. The Soviet populace and rank-
and-file party members remained outside the political process, objects acted upon or
manipulated from above but never historical actors in their own right.

Derived from the interpretation of totalitarianism was the view of the
communist party as a monolithic organisation which did not allow any autonomy to
the lower party organisations, and an undemocratic organisation which did not allow
any opposition to Stalin’s power or any serious criticism from below. Totalitarian
theorists highlighted the fact that the party was hierarchically organised. Within the
party, it was agreed by totalitarian theorists, authority and decision-making was highly
centralised.” The analysis of the structure of the communist party was based on the
conception of the ‘pattern of party controls’ in which all authority was imposed from
the top down, and more specifically on the principle of ‘democratic centralism’.® It
was assumed that local party organisations simply implemented the policy decided by
the party leadership, and that their performance was closely monitored and controlled
by the party leadership. As a result, the party did not decide even if they voted or
elected the leadership; it was subject to autocratic direction in matters of policy, and
to hierarchical control in matters of leadership.9 It was also agreed that there was no
longer democracy within the party: Stalin’s ruthless ‘suppression of disagreement and
the crushing of opposition’ stifled inner-party democracy.lo Rank-and-file party
members remained outside the political process, and were simply mobilised by the
party to achieve the regime’s goals. In this condition, the party was merely an
instrument of Stalin’s power. Merle Fainsod believed that ‘the party ceased to be a
creative association which shaped policy and was transformed instead into a

bureaucratic extension of the personality and dynamism of the dictator.”'' Leonard

7 Many totalitarian theorists found the operational principles of a totalitarian party in the Leninist
theory of party organisation: democratic centralism. Friedrich and Brzezinski expressed this view:
‘in his fanatic insistence on strict party discipline, total obedience to the will of the leadership, and
unquestioning acceptance of the ideological programme, Lenin charted the path so successfully later
followed by Stalin.” See Friedrich and Brzezinski, Totalitarian Dictatorship and Autocracy, p. 27.
For those who follow this line of argument, Stalinism was a direct outgrowth of Leninism. Leonard
Schapiro, however, disagreed with this view. He saw a discontinuity in party history between Lenin
and Stalin. For more information, see Schapiro, The Communist Party, p. 621.

8 Fainsod, How Russia is Ruled, chapter, 7.

? Friedrich and Brzezinski, Totalitarian Dictatorship and Autocracy, p. 27.

' Fainsod, How Russia is Ruled, p. 150.

" 1bid., p. 150.
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Schapiro also argued that ‘Stalin used the years between his first accession to power
and the end of the purges to transform the party into something that was much more
like a personal corps of adherents than a traditional party.’ 12

This view was supported by Merle Fainsod’s study of the Smolensk regional
party organisation. He believed that by the 1930s the Soviet Union was a ‘full-blown
totalitarian regime in which all the lines of control ultimately converged in the hands
of the supreme dictator’, although he admitted that the totalitarian machine, at least in
the Smolensk area, was far from perfect and efficient. The party retained a tyrannical
hold on the dominated population through ‘force, terror, and organisation’, which
were the ‘instruments of power’. In his view, the party became a creature of Stalin’s
will and lost such policy-determining functions as it once possessed. Its role was
reduced to that of a transmission belt, which Stalin used to communicate his
directives, to mobilise support for them by propaganda and agitation, and to check on
their execution."

The totalitarian model of Soviet politics always had its critics. In Great Britain
at least, a strong empirical tradition persisted in Soviet historical studies. British
scholars such as E. H. Carr and R. W. Davies adopted a different approach and
regarded the Soviet political system as more multifaceted than depicted in the
totalitarian model.'* The totalitarian paradigm had, in any case, been under attack
since the 1950s, partly as a result of political changes within the countries to which it
was a.pplic—:d.15 In particular, the emergence of ‘revisionism’ in the 1970s made a
considerable impact upon the understanding of the Soviet Union. Reflecting a change
in political mood, revisionist scholarship rejected the totalitarian model, which was

considered to be the product of the Cold War ideology.'® Some made a serious

2 Schapiro, Totalitarianism, p. 60.

B ainsod, Smolensk under Soviet Rule, pp. 12, 85, 448-51.

" See E. H. Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923, vols. 1 and 2 (London: Macmillan, 1950,
1951); E. H. Carr, Socialisim in One Country, 1924-1926, vols. 1 and 2 (London: Macmillan, 1958,
1959); E. H. Carr, Foundations of a Planned Economy, 1926-1929, vol. 2 (London: Macmillan,
1971); R. W. Davies, The Socialist Offensive: The Collectivisation of Soviet Agriculture, 1929-1930
(London; Macmillan, 1980); and Robert Service, The Bolshevik Party in Revolution: A Study in
Organisational Change, 1917-1923 (London: Macmillan, 1979).

' Under Khrushchev and Brezhnev, the Soviet Union changed considerably, and the regime seemed to
be losing many of its totalitarian characteristics.

' For a discussion of the totalitarian model’s weakness and its pernicious influence, see Stephen F.
Cohen, ‘Scholarly Missions: Sovietology as a Vocation’, in his Rethinking the Soviet Experience,
Politics and History Since 1917 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985).
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theoretical criticism of the totalitarian model and sought for an alternative p.aradigm.'7
Others saw a basic discontinuity in Soviet history between Lenin and Stalin, and
regarded Stalinism as an aberration and postulated a genuine ‘Bukharin alternative’ to
Stalinism.'®

However, the most serious challenge to the totalitarian model came from social
history. Although social history had made earlier incursions into the question of
Stalinism and its origins,]9 it did not begin to make a major impact upon the
conception of Stalinism until the late 1970s and early 1980s.” In particular, in the
middle of the 1980s, a crop of new, younger historians began to make an impact upon
the understanding of the Stalinist period.”’ This ‘new cohort’, to use Sheila
Fitzpatrick’s term,** has been critical of the effect the totalitarian model has had upon
our understanding of the Soviet system in general and Stalinism in particular. In their

view, the focus upon the upper levels of the political system and the use of a cold war

"7 See Jerry F. Hough, The Soviet Union and Social Science Theory (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1977).

'® This view is associated primarily with Stephen Cohen and Moshe Lewin. See Stephen F. Cohen,
Bukharin and the Bolshevik Revolution: A Political Biography, 1888-1938 (London: Wildwood
House, 1974) and Rethinking the Soviet Experience, Politics and History Since 1917; and Moshe
Lewin, Lenin's Last struggle (New York: Pantheon Books, 1968) and Political Undercurrents in
Soviet Economic Development: Bukharin and the Modern Reformers (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1974).

' For example, see Moshe Lewin, Russian Peasants and Soviet Power: A Study of Collectivisation
(London: George Allen and Unwin, 1968) and Roger Pethybridge, The Social Prelude to Stalinism
(London: Macmillan, 1974).

2 19 particular, see Moshe Lewin, ‘The Social Background of Stalinism’, in Robert C. Tucker, ed.,
Stalinism. Essays in Historical Interpretation (New York: W. W. Norton, 1977), pp. 111-136;
Sheila Fitzpatrick, ed., Cultural Revolution in Russia, 1928-1931 (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1978).

a Although all social historians wanted to shift the emphasis to social forces and processes, their

approaches vary in their emphasis. Some thought it particularly important to study the Soviet

working class. See, for example, Lynne Viola, The Best Sons of the Fatherland: Workers in the

Vanguard of Soviet Collectivisation (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987); Hiroaki Kuromiya,

Stalin’s Industrial Revolution: Politics and Workers, 1928-1932 (Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press, 1988); Donald A. Filtzer, Soviet Workers and Stalinist Industrialisation: The Formation of

Modern Soviet Production Relations, 1928-1941 (London: Pluto, 1986); and Lewis Siegelbaum,

Stakhanovism and the Politics of Productivity in the USSR, 1935-4] (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 1988). Others emphasised the theme of social mobility, suggesting that the

opportunity for working-class and peasant upward mobility into the new elite played a role in

legitimising the regime in the Soviet period. See Sheila Fitzpatrick, Education and Social Mobility
in the Soviet Union, 1921-1934 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979) and ‘Stalin and the

Making of a New Elite, 1928-1939’, Slavic Review, vol. 38, no. 3, September 1979, pp. 377-402. A

shared assumption of revisionist historians was that Soviet society was more than a passive object of

regime manipulation and that scholars should investigate Stalinism ‘from below’ as well as ‘from
above’.

Sheila Fitzpatrick, ‘New Perspectives on Stalinism’, The Russian Review, vol. 45, no. 4, October

1986, p. 358.
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concept like totalitarianism obscured the reality of the system as it actually operated.
It imposed upon that system a rationality and a consistency which did not exist.
Moreover, it cast the situation in terms of an active state dominating a passive society.
In contrast to this, they argued for the adoption of a ‘perspective from below’. Such a
perspective highlighted the chaos and irrationalities attendant upon policy
implementation, emphasised the limits of central power and portrayed the society as
less of a passive subject and more of a partner with the state in the on-going course of
Soviet de:velopment.23

The totalitarian view of the communist party has also been challenged by
scholars who regard the totalitarian paradigm as inappropriate an understanding of the
Soviet Union. Political historians who have adopted the approach ‘from below’
generally put less emphasis on terror, party-state control and the personal role of
Stalin. Instead, they highlighted the chaotic situation within the party and the wider
socicty, the limitations of party-state control, and the existence of popular support
from some sections of the society, if not from the whole populace.24 Some have drawn
attention to chaos in the Soviet Union’s provinces in the 1930s, raising questions
about the centre’s grip on political affairs at the local level. J. Arch Getty, for instance,
in his study of the communist party in the 1930s, draw the conclusion that the party
was not the monolithic and homogenous machine that totalitarian theorists had
suggested. In his view, administration was so chaotic, irregular, and confused that
even Merle Fainsod’s characterisation of the system as ‘inefficient totalitarianism’
overstated the case.”” Daniel Thorniley also suggested that the Soviet rural communist
party was not an efficient, monolithic, totalitarian machine capable of manipulating

the rural population at will.*

% For argument among revisionists on the relationship of state and society in the Stalin period and the
question of initiative ‘from below’, see Sheila Fitzpatrick, et al., ‘New Perspectives on Stalinism’,
The Russian Review, vol. 45, no. 4, October 1986, and comments by Stephen Cohen and Geoff Eley
in ibid., and J. Arch Getty, Roberta Manning and others in The Russian Review, vol. 46, no. 4,
October 1987.

* Among these are J. Arch Getty, Gabor T. Rittersporn, and Roberta T. Manning. See, for example, J.
Arch Getty, Origins of the Great Purges: The Soviet Communist Party Reconsidered, 1933-1938
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985); and Gabor Rittersporn, Stalinist Simplifications
and Soviet Complications: Social Tensions and Political Conflicts in the USSR, 1933-1953 (Paris:
Harwood Academic Publishers, 1991).

¥ Getty, Origins of the Great Purges, p. 198.

*® Thorniley, The Rise and Fall of the Soviet Rural Communist Party.
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Others argued that there was a relative freedom of initiative at the local level.
Catherine Merridale, for instance, indicated that initiatives were indeed taken at the
lowest levels, though seldom on major issues. She agrees that major strategic
decisions were handed down from the Politburo to local organisations, and that in
Moscow’s case central intervention was a feature of daily life. Yet, in her view, there
were modifications when it came to implementation. Vague official directives were
often left for local interpretation. Imprecision arising from the absence of an official
policy, or from a lack of practical forethought, led to the local officials’ and party
activists’ relative freedom of initiative during rapid industrialisation.”” She has also
argued that there was support for the Stalinist policy within the party, especially at the
lowest level. She believed that ‘without the more or less committed support of
thousands of party activists, the economic achievements and social transformation
associated with the first FYP and the consolidation of Stalin’s political position would
not have been possible’.28

The most important criticism made of the ‘revisionist’ approach is that it
underestimates the importance and power of the central party authorities. By focusing
upon the weakness of political controls in the countryside, the limitations of party
record-keeping, or the extent of popular initiative in the collectivisation campaign,
revisionists tend at best to downplay and at worst to ignore the high degree of
centralisation and the significant capacity to exercise power enjoyed by the central
political authorities. Reflective of this tendency is the charge that ‘the terror is
ignored, obscured or minimised’ in many of these works and that Stalinism is reduced
to ‘humdrum politics’.29

Given the shortcomings of both perspectives, from above and below, it soon
became obvious to some scholars that both perspectives must be adopted if they were
to understand Stalinism. For instance, Graecme Gill, in his analysis of the communist
party, attempted to combine both approaches. In his view, the high level of

centralisation at elite levels coexisted with significant looseness lower down the

%" Merridale, Moscow Politics and the Rise of Stalin, p. 223.

® Ibid., p. 222.

» Respectively, Stephen F. Cohen, *Stalin’s Terror as Social History’, The Russian Review, vol. 45, no.
4, October 1986, p. 378 and Peter Kenez, ‘Stalinism as Humdrum Politics’, ibid., p. 395. Also see
in the same collection Geoff Eley, ‘History with the Politics Left Out - Again?’. The debate was
continued in 7The Russian Review, vol. 46, no. 4, October 1987, pp. 375-431.
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political structure in the Soviet Union under Stalin, The party machine was
insufficiently developed to be able to ensure that the centre could exercise a
continuing control over events at lower party levels. While the centre could certainly
intervene and remove individual party leaders at subnational levels, it could not
exercise a continuous close monitoring of what local leaders were doing. The
institutional machinery for exercising close control of this kind was simply lacking.
Channels of communication between centre and localities were underdeveloped, while
the central party apparatus was not an efficient, smoothly-operating machine. The
organisational ties between centre and lower officials were therefore looser than had
often been assumed and certainly were not sufficiently strong to enable us to talk of a
solid, highly organised and disciplined Stalin machine. Due to the lack of tight and
continuing central controls over lower-level figures, regional party leaders retained
substantial autonomy in local affairs. Local party leaders were able to follow
substantially their own policy lines in local affairs; the levying of their own local taxes
on top of central demands is one illustration of the room for manoeuvre they
possessed at this time. Furthermore, the degree of control which local party organs
themselves were able to exercise over their local regions remained limited by such
things as poor transport and communications, despite the effects of the ‘revolution
from above’.*®

The Western debate has been exciting and fruitful. Yet, the debate is still far
from being resolved. Many questions concerning the role and function of the
communist party have still to be answered. These include whether the communist
party was a monolithic organisation or not, to what extent the lower party
organisations enjoyed effective autonomy, and to what extent party rank-and-file
members were supportive of party policy and played an active role in implementing it.
This study attempts to answer these questions by examining the regional party
organisation which was the main link between the central party leadership and the
masses organised in party branches. By focusing on the regional party organisation,

one can obtain a at least limited insight into the work of the higher party organs and of

% Graeme Gill, Stalinism, 2nd edn (London: Macmillan, 1998), pp. 10, 34. See also Graeme Gill, The
Origins of the Stalinist Political System (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), and
‘Stalinism and Institutionalisation: The Nature of Stalin’s Regional Support’, in John W. Strong, ed.,
Essays on Revolutionary Culture and Stalinism (Columbus: Slavica Publishers, 1990}.
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the primary party organisations as the regional party organisation came into contact

with them.

Another concern of this study is related to Stalinism. The nature of Stalinism
and the origins of Stalinism have been a central concern of scholarly research both in
West and in Russia. These issues have become particularly controversial in the last
fifteen years or so. Particularly striking was the scholarly controversy about Stalinism
in Russia. Although a critique of Stalinism had appeared in 1956-64 as part of
Khrushchev’s ‘de-Stalinisation’ ca1npaign,31 serious reexamination of ‘the Stalin
question’ came only under Gorbachev as part of his glasnost policy.32 Unlike the
criticism on Stalinism under Khrushchev which was largely limited to specific
‘mistakes’ and ‘excesses’ committed by Stalin,*® a whole range of issues concerning
Stalinism had been extensively discussed in an open and forthright manner under

Gorbachev.”® Initial discussion was conducted principally by joumalists,35 but was

*! The ‘de-Stalinisation’ campaign began in 1956 when Khrushchev delivered his ‘secret speech’ to a
closed session of the twentieth Party Congress. The ‘thaw’ among historians began almost
immediately and lasted for about a decade. A number of historians contributed to the widening
debate, including V. V. Adamov, E. Burdzhalov, P. V., Volobuev and V. P. Danilov. For a fuller
discussion, see R. W. Davies, Soviet History in the Gorbachev Revolution (London: Macmillan,
1989), pp. 1-2.

32 With Khrushchev’s fall from power, official policy moved away from active de-Stalinisation and the

public discussion of Stalin was closed down. Under Brezhnev, there was no attempt either to mount

a sustained critique of the Stalin period or to investigate the systemic roots of the phenomenon.

Publication of a number of major de-Stalinising historical and literary works was blocked, and their

authors were obliged to keep them ‘in the drawer’. In a number of cases, they circulated them

secretly at home or allowed their publication abroad. There was a large volume of samizdat
publications in the late 1960s and 1970s. For instance, see Roy Medvedev, Let History Judge.: The

Origins and Consequences of Stalinism (London: Macmillan, 1972); Alexander Solzhenitsyn, The

Gulag Archipelago, 1918-1956: An Experiment in Literary Investigation, vols. 1-3, (London:

Collins & Harvill Press, 1974-8); Nadezhda Mandelshtam, Hope against Hope: A Memoir (London:

Collins & Harvill Press, 1971); Evgeniia Ginzburg, /nto the Whirlwind (London: Collins & Harvill

Press, 1967); and Anton Antonov-Ovseenko, The Time of Stalin: Portrait of a Tyranny (New York:

Harper & Row, 1981),

By implication, the key to the phenomenon of Stalinism was Stalin himself - a leader whose

pathological traits were abetted by an ‘unhealthy’ situation in the communist party and a security

police operating without the necessary restraints. The major thrust of the de-Stalinisation campaign
was to demythologise the person of Stalin without demythologising the rule of the communist party.

It was Stalin personally who was made responsible for Soviet disasters and failures, just as he had

once been held personally responsible for Soviet achievements. This approach was taken by

Khrushchev who, in his ‘secret speech’, denounced Stalin’s ‘cult of personality’ and abuse of

power, but did not offer a systemic explanation.

Gorbachev called for the elimination of all ‘blank spots’ from Soviet history, and this constituted

official sanction for the wave of historical discussion and revelation which came to characterise the

Soviet press and the scholarly community. ‘The Stalin question’ encapsulated a whole range of

issues, including the reasons for Stalin’s rise, how the system came to be established, responsibility

for the purges and terror, and the costs of the establishment of the system.
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soon joined by scholarly historians. This discussion ranged widely across all areas of
the Stalinist phenomenon. A variety of views emerged regarding the origins of
Stalinism, with a particularly popular line being that which attributed primary
importance to the link with Lenin. The costs of the great transformation and possible
alternatives (especially that of Bukharin) were canvassed, as were issues of
responsibility for and the extent of the famine of 1932-3. The terror, responsibility for
it, its extent and whether those involved should be punished, were discussed widely.
The Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, and associated charges that the Soviet Union had
brought on the Second World War, the early failings of the Soviet military and
responsibility for this, the strengths and weaknesses of Stalin as a military leader, and
Soviet responsibility for atrocities committed during the war were all debated in a
heated fashion. Hardly a single major area of the Stalinist experience remained
unexamined, as Soviet writers embarked on this wholescale discussion of the past.”®

Inevitably, the extensive discussion of the extraordinary experience under Stalin
led to a reappraisal of Stalin and Stalinism. The official account of Stalin and Stalinist
regime published before glasnost had described them in a rather positive way.’’
However, Russians are now more likely to reject and denunciate Stalin and Stalinism.
For many Russian intellectuals, Stalin has become an outright villain rather than just a
flawed leader. In the present intellectual climate, a discussion of Stalin that portrayed
any of his actions in an unambiguously favourable light - outside a few left-wing sects
- would be almost as surprising to the reader as the opposite would have been in the
heyday of Stalinism.

Questions concerning the nature of Stalinism and its origins have become a
central preoccupation of Russian scholars and intellectuals. Many different answers

have been offered. These included the totalitarian model, Trotsky’s Revolution

** The most daring and informative re-evaluations of Soviet history in the early years of glasnost
appeared in the mass media - Ogonek, Literaturnaia gazeta, Moskovskie novosti, Kommunist, and
Druzhba narodov, to name a few.

% For discussion of historical revelations under glasnost, see Alec Nove, Glasnost in Action: Cultural
Renaissance in Russia (London: Unwin Hyman, 1989); Davies, Soviet History in the Gorbachev
Rrevolution; Walter Laqueur, Stalin: The Glasgost Revelations (London: Unwin Hyman, 1990); and
Sheila Fitzpatrick, ‘Constructing Stalinism: Reflections on Changing Western and Soviet
Perspectives on the Stalin Era’, in Alec Nove, ed., The Stalin Phenomenon (London: Weidenfeld
and Nicolson, 1993).

*" For instance, see History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks): Short Course
(Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1939).
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Betrayed hypothesis, the theory of a ‘Bukharin alternative’ to Stalinism, Slavophile
and neo-Populist arguments about the course of Russian history, and the ‘barracks
socialism’ view of Stalinism. Among others, the totalitarian model, often rather
crudely borrowed from the West, is favoured by many of the more outspoken Russian
historians and political scientists.

Concerning the origins of Stalinism, two types of general explanation emerged
as dominant. The first finds the origin of Stalinism in the political system of one-party
rule with a ban on internal factions established after the Revolution. This implies that
the core characteristic of Stalinism was repressive dictatorship not limited by rule of
law, and that Stalinism was essentially an outgrowth of Leninism.”® The other type of
explanation focuses on social forces. In the most popular argument of this type, it is
bureaucratisation and the emergence of a new bureaucratic ruling class that are the
quintessence of Stalinism.”® Both imply that Stalinism had no substantial support
outside the new bureaucratic elite. But there is also some cautious discussion of the
possibility that Stalinism did in fact have some social support from outside the elite.
This includes the theory that Stalin’s ‘revolution from above’ at the beginning of the
1930s had support from urban workers and rank-and-file members of the communist
party and Komsomol.*

The opening of Russian archives during the late 1980s had a very significant
impact on the understanding of the Soviet past under Stalin in both the Western and
Russian academic worlds. Improved access to Russian archives has made it possible
to ask questions which could not have been answered before. Virtually almost all
aspects of Stalinism came under scrutiny based on the newly available material from
Russian archives. As Russian archives have become more accessible, a large amount
of excellent primary research by both Western and Russian scholars has been

ublished in the past few years."' Based on the new material found in the archives,
p p y

% It is similar to one of the standard Western interpretations related to the totalitarian paradigm.

% This view is similar to that of many European Marxists and some revisionist Western historians such
as Moshe Lewin. See G. Popov’s review article on the novel Novoe naznachenie by Aleksandr Bek,
published in Nauka i zhizn', no. 4, April 1987, pp. 54-65.

“* See, for example, the articles by G. Bordiugov and V. Kozlov in Pravda, 3 October 1988, p. 3 and
Literaturnaia gazeta, 12 October 1988, p. 11; and Iu. A. Poliakov, ‘20-e gody: Nastroeniia
partiinogo avangarda’, Voprosy istorii KPSS, no. 10, 1989, pp. 25-38.

' A sample of new research based on the recently released archival material were provided by R. W.
Davies. For more details, see chapters 10-17 in R. W. Davies, Soviet History in the Yelisin Era
(London: Macmillan, 1997).
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various aspects of Stalinism have been reexamined.”” By now, much more is known

about how high-level politicians including Lenin, Stalin, and other prominent

communist leaders acted in their political struggle and in the formation of party

policy.”” The terror has attracted much attention, and both Western and Russian

historians have tackled the subject from various angles.44 Questions related to the

45 . . .
scale of mass terror have been answered, - and various regional studies of the Great

Purges have showed how the terror was conducted at the local level.”® Social
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For instance, see Julian Cooper, Maureen Perrie, and E. A. Rees, eds., Soviet History, 1917-53:
Essays in Honour of R. W. Davies (London: Macmillan, 1995); and John Channon, ed., Politics,
Society and Stalinism in the USSR (London: Macmillan, 1998).

For interesting documents on this topic, see Lars T. Lih, Oleg V. Naumov and Oleg V. Khlevniuk,
eds., Stalin’s Letters to Molotov, 1925-1936 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995); Oleg V.
Khlevniuk, et al,, eds., Stalinskoe politbiuro v 30-e gody: Sbornik dokumentov (Moscow: AIRO-
XX, 1995); Oleg V. Khlevniuk, Polithiuro: Mekhanizmy politicheskoi viasti v 1930-e gody
{Moscow: ROSSPEN, 1996); and Feliks Ivanovich Chuev, Molotov Remembers: Inside Kremlin
Politics: Conversations with Felix Chuev (Chicago: 1. R. Dee, 1993). For biographies on Stalin, see
Dmitri Volkogonav, Stalin: Triumph and Tragedy, trans, by Harold Shukman (London: Weidenfeld
and Nicolson; 1991); Robert Conquest, Stalin: Breaker of Nations (London: Weidenfeld and
Nicolson, 1993); and Robert C. Tucker, Stalin in Power: The Revolution from Above, 1928-1941
(New York: W. W. Norton, 1990). For work on other politicians, see, for instance, Oleg V.
Khlevniuk, /n Stalin’s Shadow: The Career of ‘Sergo’ Ordzhonikidze (Armonk, N.Y.: M. E. Sharpe,
1995).

For instance, see J. Arch Getty and Roberta T. Manning, Stalinist Terror: New Perspectives
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993); Oleg V. Khlevnyuk, ‘The Objectives of the Great
Terror, 1937-38°, in Julian Cooper, Maureen Perrie, and E. A. Rees, eds., Soviet History, 1917-53,;
and Robert W. Thurston, Life and Terror in Stalin’s Russia, 1934-194] (New Haven: VYale
University Press, 1996). A comprehensive selection of archive documentation is now available in
Getty’s new book, but it was not yet available at the time my work was being completed. See J.
Arch Getty and Oleg V. Naumov, The Road to Terror: Stalin and the Self-Destruction of the
Bolsheviks, 1932-1939 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1999).

The Archives show that the number of convicts in the gulag was lower than Conquest and others
suggested in the 1980s, and that the number of persons executed or sent into administrative exile
during the Great Purges was higher than the revisionists supposed. See Alec Nove, ‘Victims of
Stalinism: How Many?’ in Getty and Manning, eds., Stalinist Terror, and his supplementary article
‘Terror Victims - Is the Evidence Complete?’, Europe-Asia Studies, vol. 46, no. 3, 1994, pp. 535-7;
J. Arch Getty, Gabor T. Rittersporn, and V. N. Zemskov, ‘Victims of the Soviet Penal System in the
Pre-War Years: A First Approach on the Basis of Archival Evidence’, American Historical Review,
vol. 98, no. 4, October 1993, pp. 1017-49; and Edwin Bacon, The Gulag at War: Stalin’s Forced
Labour System in the Light of the Archives (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1994).

For studies of purge at the local level, see Roberta T. Manning, ‘The Great Purges in a Rural District:
Belyi Raion Revisited’, The Russian History/Histoire Russe, val. 16, nos. 2-4, 1989, pp. 409-433;
Francesco Benvenuti, ‘Industry and Purge in the Donbass, 1936-1937°, Europe-Asia Studies, vol.
45, no. 1, 1993, pp. 57-78; Robert Weinberg, ‘Purge and Politics in the Periphery: Birobidzhan in
1937°, Slavic Review, vol. 52, no. 1, Spring 1993, pp. 13-27; Stephen Kotkin, Magnetic Mountain:
Stalinism as a Civilisation (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995), chapter 7; Hiroaki
Kuromiya, Freedom and Terror in the Donbas: A Ukrainian-Russian Borderland, 1870s-1990s
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), chapter 6; and James R. Harris, ‘The Purging of
Local Cliques in the Urals Region, 1936-7" in Sheila Fitzpatrick, ed., Stalinism: New Directions
(London: Routledge, 1999).
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historians also have produced valuable studies of various social aspects of Stalinism.”’
Some focus on class and social identity,”® and others focus on peasant resistance.*’
Those who have adopted cultural approaches to Stalinism focus on sociocultural
issues in the realm of everyday life and the private sphere.50 In particular, women and
gender questions in the Stalin period have been dealt with by many young scholars.”!

We now know more about Stalinism than ever before. However, the debate on
the nature of Stalinism and its origins is not yet resolved, and the task of
comprehending the extraordinary phenomenon of the Stalin period is just beginning.
As the picture of the 1930s becomes clearer, the question of Stalinism’s origins
assumes a new intensity. How could such a regime have emerged, and when did it
take on its final form? Was it merely imposed from above, or is there any evidence of
popular support for the new order? Did the Soviet people contribute to the shaping of
this oppressive political system? At present there is no sign of a consensus on these
matters among historians in the West or in Russia.”

Given the shortcomings of the totalitarians and the social historians, it is worth

attempting a more rounded approach which pays due attention to the interaction of

*" For instance, see Nick Lampert and Gabor T. Rittersporn, eds., Stalinism: Its Nature and Aftermath:
Essays in Honor of Moshe Lewin (London: Macmillan, 1992); and William G. Rosenberg and Lewis
H. Siegelbaum, eds., Social Dimensions of Soviet Industrialisation (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1993). See also the articles by Chris Ward, John Haich, Catherine Merridale, John
Russell, and Robert W. Thurston in Stephen White, ed., New Directions in Soviet History
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992).
For instance, see Lewis H. Siegelbaum and Ronald Grigor Suny, eds., Making Workers Soviet:
Power, Class, and Identity (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1994); and David L. Hoffmann,
Peasant Metropolis: Social Identities in Moscow, 1929-1941 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1994).
For instance, see James C. Scott, Domination and the Arts of Resistance: Hidden Transcripts (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1990); Sheila Fitzpatrick, Stalin’s Peasants: Resistance and Survival
in the Soviet Village after Collectivisation {Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994); and Lynne
Viola, Peasant Rebels under Stalin: Collectivisation and the Culture of Peasant Resistance (New
York, 1996).
See, for instance, Kotkin, Magnetic Mountain; Sheila Fitzpatrick, The Cultural Front: Power and
Culture in Revolutionary Russia (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1992); Sheila Fitzpatrick,
Everyday Stalinism: Ordinary Life in Extraordinary Times: Soviet Russia in the 1930s (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1999); Fitzpatrick, ed., Stalinism: New Directions; and Catriona Kelly and
David Shepherd, eds., Constructing Russian Culture in the Age of Revolution, 1881-1940 (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1998) and Russian Cultural Studies: An Introduction (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1998).
See, for instance, Wendy Goldman, Women, the State and Revolution: Soviet Family Policy and
Social Life, [917-1936 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993).
*2 Catherine Merridale, ‘The Origins of the Stalinist State: Power and Politics in Moscow, 1928-32°, in
Channon, ed., Politics, Society and Stalinism in the USSR, pp. 69-70.
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political and social policies.53 In this respect, a study of the party at the intermediate
and lower levels is of particular importance as these levels were where the spheres of
politics and society overlapped. By examining the role and function of the regional
party organisation, the party’s relationship with its rank and file, and also the interplay
between the party and the masses at a grassroots level, this study will enable us to
answer questions concerning the nature of the Stalinist regime. More generally, it is
hoped that this study will help to renew the debate on the nature of the Stalinist

regime and Soviet society in the late 1920s and early 1930s.
1.2 The scope of the study

This study has a limited objective. Its scope is limited in several aspects. First of
all, this study focuses on the period of the first Five Year Plan.>* This was a period of
great transformation for the whole of the Soviet Union. Often referred to as the
‘revolution from above’, it was a pertod of rapid industrialisation and collectivisation,
accompanied by massive social changes. In the industrial sector, rapid transformation
was evident. Primary emphasis was placed upon the development of heavy industry,
with the result that the established industrial centres in the country were refurbished
and expanded and completely new industrial centres were created from the ground up.
In the countryside, agriculture was rapidly collectivised, and by the end of the first
FYP collectivisation encompassed seventy per cent of households. The impact of
rapid industrialisation and collectivisation on Soviet society was tremendous. The
industrial workforce expanded rapidly and millions of peasants flooded into the towns

seeking employment in the rapidly expanding industrial sector. Workers constantly

5* For assessment of both approaches, see Martin McCauley, Stalin and Stalinism (London: Longman,
1995), pp. 78-85. In this respect, Stephen Kotkin’s book, Magnetic Mountain, made a
groundbreaking contribution to the historiography of Stalinism. It synthesises elements from both
interpretations, retaining an active view of the subject but at the same time acknowledging the
significance of Bolshevik ideology. Bringing together the disparate strands of intellectual and social
history, he compellingly showed how ideology fashioned life in Stalinist Russia. See Kotkin,
Magnetic Mountain. For critical review of his book, see Igal Halfin and Jochen Hellbeck,
‘Rethinking the Stalinist Subject: Stephen Kotkin’s “Magnetic Mountain” and the State of Soviet
Historical Studies’, Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas, vol. 44, no. 3, 1996, pp. 456-463.
Before 1931 the Soviet economic year ran from 1 October to 30 September of the succeeding year.
The firs FYP was originally projected for the five economic years from October 1928 to September
1933. At the end of 1932, however, the plan was declared to have been fulfilled in four years and
three months. This study deals with the period between the beginning of 1928 and the end of 1932,
as the beginning of the ‘revolution from above’ came in January 1928. Events which took place in
1933 will be dealt with, whenever necessary.
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moved from one job to another, or one place to another. In the countryside, relatively
well-to-do peasants, often labelled ‘kulaks’, were subject to the policy of
dekulakisation, which effectively meant shooting or deportation to northern Russia or
Siberia. Millions of peasants died during the course of collectivisation and
dekulakisation, particularly during the famine of 1932-3.

The importance of this period in the study of Stalinism is due to the fact that
this is when the main characteristics of the Stalinist system, particularly in the
economic sphere, became visible. Most importantly, the Stalinist economic system
emerged in this period. Both in the agricultural and industrial sectors, market
principles were replaced by central direction as the key guiding force of the economy.
The policy of five-year-plan industrialisation affirmed highly centralised state
planning and state ownership, which in turn became the main features of the Stalinist
economic system. In the agricultural sector too, collectivisation had the effect of
placing the peasantry under firm state control and thereby guaranteed continuing state
access to the grain resources of the country. The first FYP period was also an
interesting period in the formation of the Stalinist political system. The Stalinist
political system did not emerge abruptly, as did the Stalinist economic system.
Although full-blown Stalinism was to come in the mid-1930s, it was in the first FYP
period that Stalin began to consolidate his power. In the political sphere, the
ideological struggle regarding how to build a socialist country came to an end with
Stalin’s victory at the beginning of 1928 and the last organised opposition to operate
on a national scale was defeated by Stalin’s faction in 1929. The consolidation of
Stalin’s personal authority became the main characteristic of the Soviet political
system in the early 1930s, and it paved the way to the full-blown Stalinism of the
mid-1930s. By 1932, the main characteristics of the Stalinist economic, social and
political order had become clearly visible, though this was more clearly the case in the
economic sphere than in the political.

Of greater direct relevance to this study is the fact that the party itself went
through considerable changes in terms of its size, organisation, and functional role in
this period. By the end of NEP, the idea of the ‘mass’ party had taken hold, and the
party membership expanded rapidly with massive recruitment of workers in the first

FYP period. Party organisations were restructured several times, and new and often
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experimental party structures in the industrial enterprise proliferated. Party rank and
file members were encouraged to display their activism and great emphasis was
placed on the role of activists in party work. It was also in this period that the party,
especially party cells in factories, began to get involved in the details of economic
management. Indeed, the first FYP was a unique period in the development of the
party organisations and, therefore, this period deserves special attention.

The Leningrad party organisation has been chosen as a case study of the
regional party organisation for a number of reasons. First of all, it was the second
largest regional party organisation in the Soviet Union, containing approximately 9
per cent of the whole party membership at the beginning of 1928. Traditionally, the
Leningrad party organisation boasted of its large number of members with pre-
revolutionary party standing and experience of the 1917 revolution. Many of its party
members were veteran Bolsheviks who experienced the hard times of the Revolution
and the Civil War. In 1927, about 30 per cent of its membership had joined the party
before and during the Russian Revolution and the Civil War. Moreover, it had a
strong worker representation throughout the 1920s. At the beginning of the first FYP,
75 per cent of its members were workers by social origin. In the city of Leningrad, the
proportion of workers was even higher, reaching 80 per cent. Furthermore, Leningrad
city party organisation had an extremely high percentage of ‘bench-workers’: over 60
per cent.

Of even greater direct relevance to this study is the fact that the Leningrad party
organisation was one of the most active regional party organisations. Politically,
Leningrad occupied a unique position. Leningrad had been the capital of the Russian
empire, the political centre under the old regime and during the Bolshevik Revolution.
After losing its status as capital, Leningrad became a political rival of Moscow. The
Leningrad party organisation was more ‘proletarian’ than the Moscow party
organisation, and, after October 1917, considered itself the real vanguard party
organisation. The result was a vigorous rivalry between activists in the two cities. The
Leningrad party organisation had a reputation of generally taking a hard-line approach

in debates over policy. It was the headquarters of Zinoviev, in particular, during his
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political struggle against Stalin in the mid-1920s,” and although Zinoviev and his
supporters had been removed by the beginning of the first FYP, the importance of the
Leningrad party organisation could not be ignored in the period we are concerned
with. In particular, Kirov, the first secretary of the Leningrad party organisation at this
time, was a politician of national prominence who reportedly enjoyed considerable
support from the working-class masses. Furthermore, the rank-and-file members of
the Leningrad party organisation were often considered to be politically conscious and
active in carrying out their party duties.

This study is important in itself as only one study has so far been carried out on
the local level of the Leningrad party organisation.56 Moreover, given the importance
of the Leningrad regional party organisation for the party as a whole, this case study
may have wider relevance in identifying political and organisational changes within
the party organisations during the first FYP period. Furthermore, this study will
enable us to obtain a more comprehensive overview of the communist party under
Stalin by highlighting similarities as well as differences between party organisations
in different regions. The Leningrad region was different from both the Moscow and
Smolensk regions on which some adequate studies already exist. The Smolensk
region, which was examined in detail by Fainsod, remained predominantly an
agricultural area even during the industrialisation drive of the 1930s. In this sense,
Smolensk might not be typical of the party as a whole, although as a rural
organisation in a predominantly peasant country, its study was amply justified. By
contrast, the Leningrad region was mainly an industrial arca even before the
industrialisation drive. Leningrad was not only the second largest city, but also the
most industrialised city in the country. Having inherited its industrial base from the
Tsars, Leningrad was already a well-established industrial city at the beginning of the

first FYP. It had a considerable number of factories, some of which were of national

* See D. A. Hughes, Zinoviev, the Leningrad Party Organisation and the [925 Opposition

(Unpublished MSocSci dissertation, University of Birmingham, 1977).

%6 As far as the Leningrad party organisation is concerned, P. O. Gooderham’s paper presented to the
Centre for Russian and East European Studies (CREES) at University of Birmingham is the only
available one. His focus is primarily on the party’s own bureaucratic apparatus - that is, the full-
time, salaried officials who manned positions of responsibility in Leningrad’s party committees and
bureaux, although in the course of the discussion he also dealt with the role of the unpaid, volunteer
party members who carried out important duties in the organisation, the so-called activists. See P. O.
Gooderham, The Regional Party Apparatus in the First Five Year Plan: The Case of Leningrad
(CREES Discussion Papers, SIPS, no. 24, University of Birmingham, 1983).
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importance. Moreover, it had skilled workers, with 93 per cent literacy. Having such
advantages, Leningrad’s industrial sector expanded rapidly during the
industrialisation drive. It is obvious that the party organisation in Leningrad played a
very different role to an organisation such as Smolensk, based in a largely rural
region.

The Moscow region was also peculiar in that Moscow, the capital of the Soviet
Union, was the political and administrative centre of the country. It was a region
where huge industry, and administrative, commercial and cultural institutions were
concentrated. The Moscow party organisation was regarded as one of the most
privileged of the local party organisations. Its relationship with the central party
organs must have been completely different from that of other regional party
organisations as it was located in the very city that housed the central party organs.

Although the Moscow region was a well-developed industrial region, it was
different from the Leningrad region in terms of its industrial structure. Whereas the
former heavily depended on light industry, the latter was the heavy industrial centre
of the country. Accordingly the majority of the workforce in the Moscow region were
engaged in light industry, whereas in the Leningrad region they were engaged in
heavy industry. Therefore, this case study of the Leningrad regional party
organisation will enable us to better identify the similarities and differences between
party organisations in different regions and will highlight the impact of the

industrialisation drive on the party in general.

1.3 Research framework

1.3.1 Research questions

In this study, three different but related questions will be addressed. The first
question is related to the impact of the state-initiated industrialisation drive on the
party organisations. Unlike many other European countries, where the role of state in
the industrialisation process was limited to a greater or lesser extent, the Soviet state
initiated, planned, and controlled the industrialisation process. This state-led
industrialisation brought about not only massive social upheavals, but also dramatic
changes in the make-up of state institutions. Since the target and speed of Stalinist

industrialisation demanded an enormously active role of the state sector, state organs
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had to reorientate themselves in order to cope with the tasks imposed upon them. This
included both functional and structural changes. The communist party was no
exception. The party was the initiator and organiser of these changes, and in doing so,
the party itself went through considerable changes in its nature and function. In
particular, the lower party organs which were expected to implement party policy,
including fulfilment of industrialisation targets by ‘mobilising and guiding’ the
masses, experienced significant developments in term of their size, membership and
organisation. More importantly, the lower party organs’ function changed
considerably by their growing involvement in industry. The particular questions posed
in this study are: what was the party’s response to ever increasing demands made
upon it during the rapid industrialisation drive, and whether the methods the party
undertook were effective.

The second question is whether Stalinist state-led industrialisation caused or
facilitated bureaucratisation within the party organisations. To put it differently, the
question is whether the party had been transformed into an administrative body, or as
Trotsky put it, bureaucratised during the first FYP period. In order to answer these
questions, it will be necessary to closely analyse how the party organisation was
structured and functioned; and how party workers were recruited and how they related
to the party, rank-and-file members and the masses.

The final question concerns the emergence of the Stalinist system. The question
is whether the structural and functional changes within the party facilitated the
emergence of the Stalinist political system. To what extent could the central party
leadership control the activities of the lower level party organisations and ensure that
the policy formulated above was implemented by the lower level organs? How could
Stalin consolidate his power within the party? Is there any evidence of popular
support for the Stalinist policy within the party and who were they? These questions
will be addressed either directly or indirectly in the main body of the thesis. I will also

return to them at some length in the conclusion.

1.3.2 Reseérch sources

This study relies heavily on an analysis of the material collected during my stay

in Moscow in 1993-4 and 1996. This included party journals, newspapers, pamphlets
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and booklets collected from the Lenin Library and the History Library situated in
Moscow. In addition, archival material collected from the Russian Centre for the
Preservation and Study of Documents of Recent History (RTsKhIDNI), also located
in Moscow, is one of the main sources of my research. Unfortunately, I was not able
to visit the local libraries and archives in St Petersburg. This was partly due to the
limited financial resources and time, but mainly because material on the Leningrad
party origination, which was available in Moscow, was sufficient for the purposes of
the present study.

The material available on the Leningrad party organisation includes a variety of
types of source. The basic sources most frequently used in this study are party
journals published both at the national level and at the local level. The party journals
published by the Central Committee, such as Izvestiia TsK (called Partiinoe
stroitel ’stvo after 1929), regularly gave space to the Leningrad party organisation. The
Leningrad oblast committee also published specialised journals: Biulleten’
Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP (b), a factual publication covering its main
resolutions and decisions, and Partrabotnik, a party journal containing articles written
by party officials and activists on various topics. The latter, which was issued twice a
month, embraced major decisions by the local party organisations as well as some of
its debates.

The party’s newspapers were strictly censored during the period we are
concerned with. Nevertheless, the local newspaper, Leningradskaia pravda, provides
accounts of all the Leningrad party organisation’s major meetings, as well as selective
information on the work of the district (raion) and factory party committees. Pravda,
the central party’s newspaper, also provides useful information covering all the major
decisions by the Central Committee, and it often provides accounts of the major
events in the Leningrad region.

Published accounts of local party meetings tend to be less heavily censored.
Stenographic records of party congresses and conferences are particularly useful.
These include the records of the first Leningrad oblast committee conference in
November 1927, the second one in March 1929, the third one in June 1930, and the
fourth one in January 1932. These are of great value since they normally range over a

wide variety of topics, and matters were sometimes discussed relatively openly as
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they were intended for party audiences. Other Russian sources include pamphlets,
articles, reports by the factory party committee at Krasnyi putilovets, and a number of
statistics published by the Leningrad oblast committee.

Archive material from the former central party archive (RTSKhIDNI)> are of
crucial importance to my research. This particular archive holds various precious
documents related to party activities from central to regional levels.”® Documents sent
by the Leningrad oblast organisation to the Central Committee can be found under the
heading in fond 17, opis’ 21. These cover the protocols of the oblast plenum meetings
including one stenographic record of the plenum meeting held on 7 September 1929;
the protocols of obkom bureau meetings and of obkom secretariat meetings over the
period 1928-1931; and the protocols of joint obkom and gorkom bureau meetings and
secretariat meetings in 1932.

For the transliteration of Russian I have based myself upon the scheme used by
the Library of Congress, but where other forms are familiar to an English-language
reader I have preferred them (thus Bolshevik, rather than bol’shevik, and soviet, rather
than sover). Citations are given in full when they first occur in each chapter, and
thereafter in a shortened form. Place names are particular difficult, given that many of
them have changed; but as a general rule I have preferred the name that prevailed at

the time to which the discussion refers (thus Leningrad rather than St Petersburg).

1.3.3 The structure of the thesis

This chapter is an introductory chapter which lays out the theoretical and
conceptual framework of this research. Chapter 2, another introductory chapter,
provides a general background on the characteristics of the Leningrad region, with
special reference to geographic, economic, and demographic aspects of the region.
This chapter aims to highlight the economic and social changes which occurred

during the first FYP period. Given the importance of the city of Leningrad, special

" This archive has been renamed again in 1999 and it is now cailed RGASPI (Rossiiskii

gosudarstvennyi arkhiv sotsial 'no-politicheskoi istorir).

** RTsKhIDNI contains party documents issued during the period up to 1952, The Centre for the
Preservation of Contemporary Documentation (TsKhSD), which has now been renamed RGANI,
mainly contains post-1952 documents. For more information on these archives, see Davies, Soviet
History in the Yeltsin Era, p. 95.
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attention was paid to the importance of the city in the second part of this chapter. It
intends to emphasis the status of Leningrad as a well-established industrial city. Some
background information on its major factories was given in this chapter, since these
factories will be frequently referred to in later chapters. Following this is an in-depth
analysis of Leningrad’s population, in particular, of the composition of the working
class population. This will clearly reveal the impact of the industrialisation drive on
the city’s population.

Apart from these introductory chapters, my thesis consists of four parts. The
first part concerns the structure and organisation of the regional party organisation.
The second part concerns membership changes and the effect of party purges on the
membership. The third part deals with party personnel and their recruitment. The
fourth part deals with the role and function of factory party cells. Each part
approximately corresponds to each chapter, except the second part which is made up
of two chapters. All the chapters, except chapter 5 and 7, consists of two sections, the
first dealing with party apparatus from the obkom to raikom level, the latter dealing
with the party cells at the factory level. Chapter 5 differs from the other chapters in
that it did not give a special space to the party cells at factory level. In chapter 7, a
whole chapter is devoted to the factory party cells in order to highlight the dynamics
of changes within the factory.

Chapter 3 concerns the organisational development of the Leningrad party
organisation. The major questions in this chapter are how the formal structure of the
party organisation changed as the party assumed a new role as a guiding force in
industrialisation, and whether this system operated effectively. In this chapter, the
major questions are whether there was a process of bureaucratisation within the party
organisation. The following questions will be answered: whether the party
organisation had become more hierarchically structured, or whether the party
organisation had become more specialised and departmentalised. The first part of this
chapter deals with the structure of the party apparatus, from the obkom down to
raikoms. Major topics included: the abolition of okruzhkoms in 1930, the
establishment of the Leningrad gorkom in 1931, the development of raikoms into the
key middle-level party link, and finally the reorganisation of the party apparatus in

1930 and 1931. In particular, the reorganisation of the party apparatus along
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functional lines will show how the party apparatus at the regional level developed into
a more specialised and departmentalised one during the period of rapid
industrialisation. The second issue which will be addressed in this chapter is the
development of factory party cells. Even though party cells in other sectors, especially
those in agriculture, also experienced a significant organisational development, the
main focus will be on party cells in factories. This is not because the former are of less
importance, but rather simply because there is no room for a detailed discussion in
this thesis. The restructuring of factory party cells, which took place several times
during the period which we are concerned with, will clearly show what the party’s
organisational response to the demand placed upon it during the period of
industrialisation was.

Chapter 4 examines in some depth the party membership change within the
Leningrad party organisation. Emphasis is placed on the effects of the massive
recruitment policy implemented between 1928 and 1932. The first part deals with
worker recruitment, the change in the size of the party membership, and the change in
its composition in terms of the social origin, occupation, and length of party
membership. The consequence of the massive worker recruitment will be also
considered. The second part focuses on the party membership within industrial
enterprises. At first, the composition of workers recruited between 1928 and 1932 will
be examined in terms of the length of industrial work experience, skill level, and
participation in shock-worker movement. A major question here is how well the
factory party cells were able to recruit workers as instructed from above. Secondly,
the impact of worker recruitment on party saturation level within Leningrad’s
factories will be examined. Finally, the allocation of communists inside factories or
workshops will be dealt with. This is to show whether or not the massive worker
recruitment brought about the effects which the party leadership hoped for in terms of
communists’ relationship with other workers.

Chapter 5 deals with the 1929-30 and 1933 party general purges. The major
concern of this chapter is the impact of these two party purges on the Leningrad party
membership. These two purges were chosen as a case study because they had visible
effects on the party membership. This thesis is not really concerned with the year

1933. However, the 1933 purge is chosen as a case study because it had the effect of
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reversing the trends towards an ever-increasing party membership in the previous four
years. In order to understand the dynamics of the party membership change, it is
necessary to deal with the 1933 purge. In addition, the atmosphere and political aims
of these two purges were quite different. The comparison of these two purges will
show clearly the change in political emphasis within the first FYP period. In each
part, the backgrounds and political aspects of the purge will be mentioned briefly.
This will be followed by an analysis of the actual conduct of the purges in the
Leningrad region. An in-depth analysis of the purge results will be included at this
stage. When relevant, the purge figures for the Leningrad region will be compared
with national figures as well as the figures available for the other regions.

Chapter 6 examines the composition of party workers with special reference to
size, social composition, and mobility. The major questions in this chapter are how
the local party organisations recruited their workers and whether there was a
substantial change in the composition of party personnel. The first part concerns party
officials at the obkom level down to the raikom levels. An in-depth analysis of the
composition of party workers will be conducted in relation to party membership’
length, social origin and occupation. In doing so, the impact of the self-criticism
campaign carried out in 1928 and 1929, and of the 1929-30 purges will be considered.
The second part is devoted to the party workers at the various levels of party
organisations within the factories. At factories, both full-time party officials and non-
paid party activists were carrying out party work. Emphasis is placed on the impact of
the massive recruitment of party activists for party work, and the dynamics of the
relationship between party officials and party activists.

Chapter 7 examines the changing role and function of party cells at the factory
level in the process of industrialisation. The main question posed in this chapter is to
what extent the local party organisations were able to implement decisions made by
the central party leadership, and to what extent the local party organisations could
impose the party’s decisions on the masses. Unlike other previous chapters, this
chapter focuses mainly on the factory party cells. It goes without saying that party
organisations at other levels - obkom and raikoms - were also involved in production
matters. However, this chapter focuses mainly on the factory party cells in order to

highlight the complexity of party work in industry. Major topics included: the turn of
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party cells to economic work, the implementation of the principle of edinonachalie,
the shifting of the focus of party work down to workshop cells and party units, and
finally the re-emphasising of political-mass work in 1932. In dealing with these
topics, the dynamics and changing relationship between party cells, industrial
managers and workers will be discussed. This is followed by an analysis of the level
of mass mobilisation. Workers’ participation in production meetings and socialist
competition movement will be examined. The role of party cells in mobilising the
working class masses will also be examined. The major question here is to what
extent the party cells could mobilise the workers and whether this had the desired
effect. In this particular chapter, frequent references will be made to some of
Leningrad’s major factories, including the Krasnyi putilovets, the Elektrosila, the Karl
Marx factory and others.

Finally in the concluding chapter, I will return to the questions posed in
introduction, after briefly summarising the findings of each chapter. These include: to
what extent the local party organisation was able to implement decisions made by the
central party leadership, and to what extent and how the local party organisations
could impose the party’s decisions on the masses. Another question to be answered is
whether or not party members, if not all ordinary workers, supported Stalinist
industrialisation. In other words, the question is who was the main source of the
support for the Stalinist regime - party officials, activists, or workers. Finally, it will
be necessary to explore more seriously the general question of the political

significance of the bureaucratisation of the party organisations.
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2. Leningrad Oblast and Leningrad City

The first Five Year Plan was a period of rapid industrialisation and
collectivisation. The industrialisation drive of these years and the forced
collectivisation of agriculture that accompanied it had a visible effect on the economic
structure of the Soviet Union. Industry, in particular heavy industry, rapidly expanded
and agriculture underwent fundamental change. The tumult of collectivisation and the
voracious demand for labour unloosed by the first FYP had immediate and profound
social consequences, resulting in a radical transformation of the society. The
Leningrad region also experienced a significant change in its economic structure and
population over this period: the rapid expansion of the region’s industry,
collectivisation of agriculture, the massive increase in its working class population,
and a peasant migration into the city of Leningrad.

This chapter provides some background information on the Leningrad region
during the first FYP period. Geographic, economic and demographic characteristics of
the region are considered in this chapter. Emphasis is placed on the impact of the
industrialisation drive on the region’s industry and its industrial working class. Given
the importance of the city of Leningrad for the region, special attention is paid to
Leningrad’s industry and population. At first, the structure of the city’s industry is
addressed in terms of capital investment, number and size of factories and the
expansion of industrial output in each industrial sector. We go on to consider the
Leningrad population - which consisted mainly of workers. The following
characteristics of urban demography are given particular attention: the size and growth
of the population in general; the size and distribution of the working class population
among various sectors of industry, and the composition of the working class

population in terms of social origin, gender, age, and literacy.

2.1 Leningrad oblast

Leningrad oblast was one of the 32 oblasts belonging to the European part of
the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic (RSFSR). It was located in the

northwest of the RSFSR, sharing its border with the Estonian Soviet Socialist
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Republic (SSR) and the Latvian SSR to the west, and with the Severnyi krai to the
east. The Baltic Sea and two large inland lakes, Lake Ladoga and Lake Onega, formed
the northern border. The Belorussian SSR and the Western and Moscow oblasts were
situated to the south, and the Karelian Autonomous SSR to the north (see map 1). The
administrative centre of the region was the city of Leningrad, which was founded on
the delta of the Neva River flowing into the Bay of Finland. Lake Ladoga was situated
about 30 kilometres north-east of Leningrad, and the Finnish border was only a few
miles north of Leningrad. As a window to the West, the city had been an important
port and naval base even though the bay and the city were icebound during the winter
months. Another major city within the boundary of Leningrad oblast was Kronstadt,
which was about 40 kilometres away from Leningrad. A naval base was located on
this small island.

At the beginning of 1928, Leningrad oblast was composed of nine okrugs:
Leningrad, Pskov, Novgorod, Velikie luki, Cherepovets, Borovichi, Luga, Lodeinoe
pole and Murmansk.! When the Velikie luki okrug was transferred to the Western
oblast in 1929, Leningrad oblast had a territory of about 331,500 square kilometres.?
After okrugs were eliminated as a unit of administration in 1930, the territory of the
oblast was subdivided into more than 100 raions.? Leningrad and Kronstadt belonged
to the oblast until November 1931. Then, the city of Leningrad became an
independent administrative-economic unit, separated from the oblast. In addition, the
city of Kronstadt and the Prigorodnyi raion* came under the jurisdiction of the city of
Leningrad, being subordinated to the Ispolkom (executive committee) of the

Leningrad Soviet.’

U Partrabotnik, no. 1, January 1928, p. 39.

2 Malaia sovetskaia entsiklopediia (Moscow: Sovetskaia entsiklopediia, 1930), vol. 4, p. 574.

3 In 1930, a total of 107 rural raions were grouped into three categories: 13 industrial, 13 half-
industrial, and 81 simple raions. See RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2754, p. 74. Later in June
1931, rural raions were grouped into four according to their economic characteristics: the flax
growing, milk and livestock, timber industry, and cottage industry raions. Each group contained 26,
24, 12 and 27 raions respectively, For more information, see Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik
Leningradskoi oblasti (Leningrad: Izdanie oblispolkoma i Lensoveta, 1932), pp. 23-31.

In 1930 the Prigorodnyi raion was created out of five suburban and rural raions surrounding
Leningrad. For more information on this raion, see Partrabotnik, no. 23, August 1930, pp. 42-44.
Sankt-Peterburg, Petrograd, Leningrad: Entsiklopedicheskii spravochnik (Moscow: Bol’shaia
rossiiskaia entsiklopediia, 1992), p. 538.

41



Leningrad oblast had a population of 5.6 million in 1927/8. As table 2-1 shows,
some 30 per cent of the oblast’s total population lived in the city of Leningrad, ten per
cent lived in other small cities and towns of the oblast, and the rest lived in the
countryside. By 1931 the oblast’s total population had increased to 6.6 million.
Leningrad’s population showed rapid growth, and its proportion of the total
population had increased to 38 per cent. By contrast, the oblast’s rural population
declined slightly, and its proportion had fallen to 50 per cent. By occupation, some 45
per cent of Leningrad’s population were industrial workers. Of those living in other
small cities and towns, 32 per cent were industrial workers, and 4 per cent were either
kolkhozniks or individual peasants. Of those living in the countryside, about 44 per
cent were peasants, whereas only five per cent were workers.6 Taking into
consideration that approximately half the population were not involved in economic
activities, these figures suggest that the majority of the active workforce in the city of
Leningrad were working in factories whereas the majority of the active workforce in
the countryside were engaged in agriculture. According to the 1926 census, the
majority of the people in the oblast were Russians (91 per cent), and 86 per cent of
those aged between ten and 49 were literate,” this percentage being somewhat lower

than in Leningrad itself.

Table 2-1. Population of Leningrad oblast by place of residence, 1927/28 and 1931

Place of residence 1927/28 1931

N % N %
Leningrad 1,677,000 29.8 2,483,000 37.7
Other cities and towns 582,000 10.3 788,000 11.9
Countryside 3,366,000 599 3,316,000 504
Total 5,625,000 100.0 6,587,000 100.0

Source: Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti (Leningrad: Izdanie
oblispolkoma i1 Lensoveta, 1932), p. 15.

2.1.1 Agriculture

The economy of Leningrad and that of the surrounding area in the oblast were

closely interrelated. Like many other industrial cities, Leningrad depended on the

6 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 147.
7 Narodnoe khoziaistvo Leningrada i Leningradskoi oblasti za 60 let: Statisticheskii sbornik
(Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1977), p. 118
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local area for the majority of its food, especially for milk and vegetables. Leningrad
oblast, encompassing a large agricultural area, produced most of the agricultural
products consumed in Leningrad city. In return, the oblast depended on Leningrad city
for industrial products. During the first FYP period, agricultural reconstruction aimed
to transform the oblast into the main milk and vegetable reserve in order to meet the
demand of workers in Leningrad and other industrial centres within the oblast.?

The area to the North-west of Leningrad was traditionally a grain-deficit zone.?
Neither the soil nor the climate in the oblast was well suited for agriculture. The
growing season was short, and most of the area was covered by forest, lakes, and
swamps. Approximately half the land was forest area and only about 25 per cent of
the land was suitable for agriculture. Of the latter, half was used for crop cultivation
and the other half for pasture.10 In 1928, a total of 319,500 hectares were used for crop
cultivation: 70 per cent was used for grain cultivation, 17 per cent for forage crops, 11
per cent for vegetables and potatoes, and two per cent for industrial crops.!' By 1932,
an additional 81,700 hectares had been used for crop cultivation. Between 1928 and
1932, there was a differential increase in the amount of land used for forage crops as
opposed to the amount used for grain cultivation: the grain acreage increased by a
mere 12 per cent, whereas the forage crops acreage increased by almost 56 per cent.
As a result, by 1932, the percentage of the land used for grain cultivation in the total
acreage of arable land had been cut to 62 per cent, whereas that for forage crops
increased to 22 per cent. Some 14 per cent of the total arable land was used for the
cultivation of vegetables and potatoes, and two per cent for industrial crops at this
time.!2

Crop cultivation and livestock farming played an equally important role in the
oblast’s rural economy. In 1927/28, 44 per cent of the total agricultural output was
derived from crop cultivation and the rest from livestock farming. Grain accounted for

24 per cent of the gross agricultural output, potatoes for ten per cent, vegetables for

8 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 104.

9 R. W. Davies, The Socialist Offensive: The Collectivisation of Soviet Agriculture, 1929-1930
(London: Macmillan, 1980), p. 20.

10 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 105.

11" Narodnoe khoziaistvo Leningradskoi oblasti: Statisticheskii sbornik (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe
statisticheskoe izdatel’stvo, 1957), pp. 32-34.

12 1bid., p. 32.

43



six per cent, and flax for four per cent. Milk production accounted for as much as 37
per cent of the gross agricultural output and meat production for 14 per cent.
However, the 1930/31 figures show some changes in the relative proportion of each
production. The proportion of grain in the gross agricultural output increased to 28 per
cent, flax to six per cent, and vegetables to ten per cent. By contrast, that of milk
production decreased to 34 per cent and meat production to ten per cent, resulting in
the proportion of the agricultural output derived from livestock farming in the total
decreased to 49 per cent.!3

Only a small portion of agricultural products produced in the region was sold at
markets: 17 per cent in 1927 and 1930. Grain was the main agricultural product,
accounting for almost a quarter of the gross agricultural output, but only a little was
sold at markets. Flax was the most important marketable agricultural product: in 1927,
45 per cent of the flax cultivated was sold at markets, and in 1930 this increased to 64
per cent. It is probably due to the fact that the authorities sought to make flax
Leningrad’s principal agricultural product since flax was exportable. Indeed, much
importance was placed on its cultivation during the first FYP. Vegetables were not the
main marketable agricultural product in 1927: only five per cent was sold at markets.
However, in 1930 the figure increased considerably to 22 per cent. A relatively high
percentage of the milk and meat produced in the region was sold at markets in 1927:
31 per cent of the meat produced and 21 per cent of the milk produced. However, their
percentages had fallen by almost 30 per cent by 1930. In 1930 only 13 per cent and 18
per cent respectively was sold at markets.!4

In 1928, farming in the Leningrad oblast was largely undertaken by individual
peasants: 97 per cent of the land sown was farmed either by individual farmers or
workers. Sovkhozy (state farms) and kolkhozy (collective farms) accounted for less
than three per cent of the total farming land.!S Between 1928 and 1930,
collectivisation was carried out more slowly in the Leningrad region than in the rest of

the country. In October 1930, only six per cent of peasant households were

13 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 121.
14 1bid., p. 122.
15 Narodnoe khoziaistvo Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 37.
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collectivised in the region, as compared with 22 per cent in the country as a whole.!6
The rapid advance of collectivisation in the region came only in 1931. The proportion
of households collectivised increased dramatically from seven per cent in January
1931 to 44 per cent in October 1931.17 By October 1931, about 11,400 kolkhozy had
been established in the region, and some 285,000 peasant households had been
collectivised.!® In spite of an effort to increase the size of kolkhozy, the average size
of the kolkhoz remained relatively small in October 1931, with 25 households, 84
ploughed fields, 18 horses and 14 cows.!® This led to the average size of a rural
settlement (selenie) in the region being small, with 20 households, 73 ploughed fields,
14 horses and 25 cows.?® Much livestock was socialised in kolkhozy. Already in
spring 1931, as many as 98 per cent of the total number of horses in kolkhozy were
socialised. A far smaller percentage of cattle and other livestock was socialised: only
46 per cent of the total number of cattle and 43 per cent of the total number of pigs

were socialised in kolkhozy 2!

Table 2-2. Peasant households collectivised in the Leningrad region, 1928-1931

(percentages)
1928 1929 1930 1931 1931 1931 1931 1931
October  October  October  February — April June August  October
0.5 1.0 6.1 9.7 235 342 39.6 43.5

Source: Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 115.

2.1.2 Industrial structure

Leningrad oblast was an industrial centre of national importance, accounting, in

1927/28, for 13 per cent of the country’s gross industrial output and for 11 per cent of

16 The figure for the Leningrad region is from Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi
oblasti, p. 115. The figure for All-Union is from Davies, The Socialist Offensive, pp. 442-443.

17 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 115.

18 Ibid., p. 115. Between 1930 and 1931, the number of sovkhozy established in the region also
‘increased rapidly from 63 to 230. The figure for 1930 is from Narodnoe khoziaistvo Leningrada i
Leningradskoi oblasti za 60 let, p. 150; the figure for 1931 is from FEkonomiko-statisticheskii
spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 113.

Y Ibid., p. 115.

20 Jbid., p. 117. Central Industrial, North-Western and Western Russia and Belotussia tended to have
small settlements, with an average of 16-20 households, whereas South-Eastern Russia and the
Ukraine had larger settlements, with an average 100-150 households. R, W. Davies, The Soviet
Collective Farm, 1929-1930 (London: Macmillan, 1980), p. 34.

21 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 117.
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its industrial workforce.?? The metalworking and electrical engineering industries of
the region were particularly important, producing a considerable proportion of the
country’s total output. In 1927/28, the region’s metalworking industry accounted for
14 per cent of the gross national output in that sector. Moreover, the electrical
engineering industry in the region produced almost half of the electrical goods
produced in the country as a whole.2?

The industries of the region were heavily concentrated within the city of
Leningrad. For instance, in 1930 Leningrad produced almost 82 per cent of the
region’s gross industrial output. The major industries of the region, such as
metalworking, electrical engineering and textile, were heavily concentrated in
Leningrad. In 1930, Leningrad produced 84 per cent of the oblast’s gross output in the
metalworking industry, 100 per cent in the electrical engineering industry, and 92 per
cent in the textile industry.24 The chemical, footwear and clothing industries were also
heavily concentrated in the city. Some 95 per cent of the region’s total chemical
output, 100 per cent of its total clothing output, and 99 per cent of its total footwear
output was produced in Leningrad.?’

By contrast, the mineral mining and processing, fuel, paper, wood and building
materials industries were mainly situated in the area surrounding Leningrad. However,
these were of lesser importance than those in Leningrad itself, accounting for just
under 20 per cent of the region’s gross output in 1930.26 The building materials
industry was a major industrial sector, with 24 brick factories, more than 20 sawmills
and plywood factories and four glass factories.?’” There were 21 peat processing
plants, and a number of factories producing porcelain, cement, matches and
agricultural machinery. In general, these factories situated outside Leningrad were
relatively small in terms of the size of their workforce. Only about one quarter of the
factories employed more than 1,000 workers.28 The Izhorskii metalworking factory,

located in the city of Kolpino, was the largest with more than 5,000 workers.2®

22 Ibid., p. 17.

23 1bid., p. 17.

24 bid., p. 70.

23 Ibid., p. 70.

26 1pid., p. 70.

27 Ibid., tables, p. 132.

28 Ipid., tables, pp. 106-113.

29 Ocherki istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1968), vol. 2, p. 419.
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However, the Izhorskii factory was rather exceptional. Other metalworking factories
in the oblast were relatively small scale factories producing rather simple machines
compared to those based in Leningrad.

In the early 1920s, the industrial production of the region fell significantly, due
to the collapse of industry caused by the Civil War. For instance, industrial output in
1922/23 was only 27 per cent of the 1913 level. However, the industrial output of the
region grew steadly from 1923 and it had almost recovered to the prewar level by
1927.30 The electrical engineering, leather, textile and paper industries managed to
recover to their prewar industrial levels, whereas the industrial output of the
metalworking, chemical, food and printing industries was still below the prewar
level 3!

The oblast’s industry, which had just recovered to the prewar industrial level at
the beginning of the First FYP period, expanded rapidly in the following four years.
Under the first FYP, as much as nine per cent of the total capital available in the
country was due to be invested into the Leningrad oblast’s industry, and the gross
output produced in this region was supposed to reach 13 per cent of the national gross
output,3? the equivalent of 3,792 million rubles.3? The target set for the Leningrad
region was 174 per cent growth as compared with the industrial level of 1927/28.
Particular importance was given to the development of heavy industry, and its target
was much higher than the target for light industry, a 213 per cent growth compared to
a 155 per cent growth.34 In order to ensure the rapid development of industries, much
emphasis was given to the development and utilisation of regional resources.
Therefore, the mineral mining, fuel and building materials industries were to expand
rapidly in order to provide necessary resources for factories, especially those in
Leningrad.3>

In accordance with the plan, a huge amount of capital was invested into the

oblast’s industry. In the economic year of 1929/30, a total of 290.4 million rubles was

30 Partrabotnik, no. 1, January 1928, p. 41,

3 fbid., p. 41.

32 Industrializatsiia severo-zapadnogo raiona v gody pervoi piatiletki 1929-1932gg. (Leningrad:
Izdatel’stvo Leningradskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta, 1967), p. 95.

33 Ibid., p. 96.

34 Ibid., p. 96.

35 Ibid., p. 95.
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invested, and by 1932, the figure had increased to 675.4 million rubles. Altogether
1,736.3 million rubles were invested during the first FYP period, and 48 per cent of
them went into the reconstruction and expansion of existing factories. In addition,
more than 100 new factories were constructed in the region.36

According to official Soviet figures, most industries in the region succeeded in
reaching the targets set out in the FYP.37 More than 20 enterprises in the region had
fulfilled the targets within two and half years. As a whole, the oblast’s industry had
met the plan’s targets in three years.3® By the end of 1932, the industry of the region
as a whole had exceeded the production targets by 16 per cent.3? As a result, the
oblast’s total industrial output tripled between 1928 and 1932: whereas industrial
production in 1928 was worth 1.5 million rubles, the gross output in 1932 was valued
at 4.7 million rubles.40

As the first FYP envisaged a more rapid growth in heavy industry than light
industry, a higher growth rate was set for heavy industry. The rapid growth of heavy
industry was only possible at the expense of light industry. As it happened, heavy
industry in the Leningrad oblast actually exceeded the specified target by 42 per cent,
while the oblast’s light industry as a whole reached only 83 per cent of the target.*! As
a result, in 1932, gross output of heavy industry was four times what it had been in
1928, and that of light industry was two times.4? In particular, the gross output of the
metalworking industry increased fourfold. In the electrical engineering industry, it

grew by 350 per cent, and in the chemical industry it doubled.43

36 Ocherki istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (1968), vol. 2, pp. 393-394.

37 Official Soviet estimates have tended to exaggerate the results of the plan. Therefore, the figures
given above are somewhat overestimated. For a discussion of the problems of the measurement of
plan fulfilment, see, for instance, Alec Nove, An Economic History of the U.S.S.R. (Harmondsworth:
Penguin Books, 1969), p. 192; Naum Jasny, Soviet Industrialisation 1928-1952 (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1961); G. Warren Nutter, The Growth of Industrial Production in the
Soviet Union (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1962), chapter 2; Eugene Zaleski, Planning for
Economic Growth in the Soviet Union 1918-1932 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press,
1971); and Roger Munting, The Economic Development of the USSR (London: Croom Helm, 1982),
pp. 91-92.

38 Industrializatsiia severo-zapadnogo raiona, p. 13.

39 Ibid., p. 170.

40 1bid., p. 169.

A Industrializatsiia severo-zapadnogo raiona, p. 170. For instance, the wood industry fulfilled only
77.7 per cent of the specified target, while the food industry exceeded the target by 29.5 per cent.

42 1bid., p. 170.

43 Ocherki istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (1968), vol. 2, p. 419.
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The rapid expansion of the oblast’s industry led to an increase in its proportion
of the national industrial output. Although the proportion of capital invested into the
industry of the oblast decreased from nine per cent of that of the whole country in
1928/29 to six per cent in 1931, the oblast’s proportion of the gross national output
increased from 13.5 per cent to 14 per cent over the same period.#* This increased
further to 15 per cent in 1932.45 By 1931, the gross output of the metalworking and
chemical industries of the oblast increased to 17 per cent and 12 per cent respectively
of these sectors’ gross national output. The oblast’s electrical engineering industry
accounted for 43 per cent of this sector’s gross national output, somewhat lower than

in 1927/28.46

2.1.3 Industrial workforce

In 1929, the Leningrad oblast had 1,018,700 industrial and office workers,
representing about eight per cent of the Soviet Union’s total of 12.4 million.4”
Between 1929 and 1931 the number of industrial and official workers in the region
increased by 59 per cent, and in 1931, the Leningrad oblast had 1,624,500 industrial
and office workers, approximately nine per cent of the Soviet Union’s total of 18
million.#® If we count only industrial workers, the oblast’s proportion of workers
increased to 13 per cent of the Soviet total of 5.4 million in 1931.49

The dependence of the oblast’s industries on the city of Leningrad was quite
visible in terms of relative size of workforce. In 1930, Leningrad had 80 per cent of
the total industrial workforce in the region. Almost all the workers employed in the
electrical engineering industry were working in Leningrad. Likewise, 87 per cent of
the workforce in the metalworking industry and 86 per cent in the chemical industry
were made up of workers from Leningrad. The proportion of Leningrad workers in the
total workforce employed in light industry was even higher than that in heavy

industry. Some 91 per cent of the workers in the textile industry, 100 per cent in the

44 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 17.
45 Industrializatsiia severo-zapadnogo raiona, p. 170.

46 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 17.
A7 Ibid., p. 149.

48 Ibid., p. 150.

49 Ibid., p. 150.
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clothing industry, 96 per cent in the food industry, and 94 per cent in the footwear
industry were based in the city.50

The size of the regional workforce outside Leningrad was rather small, but in
certain industrial sectors the proportion of those workers was relatively high. In 1929
they accounted for 97 per cent of the total workforce in the fuel industry and 85 per
cent in the mineral mining and processing industry.! In 1930, those workers who
were working outside Leningrad comprised 81 per cent of the total workforce in the
paper industry and 68 per cent in the building-materials industry. By contrast, only 18
per cent of the total workforce in the leather industry were working outside Leningrad.
In the textile industry the figure was only nine per cent, and in the metalworking

industry it was 13 per cent.32

Table 2-3. Size of workforce in Leningrad oblast excluding Leningrad city by branch
of industry, 1929-1932

Branch of industry 1929 1930 1931 1932 1932
January July
Mineral mining and processing 18,198 20,915 26,614 30,853 34,821
Fuel 1,693 3,380 5,362 11,188 36,371
Metalworking (machine-building) 10,844 12,815 22,310 30,900 30,634
Chemicals 5,575 6,778 7,074 7,737 7,722
Wood 6,863 10,255 12,340 14,225 15,874
Paper 6,810 7,612 9,159 9,460 8,943
Textiles 5,168 5,000 5,783 5,458 6,057
Food 948 1,286 1,874 3,803 5,789
Total 58,328 71,301 95,393 120,982 153,784

Source: XV let diktatury proletariata: Ekonomiko-statisticheskii sbornik po gorodu
Leningradu i Leningradskoi oblasti (Leningrad: Izdanie oblispolkoma i Lensoveta, 1932),
tables, pp. 74-75.

Table 2-3 shows the number of industrial workers in the oblast excluding
workers in the city of Leningrad. In 1929 a total of 58,328 were working outside
Leningrad. Of these, some 31 per cent was engaged in the mineral mining and
processing industry, 19 per cent in the metalworking industry, 12 per cent in the wood
industry, 12 per cent in the paper industry, and three per cent in the fuel industry.
During the first FYP the workforce outside the city expanded rapidly: by July 1932,

50 Ibid., p. 70.
51 Industrializatsiia severo-zapadnogo raiona, p. 251.
52 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 70.
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the workforce had increased to 153,784, with a growth rate of 263 per cent within
three and half years. The workforce in the fuel industry showed the most remarkable
growth: 2050 per cent. The workforce in the food industry also increased sixfold, in
the metalworking industry it increased threefold, and in the wood industry by 130 per
cent. In textiles, the workforce remained relatively stable, showing only a 17 per cent
increase. Due to the differential increase in the workforce employed in each industrial
sector, the composition of the workforce in relation to industrial sector had changed
considerably. By July 1932, the workforce in the fuel industry accounted for as much
as 24 per cent of the total workforce. The proportion of workers employed in the
mineral-mining and processing industry slightly declined to 23 per cent, while that of
metalworkers in the total workforce rose to 20 per cent. In the wood industry the
figure fell to ten per cent, in the paper industry it fell to six per cent, and in textiles

four per cent.

2.2 Leningrad city

As the administrative centre of the region, Leningrad housed the central offices
of the oblast, and exercised control over the surrounding area. The city and oblast
governments were closely integrated, and the oblast government was dependent on the
city in every respect. However, Leningrad was more than just a regional centre. It was
the capital of the old Russian Empire and also the city of the 1917 revolution. Since
the foundation of the city by Peter I, St Petersburg, as the capital, had been the
political and cultural centre of Russia up to the 1917 Revolutions.5? Administrative
and educational institutions had been clustered in the city. It was this city that
witnessed historical events such as the revolutions of 1917. Leningrad lost its status as
the capital of the Soviet Union in March 1918 when Lenin reinstated Moscow as the
capital of the country.’* However, the city still remained one of the most important

cities in the country.

33 Leningrad was originally called as St Petersburg at the time of its foundation. The city was renamed
Petrograd during World War I to eliminate the supposedly German connotation of the original
name. Once again it was renamed after Lenin at the time of his death in 1924, when it became
Leningrad.

54 Lenin moved the capital back to Moscow, fearing that the position of the capital was too exposed to
German forces.
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Indeed, Leningrad was second only to Moscow in importance. The prestige and
authority of Leningrad, as the cradle of the Revolution and the city of the proletariat,
had not yet been completely eroded in the 1920s, since Leningrad was still, at a time
when other large industrial centres had not yet been developed, the focal point of
heavy industry and of the industrial proletariat.5s It had never quite lost its status
acquired under the Tsars as the original seat of Russian industry and especially of
heavy industry. Unlike the Moscow region, where many of the largest factories were
situated in the countryside, Leningrad had its major factories within the boundary of
the city. It was uniquely accessible to the west and still the centre of industry and
world trade. The poverty of the soil, in fact, made it easier here than in Moscow to
recruit an industrial proletariat divorced from the land. Leningrad was the stronghold
of the class-conscious, organised proletariat: mainly the workers in heavy industry
who had provided from the earliest days the hard proletarian core of Bolshevism.56 All
these factors accounted for Leningrad still being important in this period of the

industrialisation drive.
2.2.1 Geographic characteristics

In 1928 Leningrad covered an area of approximately 266 square kilometres,>’
and was subdivided into six administrative units (raiony): Vasileostrovskii,
Volodarskii, Vyborgskii, Moskovsko-narvskii, Petrogradskii, and Tsentral’no-
gorodskoi. In 1930 some administrative changes took place: the Tsentral’no-
gorodskoi raion was remamed Oktiabr’skii raion; the Smol’ninskii raion was re-
established; and the Moskovsko-narvskii raion was divided into two separate raions;
Moskovskii and Narvskii.>8

The Tsentral’no-gorodskoi raion, bordered by the Neva River and the Fontanka
River, was the central part of the city. It had been the most important part of old St
Petersburg, containing the administrative centre of Imperial Russia. Therefore, it was
here that many important events in the country’s history took place, especially during

the last 50 years of Imperial Russia. Under the Soviet regime, the administrative and

55 E. H. Carr, Socialism in One Country, 1925-1926 (Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1970), vol. 2,
p. 67.

56 1hid., p. 66.

5T Malaia sovetskaia entsiklopediia, vol. 4, p. 574.

58 Sankt-Peterburg, Petrograd, Leningrad, pp. 536-538.
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political importance of this raion had been reduced somewhat, since the city was no
longer the capital of the country and, furthermore, the centre of political gravity had
been transferred to the periphery of the city, the residential areas of workers.5
Nevertheless, this district remained the busiest part of the city in the 1920s and 1930s.
The administrative institutions of the Northwest region, the governments, the State
Trusts, and banks were located here.%° The area around Nevskii Prospekt, Leningrad’s
main thoroughfare, was the main commercial and financial centre of the city, being
home to the majority of the city’s commercial and financial establishments. Apart
from the historical buildings from Imperial Russia such as palaces, churches, and
cathedrals, it also had, being a cultural centre, numerous museums and theatres.

The Vasileostrovskii raion, consisting of the two islands of Vasil’evskii and
Decembrists, formed the northwestern part of central Leningrad. Vasil’evskii Island,
which was one of the first areas of St Petersburg to be built up, had been the cultural
centre of the city. On this island, especially in the area around the southeastern end,
were situated institutions of higher education such as the Leningrad State University
and the Academy of Sciences, and many other institutions, colleges and museums. It
was therefore an attractive residential area for academics, scientists, teachers, and
students.

However, this raion was not an exclusively white collar arca. To the west, not
far from the student district, lay numerous industrial enterprises, factories and the
workers’ housing estate.¢! The Baltic shipbuilding works, which was one of the oldest
and largest shipbuilding works in the country, stood on this southwestern part of the
island. A string of leather-working factories were located between the Baltic shipyard
and the Sevkabel’ cable works (formerly the Kabel’nyi factory). Other industrial
enterprises on the island included the Elektroapparat (formerly the Siemens &
Schukert works), the Krasnyi gvozdil’shchik, and the Uritskii tobacco factory

(formerly the Laferme tobacco factory). The Kazitskii radiotelegraph works (formerly

59 A. Radé, Guide a travers |'Union Soviétique (Berlin: Neuer Deutscher Verlag, 1928), p. 206.

50 1bid., p. 206.

61 The proximity of the workers’ housing estate and the student district made it easier for workers and
students to take the common action in the revolutionary movement. /bid., p. 274.
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the Siemens & Hal’ske works) and the Trubochnyi factory were some of the factories
located in the north of the island.62

The Petrogradskii raion, north of the Neva, consisted of seven islands and the
northwestern part of the mainland. The Petrograd side of this raion, including the
main Petrogradskii Island and three other small islands around it, was the most ancient
part of the city. The surroundings of the Peter-Paul fortress were the first residential
places of craftsmen, tradesmen and the nobles. Three other islands between the
Bol’shaia Nevka River and the Malaia Nevka River were developed mainly as holiday
resorts. The mainland area on the northern bank of the Bol’shaia Nevka, known as the
Staraia Derevnia and the Novaia Derevnia, was also an area containing country
houses.%3

Even though the Petrogradskii raion, with its former bourgeois apartments,
parks, and gardens, was not the main industrial area of the city, it also had sizeable
factories. Not far from the Peter-Paul fortress stood the Znamia truda (formerly
Langenzippen engineering works) and the Ravenstvo cotton mill. To the northwest lay
the Krasnoe znamia (formerly Kersten knitwear factory) and the Vulkan copper
founding and boiler factory, and to the northeast the Krasnogvardeets (formerly
Voenno-vrachebnykh zagotovlenii factory).

The Vyborgskii raion, covering the area north of the Neva and east of the
Bol’shaia Nevka, was the main industrial district of the city. This raion had been
famous for its numerous factories and the density of its working class population.®4
This raion had developed by the latter part of the 19th century into a squalid industrial
suburb and a centre of working class militancy.5> As the only solid working-class
district of the city, this raion was important in the course of the revolutionary
movement. The workers in this raion played an important role in the 1905 revolution,
erecting barricades during the great strike of July 1914, and they were among the

leaders of the mass movement in February 1917. After the overthrow of the Tsar, this

62 The workers of these factories were prominent in the revolutions of 1905 and 1917, See P. P.
Pirogov, Vasil evskii ostrov (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1966).

63 Radé, Guide & travers I'Union Soviédtique, p. 283.

64 tbid., p. 292.

65 Evan and Margaret Mawdsley, Moscow and Leningrad (London: Emest Benn, 1980), p. 322.
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raion became one of the Bolsheviks” main strongholds in the city.% In the Soviet era,
this raion was well developed and it was one of the fastest growing parts of the city.67

The factories in this raion, predominantly metalworking, were adjacent to one
another. Lined up along the bank of the Bol’shaia Nevka were red brick factories and
refineries, cotton mills, steel factories, paper works, and weaving factories.5® One of
the mmportant factories in this area was the Russkii dizel’ machine-building factory
(formerly the Nobel factory) which overlooked the Naberezhnaia Fokina. Along Karl
Marx Avenue, which runs parallel to the Bol’shaia Nevka, stood a considerable
number of factories: the Oktiabr’ factory, the Krasnaia zaria telephone factory
(formerly the Erikson factory) and the Karl Marx machine-building factory (formerly
part of the Lessner engineering firm) among others.

The Poliustrovo district in the southeastern part of the Vyborgskii raion
contained a considerable number of industrial enterprises. Along Poliustrovskaia
Naberezhnaia stood a number of factories, including the Sverdlov lathe combine
(formerly the Phoenix factory), the Krasnyi vyborzhets copper manufacturing works
(formerly the Rozenkrants factory), and the Stalin machine-building factory. The
Kulakov telephone and telegraph factory and the Proletarii porcelain factory were also
situated in this district. Malaia Okhta, Udel’naia, and Lesnoi were also industrial
districts, containing the Vozrozhdenie spinning mill, the Svetlana electric lamp
factory (formerly Aivaz works) and the Engels machine-building factory, to name but
a few. The Krasnyi Sudostroitel’ shipbuilding yard was located in Matrosskaia
Sloboda, another district in this raion.%?

The Volodarskii raion, in the southeast of the city, was another proletarian area.
In the pre-revolutionary period, this area was mainly occupied by factory buildings
and badly equipped workers’ settlements. Workers, living in poor conditions, had
played an active role in the revolutionary movement under the Tsar’s regime.’? For

instance, the violent strike by the workers of the Obukhov steel mill in 1901, known

66 1hid., p. 322.

67 Between December 1926 and January 1931, the population of this raion grew from 157,300 to
230,500, showing the rapidest growth rate (46.5 per cent) among the raions of Leningrad. See
Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, tables, p. 394,

68 Radd, Guide a travers I'Union Soviétique, p. 293.

69 Ibid., pp. 292-294.

70 For more information on the revolutionary activities of the workers in this raion, see V. Lunev and
V. Shilov, Nevskii raion (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1966).
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as Obukhovskaia Oborona, was one of the first revolutionary activities undertaken by
Leningrad’s workers. Under the Soviet regime, this raion had not seen much real
development until the mid-1930s. Nevertheless, some construction took place in the
1920s: new buildings and works were constructed on the left bank of the Neva.”!

Workers’ districts were situated further along the southward curve of the Neva.
Prospekt Sela Volodarskogo, which ran along the left bank of the Neva, went through
the suburbs of Stekliannoe and Volodarskoe, where the Krasnaia truba pipe works, the
Lenin machine-building factory, the Rabochii spinning mill (formerly Maxwell cotton
mill) and the Nogin factory stood.”> At the end of the avenue stood the Lomonosov
porcelain works, which was one of the oldest in Europe.’? Alexandrovskoe suburb
began where Prospekt Sela Volodarskogo became the Shlissel’burg Shosse. Amongst
the great number of factories standing here, the Bol’shevik metallurgical works
(formerly Obukhov works) was the most important, being the first steel mill founded
in Russia.” The district of the Malaia Okhta, on the right bank of the Neva, was also a
workers’ settlement. Here, opposite the Bol’shevik factory, stood electric power
station no. 5 called Krasnyi oktiabr’. This power station transmitted 60,000 kw to
Leningrad in 1928.75

The Moskovsko-narvskii raion, situated southwest of the Fontanka, was one of
the most important raions during the industrialisation drive in the first FYP period,
with its building sites, factories, the quay which occupied its western part, and the
train stations which linked Leningrad to the Baltic countries. From the beginning, this
raion had been populated principally by workers, to whom the decisive role had often
been delegated during the revolutionary movement.’® The workers of this raion played
a decisive role in 1917 in opposing the army attacks, and in 1919 combating the White
led by General Iudenich.”” In particular, the Putilov works, being one of the biggest

factories in Imperial Russia, was an important centre of the revolutionary labour

7V Sankt-Peterburg, Petrograd, Leningrad, p. 426; Evan and Margaret Mawdsley, Moscow and
Leningrad, p. 287.

72 Radé, Guide a travers I’Union Soviétique, p. 268.

73 Ibid., p. 268. This factory was established in 1744 in order to supply necessary equipment for the
Imperial Palace.

74 Lunev and Shilov, Nevskii raion, p. 10. The Bol’shevik factory used to produce guns and cannons in
Imperial Russia, but it produced motors and tractors in the 1920s.

75 Rad6, Guide a travers I'Union Soviétique, p. 269.

76 It was this raion that Lenin had began his activity as a propagandist around 1890.

77 Radé, Guide a travers I’Union Soviétique, p. 270.
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movement. The strike and lock-out at this factory in early 1917 contributed greatly to
the mass movement which overthrew the Tsar, and the workers of this factory played
an active role during the October Revolution.’8

The Obvodnyi Canal, which ran horizontally across the northern part of this
raion, used to mark the southern limit of St Petersburg, and the area south of the canal
was mainly an industrial district. From the top of the Narva Triumphal Arch, standing
not far from the canal, one could clearly distinguish the demarcation between the
rather salubrious residential area with its tall houses stretching to the north and the
worker suburbs with their numerous factories stretching to the south.”? Along the
canal stood a number of factories, including the Vereteno, the oldest cotton mill in the
country. The Krasnyi treugol’nik rubber factory, situated not far from the canal, was
one of the largest industrial enterprises in the country.

The western part of the raion, known before the revolution as the Narvskaia
Zastava, used to be a region of aristocratic estates and dachas until the middle of the
19th century, but the Russian industrial revolution led to the creation in this area of
some of the largest factories in the country.®® Prospekt Stachek, stretching
immediately to the south of the Narva Arch, formed the main axis of the southwestern
part of the raion. During the 1920s this area was redeveloped in an attempt to redress
the imbalance between the formerly wealthy central districts and the squalid industrial
suburbs.8! The Krasnyi putilovets metalworking factory, dominating the southwestern
area, was of national importance, being one of the largest industrial enterprises in the
country.8? This factory housed a number of cultural institutions such as clubs, theatres
and cinemas, and it organised training schools and polytechnic courses for adults.83
Not far from this factory stood the Severnaia verf” shipbuilding works.

Mezhdunarodnyi Prospekt, which ran through the eastern part of the raion, was

one of the major avenues of southern Leningrad, the northern part of which contained

78 See M. Mitel’'man, B. Glebov, and A. Ulianskii, Istoriia putilovskogo zavoda (Leningrad:
Gosudarstvennoe sotsial’no-ekonomicheskoe izdatel’stvo, 1939); Putilovets na putiakh k oktiabriu:
Iz istorii 'Krasnogo putilovtsa’ (Leningrad: Partiinoe izdatel’stvo, 1933).

79 Rad6, Guide a travers I’Union Soviétique, p. 272.

80 Evan and Margaret Mawdsley, Moscow and Leningrad, p. 331.

81 1bid., p. 332.

82 This factory was established as the St Petersburg State Iron Works in 1801, then renamed the Putilov
works in 1868. From 1922 the factory had been named the Krasnyi putilovets. This factory
specialised in heavy engineering and it produced the first tractor in the Soviet Union in 1924.

83 Rado, Guide a travers I’Union Soviétique, p. 273.
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several important institutions of higher education. The southern part of this avenue,
beyond the Obvodnyi Canal, was an industrial district even before 1917, but it was
further developed in the Soviet period. Some of Leningrad’s most important factories
were situated along this part of the avenue: the Skorokhod shoe factory, the
Elektrosila electrical engineering factory (formerly the Siemens-Schukert works) and

the Egorov factory, which produced railway wagons.84

2.2.2 Economic characteristics

Leningrad was already a well established industrial city by the beginning of the
first FYP. As the industrial centre of Imperial Russia, Leningrad, unlike the rest of the
country, had a strong industrial base with numerous factories and many industrial
workers. A great number of factories were scattered throughout the city, in particular,
in the Moskovsko-narvskii and Vyborgskii raions. At the beginning of 1928, a total of
365 factories were operating in Leningrad. Metalworking and textile industries were
the city’s traditional industries: there were 86 metalworking factories including five
shipbuilding works and 29 machine-building factories, and 26 textile factories. In
addition, Leningrad had 18 electrical engineering factories, 28 chemical factories, and
45 footwear and clothing factories.®5 Many of Leningrad’s factories were of national
importance and 35 of them were regarded as the most important enterprises in the
country in 1932.86

Reflecting the long industrial history of the city, many of its factories predated
1917. The Mart’ shipbuilding works, the Lomonosov porcelain works and the
Academy of Sciences printing works, established in the 18th century, were some of
the oldest factories in Leningrad and indeed among the first factories in Russia. Most
of the major factories, however, were founded during the 19th century and in the first
two decades of the 20th century, when the Russian industrial revolution turned the
city into an industrial centre. According to information on 248 industrial enterprises,

which were the most important ones in Leningrad in 1932, approximately 70 per cent

84 Evan and Margaret Mawdsley, Moscow and Leningrad, pp. 329-330.

85 The number of factories in the beginning of 1928 is my recalculation based on the information on
Leningrad’s factories in 1928-29. See Fkonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti,
tables, pp. 78-81.

86 For more information on those factories selected as the most important enterprises in the country in
1932, see table 2-9.
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had been established before the Revolution. Out of 248 factories, about 110 factories
had been established in the 19th century, 54 factories were built in the city between
1900 and 1917, and some 38 factories had been constructed in the period 1917-1927
under the Soviet regime.87

Traditionally, the metalworking and textile industries had been the most
important industries in the city, and this was still the case in 1928. As these branches
of industry demanded a high degree of labour concentration within a factory,
Leningrad had been renowned for its large factories.88 In 1928 the Krasnyi treugol’nik
rubber factory, the largest one in the country, employed more than 13,000 workers,
and the Krasnyi putilovets metalworking factory, which was also one of the largest in
the country, employed as many as 12,000 workers.?? Other metalworking factories
employed fewer workers than the Krasnyi putilovets, however some employed a
considerable number. For instance, the Krasnyi vyborzhets copper manufacturing
factory employed 3,900 workers in 1928.99 The large concentration of workers within
the shipbuilding works was also notable: the Severnaia verf’ shipbuilding works
employed 2,100 workers®! and the Lenin naval vessel building works employed 1,800
workers.?2 The machine-building factories in Leningrad were generally large-scale
ones, some of them employing more than 1,000 workers. For instance, in 1928 the
Stalin factory employed 3,200 workers, the Karl Marx factory 1,800, the Russkii
dizel’ 1,500 and the Engels works 800.93 The following electrical engineering
factories employed more than 500 workers in 1928: the Svetlana electric lamp factory
with a workforce of 1,300 workers; the Krasnaia zaria telephone factory with 900

workers; and the Proletarii porcelain works with 500 workers.%4

87 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, tables, pp. 88-105.

88 The concentration of the workforce in large scale enterprises was legendary in Imperial Russia. It is
said that 77 per cent of the city’s 1914 labour force were employed in factories employing over 500
workers, and that nearly half the Petrograd labour force worked in enterprises employing over 1,000
workes. See S. A. Smith, Red Petrograd: Revolution in the Factories 1917-1918 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1983), p. 12.

89 Radé, Guide a travers I'Union Sovidtique, pp. 272-273.

90 Jbid., p. 294.

N Ibid., p. 273.

92 Ibid., p. 268.

93 Ibid., pp. 293-294,

94 Ibid., pp. 293-294.
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No data have been found on the number of workers employed within each
textile factory in 1928. However, taking into consideration the fact that the number of
workers employed in the textile industry as a whole showed only a marginal increase
during the first FYP period (see table 2-14), one can assume that in 1928 Leningrad’s
textile factories employed almost as many workers as they did in 1930. Based on this
assumption, one can guess that in 1928 the Khalturin spinning mill probably
employed about 6,000 workers, and the Krasnaia nit’ and Rabochii spinning mill
employed over 3,000 workers each (see table 2-9).

The city was the most important industrial centre in late Imperial Russia, and its
enterprises accounted for 26 per cent of Russia’s total industrial production in 1916.9
However, the outbreak of the Civil War and its associated industrial and social
dislocation had devastating effects on the city’s industry. In the early 1920s, industrial
production in Leningrad had fallen significantly due to the collapse of industry. By
early 1921 industrial production had fallen to one eighth of the level it had been in
1913.96 If we consider the fact that the level of industrial production in 1917 exceeded
that of 1913, then the rate of collapse might have been even greater. At the end of
January 1921, 186 of the 410 enterprises under the command of the Petrograd
Sovnarkhoz were not operating at all.9” In 1920 and 1921 the Putilov works (later
called Krasnyi putilovets) was operating at only three per cent of its full capacity. In
1921 metalworking and machine-building production stood at seven per cent of the
1913 figure, and the production of the textile industry stood at three per cent.%
However, the industrial output of the city grew steadily from 1922, Whereas gross
output in 1921 stood at 13 per cent of the 1913 level, the figure reached 18 per cent in
1922, and 25 per cent by 1923.9° The gradual recovery continued in the mid-1920s,
and by 1928, Leningrad’s industrial output recovered to its prewar industrial level.

In 1928, the gross industrial output of Leningrad was 1.4 times what it had been

in 1913. The metalworking and machine-building industries managed to reach the

95 0. I. Shkaratan, ‘Tzmeneniia v sotsial’nom sostave fabrichnozavodskikh rabochikh Leningrada
1917-1928,” Voprosy istorii SSSR, no. 5, 1959, p. 23.

96 N. Mironov and Z. V. Stepanov, ‘Stroiteli sotsializma® in Rabochie Leningrada, 1703-1975: Kratkii
istoricheskii ocherk (Leningrad: Nauka, 1975}, p. 184.

97 Ocherki istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (1968), vol. 2, p. 147.

98 Ibid., p. 148.

99 Mironov and Stepanov, ‘Stroiteli sotsializma’, p. 187.
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level of output they had attained in 1913, even though the gross output of the metal-
cutting lathe industry reached only 71 per cent.!® The industrial output of building
material industry was 1.6 times what it had been in 1913, whereas the output from the
wood, paper and woodworking industry had not yet reached its 1913 level. Light
industry recovered its prewar level of industrial output more easily than heavy
industry. The clothing industry showed the highest rate of growth and its output was
eight times what it had been in 1913. The industrial output of the textile industry
increased 1.6 times. For instance, 72 million linear metres of cotton fabrics was
produced in 1928 whereas 45.1 million linear metres was produced in 1913. However,
the production of woollen fabrics did not reach its prewar level: in 1928, only 2.1
million linear metres of woollen fabrics was produced, whereas 2.4 million linear
metres was produced in 1913.101 The leather and footwear industry grew rapidly in the
mid 1920s and by 1928, its production output was 3.7 times as large as the 1913 level.
For instance, 10.2 million pairs of leather shoes were produced in 1928, whereas only

3.8 million pairs had been produced in 1913.102

Table 2-4. Gross industrial production and labour productivity in Leningrad, 1928
(as compared with 1913)

Branch of industry Gross output  Labour productivity
Heavy industry: n. d. n. d.
Metalworking and machine-building 1.1 1.2
Wood, paper, and woodworking 1.0 1.2
Construction materials 1.6 2.6
Light industry: 2.1 1.3
Textiles 1.6 1.2
Clothing 8.0 1.5
Leather, footwear, and fur 3.7 1.6
Food 1.2 1.2
Entire industry 1.4 1.2

Source: Leningrad za 50 let: Statisticheskii sbornik (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1967), pp. 24, 35-
37.

100 peningrad za 50 let: Statisticheskii sbornik (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1967), p. 39.
101 1pid., p. 41.
102 1pid., p. 42.
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In the first FYP period, not only did the great new industrial centres in the
Urals, Kuzbass, and the Volga take shape, but also the traditional areas such as
Leningrad, Moscow and the Donbass expanded. The impact of the industrialisation
drive on the industry of the city was just as great as in other regions. Leningrad’s
industrial base expanded considerably as a result of the construction of new factories
and the technical reconstruction of industry, which was made possible by a massive
capital investment. The total capital invested into Leningrad’s industry from October
1928 to December 1932 was valued at 348 million rubles, out of which 294 million
rubles were invested for the construction-assembly work.!93 In this period, more than
140 factories were constructed within the city.!% In addition, a large amount of capital
was invested into existing factories and as a result, a number of new workshops,
equipped with modern machinery, were constructed within them.!95 Moreover, due to
the technical reconstruction of industry, the equipment within Leningrad’s factories
was replaced by technologically more advanced machinery. As a result, by 1932, the
equipment which had been either established or upgraded during the first FYP period

comprised about 40 per cent of the total equipment within Leningrad’s factories.!00

Table 2-5. Structure of capital investment into Leningrad’s industry in the First FYP

(percentages)
Total capital Construction- Egquipment, Simple capital works
investment assembly works instrument, stock and expenditure
100 84.5 13.0 2.5

Source: Leningrad za 50 let, p. 606.

As the first FYP envisaged more rapid growth in the heavy industrial sector than
in the light industrial sector, Leningrad’s already well-established heavy industry was
to develop further. Moreover, as the industrial centre of the country, Leningrad was to

produce the means of production not only for its own industry but also for industries

103 1pid., p. 65.

104 Some 14 factories were built in 1928-29 and another 107 factories were built in 1930. In 1931 at
least 23 factories were constructed within the city. However, the exact number of new factories built
in 1931 and 1932 has not been found. See Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi
oblasti, tables, p. 78.

105 Ocherki istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (1968), vol. 2, p. 394.

106 Ocherki istorii Leningrada (Leningrad: Nauka, 1964), vol. 4, p. 338.
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of other regions in the country, which were being developed as new industrial
areas.!%” Therefore, the importance of the rapid growth of Leningrad’s heavy industry,
especially the metalworking (including machine-building) and electrical engineering
industries, was ever more emphasised.

The great importance attached to the development of Leningrad’s heavy
industry was reflected in the fact that a great proportion of available funds was
invested into the heavy industry throughout the FYP period. Although data given in
the table 2-6 do not cover the entire industrial sector, it clearly shows that priority was
given to heavy industry, in particular, the metalworking, electrical engineering, and
chemical industries. For instance, in 1928-29 about 76 per cent of total investment
funds went into the heavy industrial sector. Moreover, the share of heavy industry in
total investment increased further to 86 per cent in 1930 and to 90 per cent in 1931.
The metalworking industry, which was planned to show the greatest growth, received
more than one third of total investment funds each year. In particular, the machine-
building industry received 21 per cent of total investment funds in 1928-29, 17 per
cent in 1930 and 33 per cent in 1931. This reveals that great priority was given to the
development of the machine-building industry. At the same time, the electrical
engineering and chemical industries received increasing amounts of investment funds
each year (see table 2-6).

By contrast, the light industrial sector received a far smaller proportion of total
investment funds. In 1928-29, only about a quarter of the total investment funds was
allocated to the light industrial sector. Since the total volume of investment funds
which went into light industry increased only marginally in the following years, the
share of light industry in total investment had decreased considerably by 1931,
accounting for only ten per cent of total investment. Furthermore, in some branches of
light industry, investment decreased not only in its proportion in total investment but

also in volume. For instance, the textile industry received 8.8 million rubles in 1928-

107 Indeed, during the first FYP Leningrad’s heavy industrial factories produced a range of equipment
for the great new industrial centres within the country, i.e. they produced tractorss, other agricultural
machinery, blooming mills, turbines, tube generators and many other modern machines. About 69
per cent of the machinery produced in the city was sent to other regions. In particular, 73 per cent of
the machinery manufactured at the Krasnyi putilovets, the Lenin factory, the Ekonomaizer and the
Metal factory was transferred to regions outwith the Leningrad oblast. See Ocherki istorii
Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (1968), vol. 2, p. 393.
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29, but two years later, it received only 5.5 million rubles. Likewise, the volume of
investment funds which went into the footwear and clothing industry decreased from

5.9 million rubles in 1928-29 to 3.2 million rubles in 1931 (see table 2-6).

Table 2-6. Capital investment into Leningrad’s industry administrated by VSNKh and
Narkomsnab, 1928-29, 1930 and 1931 (million rubles)

1928-29 1930 1931

Entire industry 72.3 164.9 192.2
Group A: 54.6 141.2 172.4
Metalworking 27.2 58.8 96.0
Of which shipbuilding 6.2 11.0 12.1

Of which machine-building 15.1 28.7 62.9
Electrical engineering 5.8 19.0 25.0
Chemicals 9.0 14.1 231
Construction materials 2.2 3.1 5.5
Group B: 17.7 23.7 19.8
Textiles 8.8 10.9 5.5
Footwear and clothing 5.9 5.9 32

Note: The figures above cover only the industry administrated by VSNKh and Narkomsnab.
Therefore, the figures for the entire industry in Leningrad are bigger than the figures above.
For instance, the Leningrad industry as a whole received a total of 80.2 million rubles in
1928-29 and a total of 178 million rubles in 1930. For more information on the entire
Leningrad’s industry, see Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti,
tables, pp. 78-81.

Source: Adapted from Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, tables,
pp. 38-45.

Consequently, the heavy industry of Leningrad, in particular the metalworking,
electrical engineering, and chemical industries, expanded rapidly during the first FYP
period. The metalworking industry, which included the shipbuilding and machine-
building industries, saw the most rapid expansion. In 1930, a total of 22 metalworking
factories, including one new shipbuilding works and three new machine-building
factories, were built in the city.!9® In 1931, another seven factories were
constructed.!9® Moreover, a large amount of capital was invested into the existing
factories to enable their reconstruction. For instance, the Krasnyi putilovets, the

largest and most famous metalworking factory in Leningrad, received 10.7 million

108 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, tables, p. 78.
109 1bid., tables, p. 39. As this figure covers only the factories controlled by the VSNKh, there might
have been a larger number of new factories built in 1931.
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rubles, which resulted in doubling the value of its assets over this period.!!® Other
metalworking factories such as the Krasnyi gvozdil’shchik also received huge
investment funds.!!! In addition, the value of the assets of the Mart’ shipbuilding
works and the Severnaia verf shipbuilding works increased significantly due to
massive capital investment. For instance, in 1931 the additional capital and other
resources allocated to these two factories was the equivalent of 3.6 million rubles and
3.4 million rubles respectively.!12

The electrical engineering industry also saw a great expansion. Instead of
constructing new factories, existing factories were expanded and modernised. A huge
amount of available funds went into existing factories, and new workshops equipped
with modern machinery were built within factories such as the Elektrosila, the
Elektroapparat, the Sevkabel’, and the Kazitskii factory.!'3 This, in turn, resulted in an
increase in the value of the assets of each factory. For instance, in 1931 the value of
the assets of the Elektrosila and the Elektroapparat increased by seven million rubles
and by two million rubles respectively.!14

The chemical industry also expanded. Two new chemical factories were built in
1928-29 and another five were constructed in 1930.'}5 The construction of new
chemical complexes such as the Nevkhimkombinat and the Apatitovyi complex
considerably expanded the base of the chemical industry not only within the city of
Leningrad but also within the Leningrad oblast.!!¢ In addition, the existing chemical
factories expanded considerably due to the massive investment. Almost all major
chemical factories in Leningrad saw a significant increase in the value of their assets.
For instance, in 1931 the total value of the assets of the Krasnyi treugol’nik and the
Krasnyir khimik increased by ten million rubles and by 3.4 million rubles
respectively.!17

At the same time, the labour workforce in Leningrad expanded rapidly during

the first FYP period. Between 1929 and July 1932, the number of Leningrad’s

Y0 Ocherki istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (1968), vol. 2, p. 394.

11 bid., vol. 2, p. 394.

2 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, tables, pp. 90-91.
113 Ocherki istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (1968), vol. 2, p. 394.

Y14 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, tables, pp. 92-93.
115 1pid., tables, p. 79.

Y6 Ocherki istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (1968), vol. 2, p. 394.

17 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, tables, pp. 94-95.
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industrial workers almost doubled.!'® As the table 2-7 shows, the most rapid
expansion took place within the heavy industrial sector, in particular within the
metalworking, electrical engineering, and chemical industries. Between 1928 and
1931 the number of workers employed in this sector increased from 113,600 to
203,900, whereas the number of workers employed in the light industrial sector grew
only marginally, from 98,900 to 120,900 in the same period. The metalworking
industry, especially the machine-building industry, saw the greatest increase in their
workforce. The number of workers employed in the electrical engineering industry
also increased rapidly, doubling between 1928 and 1931. By contrast, the textile
industry, which employed as many workers as the metalworking industry in 1928,

employed even fewer workers in 1931 than in 1928 (see table 2-7).

Table 2-7. Increase of workforce by branch of industry in Leningrad, 1928-29, 1930
and 1931 (thousands)

1928-29 1930 1931

Entire industry 212.5 285.8 324.8
Group A 113.6 172.5 203.9
Metalworking 58.0 94.9 117.0

Of which shipbuilding 12.1 15.8 22.1

Of which machine-building 311 53.1 64.2
Electrical engineering 17.1 29.7 359
Chemicals 22.1 27.6 31.5
Group B 98.9 1133 120.9
Textiles 50.1 48.9 47.1
Footwear and clothing 37.9 51.0 54.2

Note: The figures above cover only the indusfry administrated by VSNKh and Narkomsnab.
Source: As for table 2-6.

As most of the expanding workforce went into existing factories, the size of the
workforce employed in each factory considerably increased. In particular, the labour
workforce became highly concentrated within large-scale factories, mostly
shipbuilding, machine-building, and electrical engineering factorics. As a result, the

scale of labour concentration within Leningrad’s large enterprises became even

8 XV let diktatury proletariata: Ekonomiko-statisticheskii sbornik po gorodu Leningradu i
Leningradskoi oblasti (Leningrad: Izdanie oblispolkoma i Lensoveta, 1932), tables, pp. 74-75.
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greater. As table 2-8 shows, in 1930 a total of 77 factories employed over a thousand
workers and in 1931 the number of factories employing over a thousand increased to
88. In 1930, out of 77 factories, one factory employed over 20,000 workers, one
employed between 15,000 and 20,000 workers, one employed between 10,000 and
15,000 workers, and five employed between 5,000 and 10,000 workers.!'? A year
later, the number of factories with the workforce of more than 20,000 increased to
two, the number of factories of 5,000 to 10,000 workers increased to eight, and the

number of factories of 1,000 to 5,000 workers increased to 77.

Table 2-8. Number of factories by size of workforce in Leningrad, 1930 and 1931

Year | Total Number of workers
Under 500- 1000- 5000- 10,000-  15,000- Over
500 1000 5000 10,000 15,000 20,000 20,000
1930 | 240 121 42 69 5 1 1 1
1931 | 242 114 40 77 8 1 0 2

Note: The figures above do not cover all the factories in the city, but all the biggest factories
are included.

Source: This is my recalculation based on the information given in Ekonomiko-statisticheskii
spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, tables, pp. 88-105.

It was the large scale factories within heavy industry that saw the most rapid
increase in their workforce (see table 2-9). For instance, the Krasnyi treugoi’nik, the
largest factory in Leningrad, already employed as many as 20,000 workers in 1930
and a year later the number of its workers had increased to 25,000. The Krasnyi
putilovets, another gigantic factory in Leningrad, employed approximately 17,000
workers in 1930 and its workforce increased further to 21,000 by 1931. In addition, all
three shipbuilding works experienced a considerable increase in their workforce. For
instance, the Baltic shipbuilding works, the city’s largest shipbuilding works,
employed as many as 6,900 workers in 1930, and its workforce increased to 8,700
workers in 1931. Likewise, the size of the workforce employed in the Mart’ and
Severnaia verf® shipbuilding works increased significantly: the workforce within the
former increased from 4,461 to 5,950 between 1930 and 1931, and within the latter it

increased from 3,957 to 7,460 in the same period. At the same time, the workforce

119 For more details, see table 2-9.
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within the major machine-building and electrical engineering factories expanded
considerably. For instance, the workforce within the Stalin machine-building factory
increased by 1,600 workers between 1930 and 1931, resulting in an increase of its
total workforce to 5,564 workers in 1931. The Elektrosila electrical engineering
factory and the Kazitskii radio factory also experienced a considerable increase in
their workforce: between 1930 and 1931 the workforce within the former increased by
1,600 workers and within the latter it increased by 1,400 workers. The workforce
within the Krasnaia zaria and Elektropribor telephone factories also increased by 950
and 766 workers respectively in the same period.

On the other hand, factories within light industry did not experience a rapid
increase in their workforce due to the fact that light industry was not given a high
priority in development. For instance, the Skorokhod shoe factory, which was one of
the largest factories in Leningrad, employed approximately 12,000 workers in 1930,
however, its workforce remained relatively stable in 1931. This was a big contrast to
the rapid increase in the workforce within factories such as the Krasnyi treugol’nik
and the Krasnyi putilovets. Likewise, the Khalturin and Krasnoe znamia factories, the
largest textile factories employing over 5,000 workers in 1930 did not experience a
rapid increase in their workforce: in 1931 the former did not show any increase in its
workforce, and the latter showed a marginal increase (see table 2-9).

Taking into the consideration the massive investment and the rapid increase in
the workforce which took place within heavy industry, it is no wonder that some
factories in Leningrad were very successful in fulfilling their targets for industrial
output set out by the first FYP. The specific targets for industrial output which had to
be met by each factory were often very ambitious!?? and it was not always easy to

meet them.!?! However, due to the massive capital investment that had been made in

120 For instance, the target set for the Krasnyi putilovets was the industrial output equivalent of 102
million rubles, and that for the Stalin factory was the industrial output equivalent of 50 million
rubles. See table 2-10,

121 For instance, at the beginning of 1931, a number of factories including the Elektrosila and Nogina
factory failed to meet the specified targets set out for the first quarter of the third economic year of
the FYP. As a whole the Leningrad industry was unable to fulfil the requirements of the plan in the
first quarter of the third year. See Partrabotnik, no. 7, April 1931, p. 1.
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Table 2-9. List of the most important enterprises in the Leningrad region, 1932

Names of factories Branch of industry Year of | Location| Numbers of
establish * workers
-ment 1930 and 1931
Krasnyi putilovets machine building, 1801 MN 17184 1 21200
metallurgical works
Zavod imeni Stalina large scale machine building 1857 VYB 3946 | 5564
Zavod imeni Lenina machine building 1861 VOL 35951 4700
Elektrosila electro-machine building 1912 MN 5106 | 6752
Krasnaia zaria telephone 1897 VYB 4750 | 5700
Zavod imeni Kazitskogo radio set 1867 VAS 2041 | 3467
Sevkabel’ cable works 1878 VAS 1870 | 2377
Baltiiskii zavod shipbuilding works 1856 VAS 6931 | 8720
Zavod imeni Marti shipbuilding works 1792 LEN 4461 | 5950
Severnaia verf’ shipbuilding works 1913 MN 3957 { 7460
Krasnyi vyborzhets copper manufacturing works 1866 VYB 3215 3551
Lenenergo thermal-electric station LEN n.d| nd
Krasnyi treugol’nik rubber works 1860 MN 20807 | 25194
Bol’shevik steel mill 1863 VOL n.d.| n.d
Izhorskii zavod metal working 1703 Kolpino | 7644 8608
Volkhovskaia stantsiia hydroelectric power station 1927 LEN 95 93
Rabochii spinning and weaving mill 1839 VOL 3643 | 4194
Fabrika imeni Khalturina spinning mill 1833 TG 6999 | 6991
Krasnaia nit’ spinning mill 1891 VYB 3473 | 3766
Krasnyi tkach wollen cloth 1841 LEN 1957 | 2529
Krasnoe znamia hosiery, jersey 1855 PET 5715 6476
Vereteno textiles, cotton mill 1835 MN 2114 2104
Skorokhod shoe factory 1882 MN 12030} 12337
Proletarskaia pobeda no.1 shoe factory 1910 MN 5249 2338
Proletarskaia pobeda no.2 shoe factory 1929 MN 2721 2960
Zavod imeni Voroshilova copper manufacturing works 1924 VOL 708 | 1093
Svetlana electric lamps 1914 VYB 2950 3050
Elektropribor telegraph, telephone, radio 1927 LEN 1862 | 2628
Elektroapparat electro-machine building 1910 VAS 2708 ) 3350
Russkii dizel’ machine (disel) building 1862 VYB 1743 | 2250
Zavod imeni Karla Marksa | industrial machine building 1909 VYB 4215 5197

Notes: Enterprises are selected based on the ‘list of the first groups of enterprises’ published
in Partiinoe stroitel’stvo, no. 22, November 1932, p. 78. The list contained 262 enterprises in
USSR. Some 36 of these were located in Leningrad oblast, thus putting the oblast only
second to Moscow oblast, which accounted for 83 of these enterprises. Out of the 36
enterprises, Lenenergo, Zavod no. 7, Khibinskie apatity, Zavod no. 6, Zavod no. 52,
Kulotinskaia factory and Il’ichevka factory are omitted in this table, due to lack of data.
However, the Karl Marx factory has been added to this table, because frequent references to
this particular factory are made in later chapters.

* TG stands for Tsentral’no-gorodskoi raion in Leningrad, VAS for Vasileostrovskii, VYB
for Vyborgskii, MN for Moskovsko-narvskii, VOL for Volodarskii, PET for Petrogradskii
raion. Enterprises whose locations cannot be confirmed are simply given as LEN
(Leningrad). Of the enterprises listed above, only the Izhorskii factory was located outside
Leningrad city.

Source: Adapted from Fkonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, tables,
pp. 88-107.
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order to allow for technical reconstruction, some metalworking (including
shipbuilding and machine-building) and electrical engineering factories even managed
to meet their production target earlier than scheduled.!?2 As table 2-10 shows, seven
factories in Leningrad had, by 1930, already met the level of industrial output
specified in the FYP. In 1931, another ten factories met the targets set by the FYP.123
Subsequently, those factories which fulfilled the plan within two and half years, such
as the Krasnaia zaria, the Karl Marx factory, the Russkii dizel’, the Svetlana, the
Volodarskii factory, were rewarded with the Order of Lenin and the Order of the Red
Banner.!24

Table 2-10. Industrial enterprises, which had met their target for gross output
planned by the first FYP in 1930 and 1931 (thousand rubles at 1926-27

prices)
Plan Achieved in 1930 Achieved in 193]
N N % N %

Krasnyi putilovets 101,750 110,448 108.5 161,015 158.2
Russkii dizel’ 11,073 9,623 86.9 15,138 136.7
Zavod imeni Egorova 13,524 11,305 83.6 22,731 168.1
Pnevmatika 5,886 6,670 113.3 9,771 166.0
Zavod imeni Voskova 20,000 18,154 90.8 30,399 152.0
Krasnyi oktiabr’ 11,000 8,449 66.0 18,611 169.2
II’ich 14,422 14,592 101.2 17,914 124.2
Elektrosila 46,815 48,697 104.2 66,113 141.2
Elektroapparat 38,291 33,051 76.5 51,545 134.6
Krasnaia zaria 17,800 32,533 182.8 46,434 260.9
Zavod imeni Kazitskogo 19,200 18,725 97.5 23,938 124.7
Svetlana 19,500 39,922 205.1 54,790 281.0
Zavod imeni Stalina 50,177 37,578 74.9 50,672 101.0
Zavod imeni Lenina 24,806 22,008 88.7 29,913 120.6
Baltiiskii zavod 41,200 51,801 125.7 54,464 132.2
Zavod imeni Marti 18,800 17,546 93.3 37,280 198.8
Izhorskii zavod 55,115 51,635 93.7 62,836 114.0
Zavod imeni Karla Marksa 26,086 23,196 88.9 27,963 107.2

Source: Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 71.

As a consequence of the massive investment and the rapid increase of the
workforce, the gross output of Leningrad’s industry increased rapidly during the first

FYP period. Even though table 2-11 does not cover 1932, the final year of the first

122 Gee table 2-10. Out of the 18 factories listed in table 2-10, 12 were metalworking factories and five
were electrical engineering factories. The Voskov sawmill was the only exception in this aspect.

123 This does not include the Izhorskii factory, which was located outside Leningrad.

124 Ocherki istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (1968), vol. 2, p. 420,
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FYP, it clearly shows that more rapid growth in gross output took place in the heavy
industrial than in the light industrial sector. Between 1928 and 1931 the gross output
of Leningrad’s heavy industry showed a 229 per cent growth, whereas that of light
industry showed a 153 per cent growth. Within the heavy industrial sector, the
greatest growth took place within the metalworking and electrical engineering
industries. Gross output within the metalworking industry increased from 403 million
rubles to 1,040 million rubles between 1928 and 1931, resulting in a 258 per cent
growth within three years. In particular, growth rates within the shipbuilding and
machine-building industries were exceptional high, 290 per cent and 270 per cent
respectively. The electrical engineering industry also showed a drastic increase in its
gross output: the value of the output of the electrical engineering industry rose from
168 million rubles in 1928-29 to 440 million rubles in 1932. On the other hand, the
gross output of light industry increased much slowly. For instance, the gross output of
the textile industry remained at the same level, and that of the footwear and clothing

industry increased only by 68 per cent (see table 2-11).

Table 2-11. Gross industrial production in Leningrad, 1928-29, 1930 and 1931
(million rubles at 1926-27 prices)

1928-29 1930 1931 Growth rate between
1928 and 1931
(percentages)
Entire industry 1,794 2,522 3,469 1934
Group A 961 1,485 2,198 228.7
Metalworking 403 633 1,040 258.1
Of which shipbuilding 70 92 203 290.0
Of which machine- 200 334 539 269.5
building
Electrical engineering 168 294 440 261.9
Chemicals 227 361 524 230.8
Construction materials 38 48 57 150.0
Group B 832 1,037 1,270 152.6
Textiles 305 317 305 100.0
Footwear and clothing 356 487 600 168.5

Notes: The figures given in this table cover only the industry administrated by VSNKh and
Narkomsnab. The figures for the growth rate between 1928 and 1931 are my own
recalculation.

Source: As for table 2-6.

71



By the end of 1932, Leningrad industry as a whole had exceeded the production
target set by the FYP by 18 per cent. In particular, the metalworking industry
overfulfilled the plan by 55 per cent and the electrical engineering industry by 66 per
cent.!?> As a consequence, total industrial output was three times as large as it had
been in 1928. The heavy industrial sector showed a greater increase, that is 440 per
cent.'?¢ In particular, the gross output of the metalworking and the electrical
engineering industries increased five and 23 times respectively when compared to the
1913 industrial level.!1?” The industrial output of each factory grew remarkably: the
gross output of the Svetlana factory increased 15.5 times; at Elektrosila it increased
four times, and at Krasny1 putilovets it increased 3.5 times.!2® The labour productivity
of Leningrad’s industry increased by 58 per cent and prime production costs fell by 17
per cent.'?? For instance, labour productivity in the Krasnyi putilovets, the Sverdlov
factory, and the Baltic shipbuilding works doubled on average.!30 In particular, due to
improvements in labour productivity, the growth rate of gross output in the electrical
engineering industry exceeded that of the capital investment put into it. For instance,
the gross output from the Elektrosila increased more than three times, while the value
of its basic funds only doubled in this period. Likewise, with a 1.5 times increase in
the value of its basic funds, the gross output from the Elektropribor increased
approximately 35 times, and from the Svetlana factory it increased 20 times.!3!

By contrast, light industry did not experience a rapid growth. As a consequence,
the importance of the light industry in Leningrad sharply declined. For instance, the
textile industry, which was as important as the metalworking industry at the start of
the first FYP, did not grow at all in the period of 1928 and 1932 due to the fact that
the textile industry was not given a high priority in terms of capital investment.

Consequently its importance in Leningrad declined steeply after 1929 relative to the

125 Ocherki istorii Leningrada, vol. 4, p. 337.

126 Mezhdu dvumia s 'ezdami: Leningradskaia partiinaia organizatsiia v resheniiakh konferentsii i
plenumov oblastkoma i LK VKP(b) mezhdu XVI i XVII s’ ’ezdami (Leningrad: Lenpartizdat, 1934),
p. 205.

127 p, L. Bulat and S. L. Sverdlin, Bor'ba za tekhniko-ekonomicheskuiu nezavisimost’ SSSR
{Leningrad, 1935), p. 45.

128 1pid., p. 46.

129 Mezhdu dvumia s’ ezdami, p. 206.

130 Ocherki istorii Leningrada, vol. 4, p. 339,

131 Ocherki istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (1968), vol. 2, p. 395.
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metalworking, electrical engineering and chemical industries.!32 The clothing, leather
and footwear industries showed the same trend. The gross output from these industries
increased somewhat during the first FYP period, however, the increase was not
significant when compared with the increase which took place within the other

branches of heavy industry.
2.2.3 Demographic characteristics

As table 2-12 shows, the 1917 Revolution, the Civil War and the
industrialisation drive had a very visible impact on the population of Leningrad.
Between 1910 and 1917, the population of the city increased due to the rapid influx of
peasants into the city, as the city quickly assimilated these peasants as industrial
workers. After 1917, however, the population began to contract, as political and
economic crises set in. The growing shortage of food, the rapid decline of industrial
production and the loss of its status as capital had left Leningrad’s population depleted
by the end of the Civil War. The city’s population fell from 2,400,000 in 1915 to
1,468,000 in 1918 and to 722,000 by the end of 1920.!33 No official figures on the
population were kept, but by extrapolating the census figures of 1910 and 1926 it is
estimated that by 1920 the number of inhabitants had declined to less than half that of
1910.134 However, in the 1920s there was a gradual increase in population, as the city
recovered from the devastating effects of the 1917 Revolution and the Civil War. The
city’s population increased to one million in 1923 and to 1.6 million by 1926, yet it
did not regain its 1910 level until the end of the 1920s.

Nevertheless, in 1926, Leningrad, covering the densely populated area at the
mouth of the Neva river, was the second largest city in the USSR in terms of
population. According to the 1926 census, Leningrad had a population of 1.6
million.!35 Of Leningrad’s working population, some 33 per cent were classified as
production workers, while about 28 per cent were classified as employees and

professionals. The Leningrad population was predominantly Russian (86 per cent), the

132 For instance, the output from the textile industry accounted for only 14.9 per cent of Leningrad’s
total industrial output in 1930, whereas the output from the metalworking industry accounted for
30.4 per cent. See Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 70.

133 Leningradskaia pravda, 12 February 1925.

134 Gorodskoe khoziaistvo (Leningrad, 1957), p. 9.

135 Leningrad za 50 let: Statisticheskii shornik (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1967), p. 24.
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largest minority being Jews (five per cent). The remaining minorities were Poles,
Germans, and Estonians, who individually accounted for no more than one to two per
cent of the population.’3¢ In 1926, Leningrad had the highest level of literacy in the

country: 93 per cent of those aged between 10 and 49 were literate.!37

Table 2-12. Population of St Petersburg, Petrograd, Leningrad, 1910-1939

Year (date) Population
1910 1,906,000
1917 2,300,000
1920 720,000
1923 1,071,000
1926 (17 December) 1,614,000*
1929 1,775,000
1931 (1 January) 2,232,600%*
1939 (17 January) 3,015,000*

Sources: Malaia sovetskaia entsiklopediia (Moscow: Sovetskaia entsiklopediia, 1930), vol.
4,p.572; * Leningrad i Leningradskaia oblast’ v tsifrakh: Statisticheskii sbornik (Leningrad:
Lenizdat, 1964), p. 13; and ** Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti,
tables, p. 394.

The industrialisation drive during the first FYP period resulted in a huge
increase in Leningrad’s population and in its industrial workforce. By 1932, the city’s
population was estimated at 2.8 million, an increase of 1.2 million in just six years.!38
In particular, the active workforce increased by one million between 1926 and 1931.
The natural increase accounted for only 60,000 and the rest consisted of new arrivals
to the city.!13% Approximately 62 per cent of new arrivals were men since the city’s
industry attracted more males than females from the rural areas.!4? The overwhelming
majority of those entering the city were peasants, either from Leningrad’s own region
or from the neighbouring Western, Moscow and Ivanovo regions.!4! In 1931 industrial
workers accounted for 45 per cent of Leningrad’s population and artisans for six per

cent. Dependants (children, the elderly and the unemployed) comprised 36 per cent, of

136 Malaia sovetskaia entsiklopediia, vol. 4, p. 570.

137 Leningrad i Leningradskaia oblast’ v tsifrakh: Statisticheskii sbornik (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1964),
p. 14,

138 XV let diktatury proletariata, tables, p. 135,

139 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 144.

140 pid., p. 145, According to the 1926 census, women outnumbered men in Leningrad, accounting for
51.5 per cent of the population.

141 XV let diktatury proletariata, p. 150.
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which 13 per cent were aged between 16 to 59. This group provided a potential
reserve for more workers to be drawn from.'42 The Leningrad population continued to

grow in the 1930s and by 1939 it had almost doubled to more than three million.

The size and distribution of industrial workforce.

Leningrad had been renowned for its large working class population, even
before the industrialisation drive in 1929-32. Since the city was an important
industrial centre under the old regime, it had a considerable number of industrial
workers in the pre-revolutionary years. The size of the Petrograd working class had
increased dramatically by 1917. The number of workers employed in the enterprises
of the city had risen from 234,733 in December 1910 to 242,600 by January 1914143
Between 1914 and 1917, it grew by 150,000 to reach 392,800 - or 417,000, if one
includes the factories situated on the outskirts of the city.!44 At the beginning of 1917,
the factory workers of Petrograd represented about 12 per cent of Russia’s 3.4 million
industrial workers.145> These industrial workers who gradually came to dominate the
city were major supporters of the revolts against the Tsars in 1905 and early 1917, and
against the Provisional Government in November 1917.

However, it was in 1918 that the industrial working class began its rapid
decline. Unemployment and famine forced many workers to leave the city and return
to their villages. At the same time, a substantial number of workers left the city either
to join the Red Army or to get a new job in the administrative apparatus of the new
state. As a result, the size of the industrial population of the city significantly shrank
between 1918 and 1921. The active industrial workforce in the city, which numbered
293,000 on 1 January 1918, had shrunk to 79,500 by September 1920.146 In 1921, the
number of workers in the city’s enterprises fell further from 91,200 to 69,700.147 Only
33.2 per cent of the 1913 total of industrial workers were employed in the city’s
enterprises in January 1921. Material misery caused by unemployment and famine

also took its toll on the remaining industrial population of the city. In addition, real

142 pkonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 147.

143 Shkaratan, ‘Izmeneniia v sotsial’nom sostave’, p. 22.

144 Smith, Red Petrograd, p. 10.

145 Rabochii klass i rabochee dvizhenie v Rossii v 1917 g. (Moscow, 1964), p. 75.
146 Shkaratan, ‘Izmeneniia v sotsial’nom sostave’, pp. 24, 26.

147 Mironov and Stepanov, ‘Stroiteli sotsializma’, p. 184.
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wages had drastically fallen to one tenth of the 1913 level by 1921,48 and this led to a
catastrophic drop in living standards even for those who maintained their jobs.

From 1922 onwards, however, the size of Leningrad’s industrial workforce
expanded, as Leningrad gradually regained its pre-revolution industrial strength. More
and more enterprises were functioning normally, and workers began returning to
work. The number of industrial workers rose from 80,616 in 1921 to 141,739 in
1924/25, reaching 58 per cent of the 1913 level.'4® The working class population in
Leningrad did not recover to the 1913 level until 1928, when it totalled 240,104.150
Although the Leningrad workforce expanded in almost all branches of industry
between 1921 and 1928, the number of workers employed in light industry grew
faster than in heavy industry. The textile industry showed the most rapid growth in
terms of workforce, with a growth of 1465 per cent. By contrast, the workforce in the
electrical engineering industry grew by 507 per cent, in the chemical industry it grew
by 197 per cent and in the metal industry it grew only by 158 per cent in the same

period (see table 2-13).

Table 2-13. Size of workforce in Leningrad by branch of industry, 1921, 1924/25 and

1927/28
Branch of Industry 192] 1924/25 1927/28
Metalworking 25156 43961 64937
Electrical engineering 2550 8735 15493
Chemicals 6739 13338 20080
Printing 5650 11240 11010
Textiles 3514 25265 55025
Leather and footwear 5292 6120 16042
Clothing 7771 6267 19009

Source. Istoriia rabochikh Leningrada (Leningrad: Nauka, 1972), vol. 2, p. 147.

The rapid expansion of industry during the first FYP period brought about
another massive increase in the size of the Leningrad workforce. In this period, the
industrial proletariat was not only the largest section of the population, but also the

fastest-growing one. The number of industrial workers rose from 257,464 to 498,092

148 Jbid., pp. 183-184.

149 1., 1. Derevnina, ‘Vosstanovlenie Petrogradskoi promyshlennosti: Izmeneniia v chislennosti i
sostave rabochikh,’ in Istoriia rabochikh Leningrada (Leningrad: Nauka, 1972), vol. 2, p. 146.

150 1bid., p. 146.
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between 1929 and July 1932: a growth rate of 94 per cent. The population classified
as production workers increased from 24 per cent of the total Leningrad population of
1.6 million in 1926 to 51 per cent of 2.8 million in 1932.151

The huge expansion of the workforce between 1929 and 1932 occurred in all
branches of industry. However, as can be seen in table 2-14, the workforce employed
in heavy industry grew faster than in light industry. The electrical engineering and
metalworking industries showed the most rapid growth in their workforce: 180 per
cent and 170 per cent respectively. By contrast, the workforce in the textile industry
remained constant in size, while the workforce in the clothing industry grew by 144
per cent.

As a consequence of these different growth rates, the extraordinary
predominance of metalworkers in the Leningrad workforce was even further
intensified during this period. The city’s metal industry had 59,886 workers in 1929,
but the number had increased to 162,002 by July 1932. Whereas metalworkers had
comprised 23 per cent of the Leningrad workforce in 1929, three years later they
accounted for almost a third. In the same period, textileworkers decreased in number
from 56,186 to 52,720, and dwindled as a proportion of the workforce from 22 per

cent to ten per cent.

Table 2-14. Size of workforce in Leningrad by branch of industry, 1929-1932

Branch of industry 1929 1930 1931 Jan. 1932 July 1932
Metalworking 59886 70885 121809 167475 162002
Electrical engineering 16952 20896 39659 51140 47497
Chemicals 24218 26733 34190 53582 40615
Textiles 56186 51096 56131 59168 52720
Food 18741 17809 26825 33274 31392
Clothing 13267 15278 24169 31305 32337
Footwear 12185 16735 18450 23860 22355
Printing 9793 12394 16422 18623 17720
Entire industry 257464 285553 419141 532137 498092

Source: As for table 2-3.

The massive intake of new workers resulted in a change in the composition of

the Leningrad workforce in terms of length of service in industry. At the beginning of

I51 XV let diktatury proletariata, p. 138.
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the first FYP, the majority of Leningrad workers were skilled ones who had been
working in industry for more than five years. However, by 1931, new arrivals with
less than two years’ industrial work experience constituted a high percentage of the
Leningrad workforce. In 1929 a survey of workers in the metalworking and electrical
engineering industries showed that 14 per cent had been working for less than two
years; 23 per cent for between two and five years; and 63 per cent for five years or
more. In 1931, however, the proportion of workers with less than two years’ industrial
work experience increased to 40 per cent, whereas the proportion of workers with five
or more years’ work experience decreased to 41 per cent. In the textile industry, the
proportional change in terms of length of service was less sharp than in the
metalworking and electrical industries. Between 1929 and 1931 the proportion of
workers with less than two years’ work experience increased from 12 per cent to 29
per cent, whereas the proportion of workers with five or more years’ work experience

decreased slightly from 59 per cent to 57 per cent (see table 2-15).

Table 2-15. Length of employment of workers in industry, 1929 and 1931

(percentages)
Industry less than 2-5 5-10 10-15 15-25  more than
2 years years years years years 25 years

Metal-working and
engineering

1929 13.5 234 23.4 39.7*

1931 39.9 18.8 18.7 8.6 7.3 6.7
Textiles

1929 11.7 28.9 18.9 40.5*

1931 28.5 14.7 19.7 10.5 14.6 12.0

Note: * These percentages are for those who had worked five or more years.
Source: XV let diktatury proletariata, tables, p. 90.

The breakdown of workers by year of entry into industry also confirms this
trend (see table 2-16). In 1929, workers who had joined the workforce before the 1917
Revolution accounted for 52 per cent of workers in the metalworking and electrical
engineering industries and for 51 per cent of textileworkers. In general, these were
skilled workers with several years’ work experience in industry. They were also
considered politically trustful as they had experienced the 1917 revolution. However,

as late as 1931, they were no longer the majority of the workforce: their proportion
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decreased to 27 per cent in the metalworking and electrical engineering industries and
to 39 per cent in the textile industry. By then, the Leningrad workforce was composed
largely of newcomers who had joined the workforce since 1926: they accounted for 54
per cent of workers in the metalworking and electrical engineering industries and 42

per cent in the textile industry.

Table 2-16. Composition of workers by year of entry into industry in Leningrad, 1929
and 1931 (percentages)

Industry before  1906-  1914-  1918- 1922  1926- 1930 and
1905 1913 1917 1921 1925 1929 after

Metal-working and

engineering
1929 221 17.9 11.5 &3 21.3 18.9 -
1931 11.0 9.1 6.7 5.6 13.7 243 29.6
Textiles
1929 22.1 18.4 10.4 5.1 25.9 18.1 -
1931 16.4 14.4 7.9 4.4 153 19.4 22.2

Source: XV let diktatury proletariata, tables, pp. 88-89.

More importantly, a significant change took place in the social composition of
the Leningrad workforce during this period. As Leningrad’s industry rapidly
expanded, there was an increasingly urgent need for workers. By 1931, it had become
impossible to draw new workers from within the urban population. The inner-city
workforce reserves, including women and youth from working-class families, were
not sufficiently large to meet the need of rapidly expanding industry. Therefore, from
1931 onwards, most new workers were drawn from the countryside.’>? Since a
considerable number of peasants had arrived in the city and had been recruited as
factory workers during the first FYP period, it was believed that peasant elements
among factory workers had increased over time.

According to a survey of the social origins of the metalworkers and
textileworkers in 1929 and 1931, the second-generation workers who had been born
into working-class families comprised about half the workforce, whereas the workers
who came from peasant families comprised approximately one third (see table 2-17).

If we consider the fact that 20 per cent of metalworkers and 25 per cent of

152 Leningradskie rabochie v bor 'be za sozializm, 1926-1937 (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1965), p. 151.
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textileworkers had one or both parents who were workers in 1918,!53 the figures in
1929 and 1931 reveal that there had been an increase over time in the proportion of
second-generation workers in Leningrad. However, as can be seen in table 2-17, the
proportion of those classified as children of workers had slightly decreased between
1929 and 1931: it dropped from 52 per cent to 51 per cent in the metalworking and
electrical engineering industries and from 58 per cent to 56 per cent in the textile

industry.154

Table 2-17. Social origins of workers in Leningrad, 1929 and 1931 (percentages)

Industry Born into working Born into employee Born into peasant
class families families Sfamilies

Metal-working and
engineering

1929 51.8 7.2 38.6

1931 50.8 8.5 37.1
Textiles

1929 57.7 4.8 35.5

1931 55.6 4.6 36.5

Source: As for table 2-16.

The drop in the proportion of second-generation workers can be explained by
the growing recruitment of workers from peasant families. As can be seen in table 2-
18, among new arrivals, the proportion of those who came from peasant families
increased considerably in 1931. Almost half the new workers recruited in 1931 were
from peasant families. This is a considerable increase from the figure in 1930. As a
reflection of this change, the metalworking industry experienced a massive intake of
those who were from peasant families. In 1931, 49 per cent of the new intake were
peasants by social origin, whereas only 39 per cent were workers. Likewise, in the
textile industry, as many as 52 per cent of the new intake were from peasant families,

whereas only 40 per cent were from working-class families.!55

133 v, Z. Drobizhev, A. K. Sokolov and V. A. Ustinov, Rabochii klass Sovetskoi Rossii v pervyi god
proletarskoi diktatury (Moscow, 1975), p. 93.

154 The Leningrad region economic-statistical handbook gives even lower figures for the percentage of
the second-generation workers in 1931. Some 48.7 per cent of metalworkers and 54.5 per cent of
textileworkers were classified as of worker background whereas those classified as children of
peasants accounted for as much as 40.8 per cent and 38 per cent respectively. Ekonomiko-
statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p.155.

155 1bid., p. 155.
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Table 2-18. Social origins of newly recruited workers in Leningrad, 1930 and 1931
(percentages)

Year of entry into the Born into working class families Born into peasant families
industry

June-December 1930 44.6 9.8
January-June 1931 40.0 45.2
July-December 1931 36.6 55.1

Source: Leningradskie rabochie v bor’be za sozializm, 1926-1937 (Leningrad: Lenizdat,
1965), p. 152.

Table 2-19. Previous jobs of workers in Leningrad, 1929 and 1931 (percentages)

Industry Agri- Institutions and Army Study  Unem-  Others
culture  enterprises of non-  service ployed
production type

Metal-working and

engineering

1929 17.9 21.2 60.9 *

1931 22.7 21.9 6.7 37.5 10.3 0.9
Textiles

1929 13.7 19.7 66.6 *

1931 25.0 26.2 1.4 31.7 15.4 0.3

Note: * These figures include artisans, the unemployed and those who were engaged in trade,
study and military service.
Source: As for table 2-16.

Table 2-19, in which the workforce is subdivided by previous employment,
allows a still closer analysis of the composition of the Leningrad workforce at this
time. Although workers were drawn from various sectors, the increasing influence of
peasant elements over time is quite evident. In 1929, those who had been engaged in
agriculture prior to their entry into industry accounted for only 18 per cent of workers
in the metalworking and electrical engineering industries and 14 per cent in the textile
industry. However, by 1931, their proportion in the total workforce had increased to
23 per cent and 25 per cent respectively. This suggests that a considerable number of
peasants joined the industrial workforce between 1929 and 1931. In actual fact, in
1931 some 26 per cent of the new arrivals in the metalworking industry and 30 per
cent in the textile industry had been engaged in agriculture before they began work in

factories.!36 Another notable feature of table 2-19 is that the textile industry showed a

156 Ibid., p. 156.
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sharper increase than the metalworking and electrical engineering industries in the
proportion of workers who had been engaged in agriculture before they joined the
industrial workforce. This implies that the new arrivals in textiles were more likely to
have come from the agricultural sector than those in the metalworking and electrical
engineering industries.

Another indicator of the extent to which peasant elements were entering the
ranks of the working class in the city is the workers’ relationship with the agricultural
economy. Generally speaking, one can distinguish two groups within the workforce.
The first consisted of peasants who worked in industry, but who still retained strong
ties with the countryside. They included those who owned or farmed land, those who
came to the city with the intention of staying until they had earned enough money to
make the family farm a viable undertaking once more, and those who had immediate
family dependants in their native village - a wife or child - and supported them by
sending money to the countryside.!37 The second consisted of workers who depended
exclusively on wages for their income and who were fully committed to factory life.
They comprised either peasants who had settled in the towns and severed their ties
with the land, or second-generation workers who had been born into working-class
families.!3® The relative weight of each of these two groups within the labour force
was a matter of concern since only the latter was believed to be truly ‘proletarian’ in
character. In other words, it was believed that the more firmly workers severed their
links with agriculture and came to identify with the industrial working class, the more
likely they were to become fully fledged proletarians. Soviet historians have often
used this as an index to show the extent to which the process of proletarianisation was
under way among the workers who came from the countryside.

The ownership and cultivation of land, either directly or indirectly, was what
most crucially characterised a ‘tie’ to the countryside. The censuses of 1926 and 1929
provide some information on land-ownership among Leningrad metalworkers and
textileworkers. In 1926 some ten per cent of metalworkers and 12 per cent of

textileworkers owned land,!3? while in 1929 the figures changed to 12 per cent and

157 Smith, Red Petrograd, pp. 15-16.

158 1bid., p. 14.

159 Krasil’nikov, ‘Sviaz’ Leningradskogo rabochego s zemlei’, Statisticheskoe obozrenie, vol. 4, 1929,
p. 108.
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four per cent respectively.!®0 According to a recalculation based on the 1926 census
figures, 12 per cent of workers in Leningrad owned land and four per cent of these
actually farmed land. By 1929 the proportion of workers who owned land had
decreased to ten per cent.!®! This reveals that only a small minority of workers in
Leningrad owned land, and only a minority of these actually farmed it. In addition, it
emerges from these figures that metalworkers were no less attached to the land than
textileworkers. The 1929 census also revealed that the proportion of landowners was
highest among workers with the longest service in industry. The landowners in the
pre-1905 workforce accounted for 18 per cent of metalworkers and eight per cent of
textileworkers, while the proportion of landowners among workers who came into
industry in the later period was much lower than these figures.!92 It is thus apparent
that a long period of work experience in industry did not necessarily erode ties with
the countryside.

The 1931 survey, which gives information on ties with the agricultural economy
among metalworkers and textileworkers,!93 does help to establish the extent to which
a ‘peasant’ character had prevailed among Leningrad workers by this time (see table
2-20). According to the survey, 65 per cent of metalworkers and 69 per cent of
textileworkers had not had and did not have any links with the agricultural economy.
Some 24 per cent of metalworkers and 23 per cent of textileworkers had had ties with
agriculture in the past, but had severed their ties by 1931. Only 12 per cent of
metalworkers and eight per cent of textileworkers still retained ties with the
agricultural economy. This indicates that the majority of workers in Leningrad did not
have any links with the agricultural economy in 1931. In addition, these figures
provide further evidence that peasant influence among metalworkers was no less
strong than among textileworkers, in spite of the fact that metalworkers were normally
considered the ‘vanguard’ of the proletariat.

The survey also revealed that male workers were more likely to retain ties with

the countryside. About 13 per cent of male metalworkers and 14 per cent of male

160 A, G. Rashin, Sostav fabrichnogo-zavodskogo proletariata SSSR (Moscow, 1930), p. 30.

161 Smith, Red Petrograd, p. 17.

162 Rashin, Sostav fabrichnogo-zavodskogo proletariata, p. 30.

163 The 1931 survey results should be interpreted with caution, since the concept of a ‘tie’ to the
countryside is a vague one.
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textileworkers still retained ties with agriculture, while only six per cent of women
workers retained ties. This is probably due to the fact that more male workers came
into the city as a breadwinner while their wife or children were in their native village.
A further breakdown of workers by the year of entry into industry showed that
the proportion of those who still retained ties with agriculture was highest among the
new intake from 1930 onwards. Amongst the 1926-1929 intake, only ten per cent of
metalworkers and seven per cent of textileworkers still maintained a link. However,
amongst those who joined the industrial workforce from 1930 onwards, the figure
increased to as much as 21 per cent of metalworkers and 22 per cent of textileworkers.
This confirms that in the period 1930-1931 new workers were recruited
overwhelmingly from the countryside. Another notable aspect is the relatively high
percentage of the pre-1917 workforce who retained links with the countryside. Having
worked in industry for more than ten years, they must have been more proletarian than
peasant in their character, even if they had some kind of ties with the countryside.
This suggests that having ties with the countryside does not always mean that a

worker is less proletarianised.

Table 2-20. Workers’ relationship with the agricultural economy in Leningrad, 1931

(percentages)
Metalworkers Textileworkers
Those who had Those who Those who had Those who
had ties with still retained had ties with still retained
agriculture in ties with agriculture in ties with
the past agriculture the past agriculture
Among men workers 23.6 12.7 25.3 13.8
Among women workers 23.3 6.4 22.5 6.2
Among those who came
into industry:
before 1917 22.9 10.8 24.5 4.5
1918-1925 22.7 6.0 20.5 3.6
1926-1929 23.8 9.9 19.7 7.0
1930 and after 25.7 211 27.1 22.3
Total workforce 23.6 11.8 23.0 7.6

Source: Trud i profdvizhenie v Leningradskoi oblasti 1932 goda. Statisticheskii spravochnik
(Leningrad: Izdanie oblispolkoma i Lensoveta, 1932), p. 36.

Leningrad’s industrial workforce also experienced a significant change in

relation to gender and age. In urgent need of workers, factories rapidly recruited
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women and youths who had previously been unemployed. As a consequence, there
was a considerable increase in the number of women employed in Leningrad industry.
By January 1930 some 105,527 women were working in the city’s factories, and the
number of women workers had risen to 188,371 by July 1931.'¢4 The female
workforce increased not only in number but also in its proportion of the total
workforce. Their proportion rose from 36 per cent in July 1926, to 37 per cent in
January 1930, and to 41 per cent in July 1931.165 Young people were another source
of new workers. As late as 1931, 44,612 of Leningrad’s total workforce of 454,832
were youths under 18.166 Not only did the number of young workers grow, but also
their proportion of the total workforce increased notably: by 1931 their proportion had
increased to ten per cent.!9’ If we consider the fact that the proportion of young
workers fell from seven per cent in 1921 to three per cent in 1922,168 we can see that
the growth rate between 1922 and 1931 was extremely high.

The 1931 census provides more detailed information on the distribution of
women workers among various industrial sectors. It shows that by this time more
women were working in the metalworking and electrical engineering industries than
in textiles - 45,434 as against 39,024, Some 41,481 women worked in the clothing
industry, and a further 22,762 women were employed in chemicals.!®® However, the
proportion of women was higher in the light than in the heavy industrial sector.
Traditionally, the textile industry had the highest proportion of women workers and
this remained unchanged at this point: about 76 per cent of textileworkers were
women. The clothing industry also showed a high percentage of women workers: 75
per cent. The figures for the heavy industrial sector were considerably lower. In the
chemical industry, about half the workforce were women. In the metalworking and
electrical engineering industries, women workers constituted only 21 per cent.!70

However, it should be recognised that this figure represents a major increase from the

164 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 153.

165 For 1926 see Derevnina, ‘Vosstanovlenie petrogradskoi promyshlennosti,” p. 151; the figure for
1930 and 1931 is reported in Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, p. 153.

166 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, tables, pp. 422-423.

167 pid., tables, pp. 422-423.

168 Derevnina, ‘Vosstanovlenie Petrogradskoi promyshlennosti,” p. 151.

169 Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, tables, pp. 422-423.

170 [bid., tables, pp. 422-423.
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1930 level of 11 per cent.!”! This suggests that a considerable number of women were
recruited into the metalworking and electrical industries between 1930 and 1931.
Indeed, the female intake into the metalworking and electrical industries from January
1930 to July 1931 numbered 33,383, whereas only 2,836 went into the textile industry

in the same period.!72

Table 2-21. Gender and age breakdown of Leningrad workforce, July 1931

Total Men workers Women workers

Under 18-22  over 23 Under 18-22 over

18 18 23

N % % % % % %
Metalworking 212,633 8.4 17.8 52.4 35 6.3 11.6

and engingering

Chemicals 40,631 43 7.0 32.7 6.3 12.4 37.3
Textiles 51,264 0.5 6.2 17.2 6.5 21.7 47.9
Clothing 55,459 0.7 6.5 18.0 55 27.4 41.9
All branches 454,832 54 13.3 39.9 4.4 12.2 24.8

Note: The proportional figures are my recalculation from the absolute figures.
Source: Ekonomiko-statisticheskii spravochnik Leningradskoi oblasti, tables, pp. 422-423,

According to the 1931 census, young workers were most numerous in the
metalworking and electrical engineering industries: about 25,313 workers were under
18. A further 4,302 youths were employed in the chemical industry, and in the textile
and clothing industries, each had over 3,000 youths working within them.!73 The
heavy industrial sector had not only a larger number of young workers, but also a
higher proportion of them than the light industry sector did. Young workers under 18
comprised 12 per cent of the workforce in the metalworking and electrical engineering
industries, and 11 per cent in the chemical industry, whereas in the textile and clothing
industries, they comprised seven per cent and six per cent respectively of their total
workforce.!”* Considering that around 1917 the textile, food and leather industries had
a much greater proportion of young workers than the metalworking and chemical

industries,!?5 these figures suggest that more young workers had been recruited into

71 Ibid., p. 153.

Y72 1pid., p. 153.

173 1bid., tables, pp. 422-423.

174 However, young female workers were still predominant in textiles and clothing industries.

175 7. V. Stepanov, Rabochie Petrograda v period podgotovki i provedeniia oktiabr’skogo
vooruzhhennogo vosstaniia (Moscow, 1965), p. 34.
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the heavy industrial sector than the light industrial sector by this point in time. This is
probably due to the fact that much more emphasis was placed on the expansion of

heavy industry during the first FYP period.

Table 2-22. Iiliteracy of metalworkers and textileworkers in Leningrad, 1931

(percentages)
Metalworkers Textileworkers
Total workforce 2.9 13.9
Among men workers 2.0 5.0
Among women workers 7.8 16.0
Among those who came into
industry:
before 1917 4.5 22.9
1918-1925 2.0 8.5
1926-1929 1.7 4.6
1930 and after 2.8 8.4

Source: Trud i profdvizhenie v Leningradskoi oblasti 1932 goda, p. 42.

Leningrad showed a relatively high level of working class literacy. As late as
1931, 97 per cent of metalworkers and 86 per cent of textileworkers were literate. This
was a notable improvement from the literacy rate in 1918, when 88 per cent of
metalworkers but only 50 per cent of textileworkers were literate.!’¢ Working class
literacy was closely related to gender, occupation, and length of service in industry.
The 1931 survey of metalworkers showed that three per cent were illiterate, but only
two per cent of men were illiterate as compared to eight per cent of women. Illiteracy
among textileworkers was much higher than among metalworkers. Some 14 per cent
of textileworkers were illiterate, and five per cent of men were illiterate as compared
to 16 per cent of women. It suggests that women workers, especially in the light
industrial sector, were more likely to be illiterate. The survey also revealed that
illiteracy was highest among those who joined the industrial workforce before 1917.
In addition, the 1931 survey showed that illiteracy was relatively high among those
who came into industry from 1930 onwards, especially when compared to the 1926-

29 intake (see table 2-22). This suggests that those who came into industry from 1930

176 Smith, Red Petrograd, p. 34.

87



onwards were drawn from more ‘backward’ sectors, probably from the countryside,
than those who came into industry between 1926 and 1929.

In conclusion, we can say that the impact of the industrialisation drive on the
population of the city in general and on the working class population in particular was
massive. It brought about a rapid expansion of the population, of the industrial
workforce, in particular, and a huge peasant migration into the city. More
significantly, it caused the composition of the population and of the workforce to
change.

From the data provided above, it can be said that there were discernible social
divisions within the industrial workforce, according to degree of proletarianisation,
skill, sex and age. Indeed, the workforce in Leningrad in the first FYP period was far
from homogeneous. There was a crucial cleavage between the longer established
workers and peasant workers. In addition, there were other divisions between skilled
and unskilled, male and female, old and young workers. Therefore, one can roughly
divide Leningrad’s working class into two groups: one consisting of peasant workers,
women workers and workers new to industry, and the other consisting of older,
proletarianised, skilled, male workers.

One may say that this was not a feature peculiar to this period. However, it
appears that in Leningrad these divisions had been regaining importance over the first
FYP period. What is more important is the change in the relative weight of these two
groups of workers. It is difficult to estimate their exact proportion, yet the data on the
composition of the workforce lead us to conclude that by 1932 more peasant workers,
new arrivals to industry, women and young workers were employed in Leningrad’s
industry than before, and that the longer established workforce comprised slightly
more than half of the total. We shall see the implication of these changes in the

composition of the workforce in the following chapters.
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3. Party Structure and Organisation

As seen in the previous chapter, the society and economy underwent
fundamental changes during the first FYP. With the launch of the industrialisation
drive, the party became more enmeshed in the control and supervision of the rapidly
expanding economy, it increased its level of complexity, and introduced
organisational changes to meet social, political and economic circumstances. With the
party’s increasing involvement in the economy, especially after 1929, party
organisations evolved into much more elaborate structures in response to the demands
placed upon them.

As organisational matters were regarded as one of the keys to overall success,
the party apparatus was reorganised several times between 1928 and 1932,
Okruzhkoms were abolished, and raikoms emerged as the main link between the
primary cells and the regional authority. Yet the most notable development was the
introduction of a functional-sectoral system into the party apparatus. The Central
Committee secretariat was reorganised, in order to give priority to economic
questions, adding ‘sectors’ responsible for industry and agriculture to the established
departments. This reorganisation was reflected in the entire party apparatus at lower
levels.

At the same time, with the rapid expansion of party membership and the party’s
increasing involvement in the economy came the organisational development of
primary cells in industrial enterprises. As the party sought to reach every workshop
and shift in every factory, the primary cells were broken up into smaller units from
1928 onwards. As a result, the primary cells in the enterprise, which were relatively
few in the mid-1920s, proliferated during the first FYP and factory party organisations
became far larger and more complex organisations. However, new and often
experimental party structures in the industrial enterprise proliferated only until 1932,
when there was a major simplification of all aspects of the factory party organisation.

This chapter discusses how the party at the regional level reacted
organisationally to the new demands made upon it during the first FYP. It aims to

show the organisational changes that were reflected in the Leningrad region,
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especially within Leningrad’s enterprises. It also offers an explanation of the

organisational reversal of 1932-1934,

3.1 Party apparatus at the intermediate level

In the 1920s the party apparatus, as well as the rest of the party’s membership,
was organised hierarchically on a territorial basis. The territorial pattern of party
organisations remained substantially unchanged, despite experiments with ‘functional’
organisation in the early 1930s. Up to 1927 the party in the Leningrad region was
organised at province (guberniia), area (okrug) and district (raion) levels.! However,
several important changes were made during the first FYP period. This was because
the party’s administrative units, which corresponded to those of the state, were
reorganised whenever state administrative changes took place.

Firstly, the Leningrad provincial organisation was reorganised and renamed the
Leningrad oblast organisation in November 1927, following the transformation of
Leningrad province into Leningrad oblast in August of that ye:ar.2 According to the
1925 Party Rules, the provincial level of organisation appears to have been considered
more important than the regional one, even though the powers and responsibilities
exercised by party organs at both levels were broadly the same.” However, the
provincial level of organisation gradually disappeared in the country® and importance
shifted towards regional organisations. By 1934, the oblast level of organisation had
established itself as the level immediately below the national one.

Another important change relating to party structure came in 1930, when the
okrug level of organisation was abolished. Okrugs, the level of administration

intermediate between the oblasts and the raions, were abolished in the summer of

! Each organisation had its committee, bureau and secretaries. For their responsibilities and rights, see
the Party Rules adopted at the fourteenth Party Congress in 1925. KPSS v rezoliutsiiakh i
resheniiakh s’’ezdov, konferentsii i plenumov TsK (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo politicheskoi literatury,
1984), vol. 3, pp. 479-483,

2 Sankt-Peterburg, Petrograd, Leningrad: Entsiklopedicheskii spravochnik (Moscow: Bol’shaia
rossiiskaia entsiklopediia, 1992), p. 328.

* Graeme Gill, The Rules of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Armonk, NY: M. E. Sharpe,
1988), p. 32.

* For example, the Moscow provincial organisation was reorganised as the Moscow oblast organisation
in 1929. See Catherine Merridale, Moscow Politics and the Rise of Stalin: The Communist Party in
the Capital, 1925-32 (London: Macmillan, 1990), p. 96.
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1930. Instead, rural raions emerged as the central link at the middle-lower levels of
the administrative hierarchy, acting as an intermediary between the central authorities
at oblast level on the one hand and the village and the kolkhoz on the other.
Confirmation of the raion’s growing importance was given at the sixteenth Party
Congress in the summer of 1930. Subsequently eight okrug party organisations and
their apparatuses were abolished, and some 111 raikoms were established in the rural
area of the Leningrad oblast.” The number of rural raion party organisations increased
significantly, as did the total number of staff, with the addition of staff transferred
from the former okruzhkoms.® As the principal link between the regional authorities
and the rural party cells, the rural raikoms acquired more responsibilities and they
were to supervise rural affairs including collectivisation.

The city of Leningrad was the political and administrative centre of the oblast,
but it was not until the end of 1931 that a separate Leningrad city party organisation
and its apparatus were set up alongside the obkom. On 10 December 1931, a joint
plenum of the Leningrad obkom and the Leningrad oblast control commission
approved the resolution of the obkom bureau conceming the separation of the city
from the oblast as an independent administrative-economic unit.” It seems that the
separation of the two was decided upon because of the economic mismatch between
the city and its surrounding province (see chapter 2). Two days later, the first
Leningrad city party conference took place. The Leningrad gorkom was given
responsibility for the administration of party organisations within the city, exercising
supervision over a number of urban raions, whereas the obkom, now in charge of
supervising the gorkom and raikom of the oblast, was to concentrate more of its
attention on agricultural concerns. The Leningrad urban raikoms, which increased
from six to eight in number due to the administrative changes in 1930, came under the
gorkom’s supervision. The gorkom was also entrusted with the guidance of urban
raikoms set up in Kronstadt city and the Prigorodnyi raion. By supervising the urban

raikoms, the gorkom took responsibility for the guidance of party kollektivy of

’ RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2751, p.123.
e itogakh likvidatsii okrugov i ukreplenii raionov’, in Rezoliuisii ob’edinnennogo plenuma
Leningradskogo obkoma i obIKK VKP(b) 15-16 fevralia 1931 goda (Leningrad: Ogiz-Priboi, 1931),

P 3.
" Ocherki istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1980), vol. 2, p. 502.
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important industrial enterprises, newly built plants (novostroiki) and higher
educational establishments within the city.®

These changes show that the party structure immediately below the central party
leadership was significantly streamlined during the first FYP period. The rather
complicated structure stipulated in the 1925 Party Rules had disappeared with the
abolition of provincial, area, country and parish levels of organisation. Consequently,
there remained only three basic levels between the central organs and the primary
organisations, which were the regional, city and district levels. This simplified party
structure was formally confirmed at the seventeenth Party Congress in 1934.”

Each level of organisation had its own administrative apparatus. In the regional
party organisation there were regular conferences and an obkom, which in turn elected
an executive body and two to five secretaries. The city and raion party organisations
likewise held regular conferences and elected a committee, a bureau and secretaries.
In accordance with ‘democratic centralism’, each organisation was hierarchically
subordinate to the one immediately above it - the primary to the raion, the raion or
city to the regional organisation, and the latter to the Central Committee and the All-

Union organisation.

Table 3-1. Number of leading party organs in Leningrad oblast, 1928, 1930 and 1932

(1 January)

Leading party organs 1928 1930 1932
M 2) (3)

Obkom 1 1 1

Leningrad gorkom - - 1

Urban raikoms in Leningrad 6 6 8

Rural raikoms n. d. - 75

Okruzhkoms 9 8 -

Sources: (1) Biulleten’ Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP(b), no. 3, 1928, p. 30; (2)
Adapted from Leningradskaia organizatsiia VKP(b) v tsifrakh (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1974),
p. 137; (3) Biulleten’ Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP(b), no. 5, 1932, pp. 30-37.

8 .
Ibid., p. 378.
° See the 1934 Party Rules in KPSS v rezoliutsiiakh i resheniiakh (1985), vol. 6, pp. 137-142,
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3.1.1 Leningrad oblast committee (obkom)

In 1928, the Leningrad obkom, the highest party organ in the region, assumed
political responsibility for the Leningrad oblast party organisation. In the hierarchy of
party organs, it was directly subordinate to the Central Committee and superior to all
other party organs in the region including the Leningrad gorkom, which had been
established in 1931. The obkom, which was elected at a regional party conference,
held plenums to discuss a wide range of party work, and had a bureau and a secretariat
to oversee its work.

The obkom was a huge body containing more than a hundred members. For
instance, the obkom elected at the first oblast conference in 1927 comprised 155

members and 48 candidates.'®

They included representatives of the Central
Committee, the secretaries of the obkom, the heads of its departments, the secretaries
of the city’s raikoms, and also the secretaries of local organisations in the region.
Other members included representatives of the Leningrad Soviet, of the military
district, of the local Komsomol, and editors of Leningradskaia pravda. The rest were
local delegates including the secretaries of local cells, mostly from factories, and also
workers ‘from the bench’. Most of the largest enterprises in the city such as Krasnyi
putilovets, Bol’shevik, Krasnoe znamia and the Baltic shipbuilding works sent their
de:legates.1 :

Regional party conferences, the equivalent of the Party Congress at regional
level, were held at irregular intervals. The Rules adopted at the thirteenth Party
Congress in 1925 stipulated that they should be held once a year, but regional
conferences were not held in 1928, 1931, and 1933."2 Regional conferences appointed
a presidium and elected the oblast committee, the oblast control commission and the
auditing commission. More importantly, they considered the reports of the Central
Committee, the Central Control Commission, the oblast committee, and the oblast

control commission, and approved the party policy presented by these party organs.

They also discussed and decided the outlines of future policy: the first Five Year Plan

' Stenograficheskii otchet pervoi Leningradskoi oblastnoi konferentsii VKP(b) (Leningrad: Priboi,
1927), p. 245.

" 1bid, pp. 245-246,

"2 The first oblast party conference was held in November 1927, the second in March 1929, the third in
June 1930 and the fourth and fifth, both held jointly with the city organisation, in January 1932 and
1934 respectively.
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for the Leningrad oblast was discussed at the second oblast conference in 1929, for
instance."”

Plenums were the other occasion on which the whole obkom could meet as a
body. The 1925 Party Rules stipulated that plenums of the obkom should be convened
at least once every two months.'* However, it was decided at the Leningrad obkom
plenum of April 1929 that plenums should be held at least every six weeks.'> In fact,
plenums were held nine times in 1929. However, in the following years, they were
held approximately six times a year. The obkom often held plenums jointly with the
oblast control commission, or with the Leningrad gorkom, as was the case in 1931 and
1932. Members and candidates of the obkom, members of the oblast control
commission and the oblast auditing commission, and some obkom instructors were
regular participants. Party workers of the oblast, okrug, city and raion committee, and
some economic, trade union, Soviet and press workers were often invited to a plenum
depending on the subjects being discussed.'®

It was at these plenums that appointments to the post of secretary and
department head, membership of the secretariat and the bureau of both the obkom and
of gorkom were formally confirmed.'” Obkom representatives to the oblast control
commission and to the local Komsomol also required approval.18 In addition,
appointments to important posts of government and institutions in the region had to be
confirmed at obkom plenums. These posts included the chairman, vice chairman and
secretary of the oblast executive committee (obispolkom), chairman of the oblast
council of trade unions, and editors of the local newspapers such as Leningradskaia
pravda, Krasnaia gazeta, and Krestianskaia pravda."’

The obkom work plans, elaborated by the burecau every three to six months,
were regularly submitted to the plenum for approval. These plans, which gave

guidance as to the work of the plenum, the burecau and the secretariat, show the vast

" Itogi 2-0i Leningradskoi oblastnoi parthonferentsii (Leningrad: Priboi, 1929).

" KPSS v rezoliutsiiakh i resheniiakh (1984), vol. 3, p. 480.

' RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2694, p. 12.

' See protocols of the plenum meeting in RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2693-2694, 2696-2698.

7 yet again, the appointment to these posts needed the approval of the Central Committee.

'* RTSKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2694, protocol 1.

' Among these posts, the chairmanship of the oblast executive committee, of the oblast council of
trade unions, and the editorship of Leningradskaia pravda needed the approval of the Central
Committee.
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range of issues the party apparatus had to deal with. The topics for discussion ranged
from internal party matters such as regulation and growth of the party membership,
purges of the party, cadre problems, organisational work, mass-agitation work and
cultural-propaganda work, to planning and economic questions. For instance, the
work plan for autumn and winter 1928, adopted at the October plenum, listed eleven
separate headings for the party’s work: party questions, economic questions; party
education and general education; Soviet and mass work; trade union and mass work;
Komsomol work; political education and cultural work; work among women; the
press; rural work and national minority work.?® The work plan for the period of
January to March 1930 provides another example. The party’s work was grouped
under seven headings: industrial construction; securing realistic wages for workers;
questions of agriculture, co-operation, collectivisation and the spring sowing
campaign; trade union work and improvement of the work of state apparatus; party
construction; cadres; and cultural construction and mass work.*! Under each heading,
specific areas of work were allotted to the plenum, bureau and secretariat. These plans
normally prescribed a month by which the work was to be completed, and also
stipulated which non-party experts were to be consulted, including chairmen of the
oblast executive committee and of the oblast council for the national economy, heads
of trusts, experts in specific areas such as transport or housing, and trade union
officials.

In general, regular plenums were convened according to a prescribed plan, and
they discussed important questions of the obkom’s work as stipulated by the work
plan. At the April 1929 plenum, it was recommended that the date and agenda of a
plenum should be announced at least a week before a plenum, and that materials
concerning the subjects of discussion be sent to the obkom members no later than a
week before a plenum, in order for the participants to be ready to participate in the
discussion.”” However, it appears that the obkom did not always adhere strictly to
these plans. For instance, the work plan for November 1930 to March 1931 stipulated

that housing problems should be discussed in December 1930, but a plenum did not

2 RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2693, pp. 50-57.
*! Ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2710, pp. 201-203.

2 Tbid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2694, p. 12.

% Ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2712, p. 94.
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convene in December and it was not until May 1931 that the obkom discussed this
problem at a plenum.24 On the other hand, questions outside the provisions of the plan
were sometimes discussed if these questions were considered to be important, as was
the case at the September plenum in 1929.%

The agenda of a plenum usually included three or four main items.
Undoubtedly, internal party matters were the main concern of the obkom. Issues such
as the regulation of membership growth, re-election of party organs, and party-mass
work were often discussed. At the same time, the obkom became more and more
involved in questions of an economic nature, such as planning and industrialisation.
The obkom heard reports concerning the preliminary result of the FYP and forecasts
for the next year’s economic growth, and confirmed control figures for the year to
come. It also discussed such detailed economic questions as labour supply,
rationalisation of industry, the fulfilment of industrial and financial plans
(promfinplan), and the introduction of a profit-and-loss accounting system
(khozraschet). Even though the Leningrad oblast was not a major agricultural region
in national terms, questions concerning collectivisation and the agricultural economy
were often discussed, as in the case of plenums in December 1929, March 1930,
February 1931 and April 1932.*° Other issues discussed at the plenum included
questions of food supply, improving trade union work, eliminating illiteracy, housing
problems, and the re-election of the Soviet.

Yet oblast party conferences and plenums, while important, were not the place
where the real work was done. The real direction of the committee came from its
bureau and secretariat, which were the policy-making bodies of the regional party
organ. The bureau and secretariat were responsible for the day-to-day administration
of the party. Party documents concerning the responsibilities of each organs suggest
that there was a clear division of labour between the bureau and the secretariat.
According to the instruction given in 1929, the bureau was supposed to deal with

questions of planning nature and questions related to the supervision of the work of

* Ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2697, protocol 4.

= Ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2694, protocol 6. The oblast committee discussed articles in Pravda on
1 September 1929, which criticised the leaders of Leningrad for bureaucratism and suppression of
criticism, and revealed shortcomings of some party organisations in Leningrad.

% Ocherki istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (1980), vol. 2, pp. 497-502.
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the economic, soviet, and trade union organs and party work, whereas the secretariat
was to deal with questions concerning the work of the obkom apparatus.27 Another
instruction issued in December 1931 specified that the bureau should concern itself
with collectivisation, industry, transport, newly built plants and the labour supply. On
the other hand, it instructed that the secretariat should concern itself with the selection
of cadres and the work of the obkom departments. The secretariat also had to check
whether the trade union, soviet and economic organs were operating according to
party guidelines.28

The obkom bureau, which included the most powerful figures in the region, had
30 members and nine candidates in 1929 and 31 members and six candidates in 1930,
but it reduced its membership to 22 while maintaining its nine candidates in 1931 and
1932. The typical composition of the obkom bureau was as follows: the obkom
secretaries; the chairman of the oblast executive committee; the chairman and
secretary of the oblast council of trade unions; the chairman of the Leningrad Soviet;
the head of the security police (OGPU); the editor of Leningradskaia pravda; the
secretary of the local Komsomol and the local representative of the council for the
national economy. In addition, the chairman of the oblast union of mechanical
engineering, some raikom secretaries from Leningrad city and other important oblast
party and government officials were qualified to be obkom burecau members.”

Bureau meetings took place, on average, once a week during 1928 and 1929.
However, the bureau met less frequently from 1930 onwards: it met roughly once
every ten days in 1930 and 1931, but only 24 times, approximately twice a month, in
1932.*' Attendance at bureau meetings varied from about 35 to as many as 216.*

Both full members and candidates of the obkom bureau were entitled to participate in

%" The obkom apparatus was reorganised according to this lines in January 1930. See RTsKhIDNI,
fond 17, opis 21, delo 2711, p. 8.

% Biulleten’ Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP(b), no. 1, 1932, p. 11.

* For instance, in January 1932, secretaries of the three largest raikoms (Narvskii, Vyborgskii and
Smol’ninskii raikoms) were included in the obkom bureau. See RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo
2698, protocal 1.

*® The work plan for the obkom bureau for the period between April and September 1931 confirms this
tendency. According to it, the bureau were supposed to meet every ten days. See ibid., fond 17,
opis’ 21, delo 2713, pp. 61-66.

*!' On 23 December 1931, the obkom bureau decided to hold its meeting on the 9th and 23rd of each
month in 1932. See Biulleten’ Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP(b), no. 1, 1932, p. 11.

>? See protocol of bureau meetings in RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2707-2716.
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the meeting. A number of members and candidates of the obkom and the oblast
control commission, some department heads and instructors also took part in bureau
meetings. The editors of Krasnaia gazeta and of Leningradskaia pravda were
regularly invited to meetings in 1928 and 1929, but from 1930 this was no longer the
case. Representatives of other institutions and organisations, as well as specialists,
were invited to report or advise. The obkom bureau resolution in December 1931
suggested that bureau meetings should be attended by the deputy heads of
departments, responsible instructors of the obkom, the chairman or deputy chairman
of the oblast control commission, heads of sectors, and the editors of Leningradskaia
pravda and Krest ianskaia pravda.”

The secretariat was composed of secretaries and two or three others. The size of
the secretariat, while relatively smail, expanded from two secretaries and three others
in 1929, to three secretaries and two others in 1930, and finally five secretaries and
three others from December 1931 onwards.>* The obkom secretaries, who held full-
time positions, were the real leaders at local level. The first secretary of the obkom,
Sergei M. Kirov, was in turn the real party boss in the region, and a key figure in the
party administration; the necessity of adapting general directives to fit local conditions
inevitably required him to exercise a considerable measure of executive initiative and
vested him with important residual powers. Throughout this period he was assisted by
a second secretary, M. S. Chudov, except between December 1931 and May 1932,
During this period, Chudov was engaged in organising the Leningrad gorkom, and
instead of him, P. I. Struppe took the job as second secretary. From April 1930 a third
secretary was appointed,35 and from December 1931 two more were appointed to
assist the first secx‘eta1y.36 Apart from obkom secretaries, two or three of the most
important figures in the oblast joined the secretariat. In March 1929, for example, the
secretariat consisted of two secretaries and three others: the head of the department for

agitation, propaganda and press;’’ the chairman of the oblast executive committee and

3 Biulleten’ Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP(b), no. 1, 1932, p. 11.

* RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2698.

* Ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2696.

% One of them was responsible for transport. See ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2697, protocol 7.

%7 The heads of this department, A. I. Stetskii and his immediate successor B. P. Pozern were included
in the secretariat in 1929.
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that of the oblast council of trade unions.’® After that, the secretariat normally
included the latter two.**

The secretariat met more often than the bureau, but the frequency of secretariat
meetings also declined from about twice a week in 1928 to once a week in 1932.%
Secretariat meetings were on a smaller scale than those of the bureau: the number of
participants ranged from about 15 to 50.%! Apart from the five to eight secretariat
members, only a few members of the obkom and the oblast control commission were
invited to meetings. Some department heads and instructors also participated.
Representatives of other institutions and organisations, including the Central
Committee and the Central Control Commission, were occasionally invited.
According to the obkom bureau resolution in 1931, the heads of departments, the
chairman or deputy chairman of the oblast control commission, the secretary of the
oblast Komsomol, and the editors of Leningradskaia pravda and Krest'ianskaia
pravda were entitled to participate in the meeting.*

The routine work of the obkom was carried out by a number of departments
{otdely) responsible to the secretariat. During the period which concerns us,

departments were established principally along functional lines.*’ In 1929 the obkom

% RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis® 21, delo 2694, plenum protocals 1-2.

* For instance, P. A. Alekseev, who was the chairman of the oblast council of trade unions, was the
member of the obkom secretariat from March 1929 onwards. 1. F. Kadatskii, the chairman of the
oblast executive committee, was the member of the secretariat from March 1930 to December 1931,
and his successor, F. F, Tsar’kov accordingly took his place as secretariat member,

** The secretariat met 94, 65, 38, 43, and 50 times from 1928 to 1932 respectively. See protocol of
secretariat meetings in RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis® 21, delo 2737-2764.

“ See protocol of secretariat meetings in ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2737-2764.

2 Biulleten’ Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP(b), no. 1, 1932, p. 11.

“ In the period 1925-35 the organisation of departments was a matter of controversy. A most
significant debate revolved around the issue of whether to organise departments on the basis of
functions such as personnel, propaganda, culture and inner-party work and so forth, or to adopt a
system which followed production branch lines. The functional departments supervised their
relevant subject in all subordinate party organisations, whereas the party department based on
production lines supervised all functions within a particular branch of the economy such as
transport, heavy industry or agriculture. For instance, in the former system, the orgraspredotdel was
responsible for selection and overall control of the distribution of all party members, whereas, in the
latter system, each department was responsible for selecting cadres in their own area. The functional
system was taken for granted in the 1920s and this remained much in vogue in the early 1930s.
However, in 1934, in an attempt to exercise direct control over industry and agriculture from the
centre, the functional system was replaced by the system based on production branch lines. For
more details, see Merle Fainsod, How Russia is Ruled (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1953), p. 166-177; Leonard Schapiro, The Communist Party of the Soviet Union (London: Methuen,
1970), pp. 451-456; Gill, The Rules of the Communist Party, p. 46; and Daniel Thorniley, The Rise
and Fall of the Soviet Rural Communist Party, 1927-39 (London: Macmillan, 1988), p. 52.
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secretariat had six departments, which were structured following the Central
Committee’s model. The key departments of the secretariat were the orgraspredotdel,
which was responsible for the organisational matter and for the selection and
assignment of cadres,* and the agitpropotdel, which was responsible for agitation and
propaganda and for controlling the press. The importance attached to these two
departments was reflected in the fact that the heads of these departments were entitled
to be members of the obkom secretariat in 1929. The other departments included those
for general work (obshchii otdel), for women, for party history and for rural affairs.

However, by 1930 it became obvious that the existing system could not cope
with the pressure imposed by the demands of industrialisation, in particular in the
sphere of the appointment of cadres. As industry was rapidly expanding and
agriculture was undergoing fundamental change, a severe strain was placed on the two
largest departments, the orgraspredotdel and the agitpropotdel, due to a hugh increase
in workload. In January 1930 the organisation of the Central Committee apparatus
was altered in response to the pressures on these two departmellts.45 By introducing a
functional-sectoral system, the party apparatus sought to deal effectively with the
problems posed by the demands of industrialisation. New functional departments,
with their sectoral subdivisions, were set up in order to attain a greater specialisation
of duties.

This change was soon mirrored in the local organisations. In the Leningrad
region, the obkom departments were reorganised in January 1930. The
orgraspredotdel was split into two departments: one for organisation and instruction,
and the other for assignment. The former had responsibility for organisational work
within the party, including party appointments, and for verifying the fulfilment of
directives, whereas the latter was made responsible for the selection and appointment
of state and economic administrators, trade union leaders and many other non-party

nomenklatura posts. The agitpropotdel was also split into two: a department for

* In 1929, the work of orgraspredotdel was subdivided into three sections: party-professional and
cultural-educational work; the work for the economy (industry and transport), professional-technical
education and higher technical educational establishments; and the work for the soviet and trade -
cooperatives. A deputy head was in charge of each section. A number of instructors and assistant
heads were also allocated to each section. In addition, a special assistant head was put in charge of
searching for reserves and familiarising himself with cadres in order to select suitable cadres for
promotion. See RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2748, p. 202.

* Partiinoe stroitel stvo, no. 2, February 1930, pp. 70-72.
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agitation and mass campaigns, responsible for agitational work among the population
as a whole, and a department for culture and propaganda, responsible for political
education work among party members. The general department and the department
for party history remained unchanged while those for women and for rural affairs
were abolished.* Instead, a total of 18 sectors were set up alongside the departments,
including sectors for women, information-statistics and verification-instruction.

Another change to the structure of the obkom apparatus came in July 1930 when
okruzhkoms were abolished and the obkom had to supervise vast rural areas.
However, the Leningrad obkom secretariat decided that it was not necessary to set up
a department or sector specialising in rural affairs, and that the existing structure with
four functional departments and 18 sectors should be preserved. Instead, in each
department or corresponding sector, an individual party worker or a group of workers
was given responsibility for supervising and monitoring rural raikoms. The instruction
department, with the help of information sectors operating in each department, was
charged with the task of supervising the work of rural raikoms and giving them
instructions. A number of rural raions were grouped together according to their
economic or political nature (for instance, industrial, frontier, livestock, and flax
growing raions), and an instructor was attached to each group of them. It was
expected at this time that the number of staff in the verification and instruction sector
would increase in order for an instructor to supervise a maximum of eight rural raions.
Obkom instructors were expected to spend most of their time in rural raions. It was
the organisation and instruction department’s responsibility to provide plans for
instructors’ visits to rural raions.*’

In the spring of 1931 the obkom apparatus was reorganised yet again. In
accordance with the Central Committee resolution on the reconstruction of the work
of party organs, the obkom bureau made a decision to reorganise the obkom apparatus
in April 1931. The main change proposed was that the functional sectors introduced
the previous year should be supplemented by production-territorial sectors. The
principal reason for this change was the need to supervise more efficiently the various

sectors of the economy, which was experiencing rapid growth. Another important

4 RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2711, pp. 8-11.
7 Ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2751, pp. 127-128.
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change made this time was the abolition of the information sector attached to the
department for organisation and instruction. With the abolition of the information
sector, its work was spread among the remaining sectors: all production-territorial and
functional sectors had to inform the obkom apparatus of major economic-political
events and inner-party matters occurring within their corresponding areas or within
their area of'j urisdiction.*®

The structure of four departments with four to five sectors attached to each
department, which was discussed in the obkom bureau resolution of April 1931, was
as follows. The department for organisation and instruction had three functional
sectors, responsible for party construction, party cadres and transport respectively.
Alongside these functional sectors, five production-territorial sectors were set up in
this department, each of them responsible for the raions in the following branches of
industry: urban industry (Leningrad, Kronstadt and Pskov), flax growing, milk and
livestock, timber, and cottage industries. The department for agitation and mass work
had four sectors: agricultural campaigning; mass work in Leningrad industries; current
campaigns; and mass work among women and peasants. Meanwhile, the structure of
the department for culture and propaganda remained unchanged with its four sectors -
press, propaganda, cadre and public education. The department for cadres, previously
otdel raspredeleniia, also remained unchanged with one exception - an additional
sector was set up to select cadres for higher educational establishments (VUZ), higher
technical educational establishments (V7UZ), academies, technical secondary schools
(Tekhnikum), factory-and-workshop schools (FZY) and other institutions.

At the January 1932 joint plenum of the Leningrad obkom and gorkom, only
five departments - cadres, organisation and instruction, culture and propaganda, mass
work and general work - were mentioned,” which suggests that the department for

party history had been abolished by this time. Apart from this, the functional-sector

* Ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2713, pp. 71-72.
* Ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2713, pp. 71-73.
50 Ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2698, protocol, 1.
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Figure 3-1. Departments and sectors at the obkom level, April 1931
Source: RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis® 21, delo 2713, pp. 71-73
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system remained in effect until 1934 when the departments established on a functional
basis were abandoned.”’ One of the reasons for this change in direction was the lack
of efficient controls caused by the diffusion of responsibility inherent in a functional-
sector system. By 1934 departments were re-established on an integral-production

. 2
branch basis.’

3.1.2 Leningrad city committee (gorkom)

The Leningrad gorkom took over responsibility for supervising urban raions in
the city of Leningrad. A separate gorkom was elected at the first conference of the
Leningrad city party organisation, held on 12 December 1931. In January 1932 the
gorkom elected a bureau consisting of 27 full members and six candidates, and a
secretariat composed of four secretaries and three others.”> Four departments were
attached to the gorkom secretariat: organisation and instruction; cadre; culture and
propaganda; and mass work.™

The city party organisation held its conferences and plenums at irregular
intervals. The second city party conference was held in January 1932, and the third
one, two years later, in January 1934. The first plenum of the Leningrad gorkom took
place on 13 December 1931, and plenums were held six times in 1932.>> The obkom
and the gorkom worked closely together, often holding joint conferences and
plenums.’® Furthermore, the bureaux and secretariats of the two organisations held
their meetings together from 26 March 1932 and from 3 September 1932
respectivety.”’

As a reflection of the city’s importance, the Leningrad gorkom was staffed as
fully as the obkom. The composition of the gorkom bureau and secretariat also shows

that there was a considerable overlap in personnel between the gorkom and the

*' Gill, The Rules of the Communist Party, p. 46.

*2 This meant that all aspects of, for example, agriculture were handled in the agriculture department,
whether personnel, verification of the implementation of decisions, supervision of lower organs, or
agitation and propaganda.

** RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2698.

> Ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2698, protocol 1.

** In 1932 the gorkom held its plenums on the following days: on 29 January, 19-20 April, 29 May, 9-
10 July, 15-16 October, and 20 November.

% The second and third city party conferences were held jointly with the obkom. Most gorkom
plenums were held jointly with the obkom. The only exception was the plenum of 19-20 April
which was held jointly with the Leningrad city control commission.

%" RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2716 and 2762.
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obkom. Kirov, the first secretary of the obkom, also headed the gorkom as first
secretary. Chudov, former second secretary of the obkom, became second secretary of
the gorkom in January 1932. B. P. Pozern, former obkom secretary, and 1. I. Gaza,
former secretary of Narvskii raikom, became the third and fourth secretaries. All
gorkom secretaries were members of the obkom bureau at the same time. In May
1932, when Chudov was transferred to his previous job in the obkom, he was
succeeded by Gaza. At this time, A. 1. Ugarov, former head of the department for
culture and propaganda, became a gorkom secretary.s8 The three others who made up
the gorkom secretariat were the head of the department for culture and propaganda,
the chairman of the oblast executive committee, and the chairman of oblast council of
trade unions.”” The last two were also members of both the obkom bureau and the
secretariat.

In January 1932, the gorkom bureau was composed of gorkom secretaries, all of
Leningrad’s raikom first secretaries, selected obkom secretaries, the chairman of the
oblast executive committee, the chairman of the oblast council of trade unions, the
editor of Leningradskaia pravda, the local representative of the council for the
national economy and other leading party and government officials.”® Out of the 33
gorkom bureau members or candidates, 16 were also members or candidates of the

obkom bureau.

3.1.3 Urban and rural raion committees (raikoms)

In 1928 the city of Leningrad was divided into six raions, and each raion had its
own party organisation and a raikom which was responsible for political life within
the raion. Leningrad’s six raikoms were Tsentral’no-gorodskoi, Vasileostrovskii,
Petrogradskii, Volodarskii, Vyborgskii and Moskovsko-narvskii. Later in 1930,
following the administrative changes, the Tsentral’no-gorodskoi raion party
organisation was divided into two separate raion organisations: Oktiabr’skii and
Smol’ninskii. The Moskovsko-narvskii raion party organisation was also split into

two: Moskovskii and Narvskii.

* Ibid., fond 17, opis® 21, delo 2698, protocol 3.
* Ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2698, protocol 1.
% Ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2698, pp. 10-11.
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Urban raikoms in the city of Leningrad were of considerable importance, due to
the large size of party membership they had to supervise. Already in 1928 each raion
party organisation had a considerable number of members within them. All raion
party organisations, except Petrogradskii, had a party membership of over 10,000. The
Moskovsko-narvskii raion organisation was particularly large, with over 20,000 party
members.®’ Furthermore, the size of party membership in each organisation increased
considerably over the first FYP period. By April 1930, the Moskovsko-narvskii raion
organisation contained approximately 38,000 members and the Tsentral’no-gorodskoi
raion organisation, the second largest, contained over 25,000 members. The others had
a party membership of between 10,000 and 20,000.° In January 1933, the
Smol’ninskii, Narvskii and Vyborgskii raion party orgamsations had a party
membership of over 30,000. All the others, except Moskovskii, had a party
membership of between 20,000 and 30,000.%

The number of party kollektivy under the raikom’s supervision varied in each
raion: in January 1928 the Tsentral’no-gorodskoi raikom supervised 229 party
kollektivy, Moskovsko-narvskii 198; Volodarskii 120; Vyborgskii 84; Petrogradskii
81; and Vasileostrovskii 74.°* The number of party kollektivy under each raikom’s
supervision also increased over the first FYP period. For instance, in December 1929
the Tsentral’no-gorodskoi raikom supervised some 280 party kollektivy and 700 party
fractions (komfraktsii) in non-party 01‘ganisations.65 In 1930 the same raikom
supervised a total of 198 party kollektivy and 282 department cells which were set up
in various institutions. In addition, it supervised 37 party kollektivy in higher
educational establishments (FVUZ) and 65 faculty cells.’® In 1932, the Smol’ninskii
raikom monitored more than 500 party kollektivy which were diverse in nature.’

Secondly, these urban raikoms were considered particularly important in the

process of industrialisation since they were responsible for monitoring Leningrad’s

%' Biulleten’ Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP(b), no. 13, 1928, p. 33.

6 Leningradskaia oblastnaia organizatsiia VKP(b) v tsifrakh (Leningrad, 1930), no. 2, p. 5.

% Ibid. (Leningrad, 1933), no. 4, p. 4.

 Biulleten’ Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP(D), no. 3, 1928, p. 30.

% RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2749, p. 81. The party kollektivy of this raion were
predominantly those established in the soviet institutions. This was probably because the majority of
Leningrad’s soviet institutions were situated in this raion.

% Partrabotnik, no. 11, May 1930, p. 63.

% Ibid., no. 15, August 1932, p. 15.
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industrial enterprises. In 1928, for instance, the Moskovsko-narvskii raikom was
monitoring more than 100 industrial enterprises and 125,000 industrial workers within
the raion.®® This is probably why the Central Committee paid so much attention to the
work of this raion party organisation: in 1928 and again in April 1930 the Central
Committee investigated the work of the Moskovsko-narvskii raion organisation,
highlighting its achievements and weaknesses, and suggesting improvements.” The
Vyborgskii, Volodarskii and Vasileostrovskii raikoms also monitored a considerable
number of factories in their raions. The Tsentral’no-gorodskoi raikom monitored a
lesser number of factories: in December 1929 it monitored 51 industrial enterprises,
only three of which were large scale ones.”

Each raion party organisation held its conference (approximately once a year),
where it heard and approved reports of the raikom, raion auditing commission and
other raion institutions, and elected the raikom. The raikom was like a scaled-down
obkom, in terms of its structure. Each raikom had its secretariat and bureau. The
raikom bureau generally comprised the leading party workers of the raion, including
raikom secretaries, and a number of important state officials and representatives of the
major economic enterprises in the area. The day-to-day work of the raikom was
carried out by a number of departments, the structure of which mirrored those of the
obkom. The reorganisation of the party apparatus in 1930 also affected the structure of
the raikom departme:nts.?1 In January 1930, the obkom bureau recommended that
urban raikoms in Leningrad abolish their departments and, instead, organise four
sectors. More sectors could be set up if necessary, but no more than six.”* However,
just three months later in April 1930, departments were restored to the urban raikoms
and 14 sectors were attached to departments. This time, it was recommended that the
urban raikoms have four functional departments and one general department dealing
with the technical operation of the raikom apparatus. The general department did not

have its own sectors, but all the other departments had three to four sectors set up

 Ibid., nos. 12-13, 1 August 1928, p. 31.

6 Ibid, nos. 12-13, 1 August 1928, p. 31; Partiinoe stroitel 'stvo, no. 9, May 1930, pp. 58-59; Ocherki
istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (1980), vol. 2, p. 501.

" RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2749, p. 81.

" In 1928, there were orgraspredotdel, agitpropotdel, department for women and information
subdivision.

72 RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2711, p. 10.

107



along functional lines. The department for organisation and instruction was
recommended to have three sectors: inner-party construction and cadre selection;
verification of party directives and instruction; and information and statistics. Larger
raions were allowed to have an additional sector for the regulation and growth of the
party. The work of the cadres department was divided into four sectors: selection of
economic and industrial cadres; selection of soviet and co-operative cadres;
accounting; and promotion and training. The department for culture and propaganda
had three sectors subdivided according to its different functions: propaganda of
Marxism and Leninism; culture and daily life; and the press. The department for mass
work had four sectors: mass campaigning of an industrial-economic nature; current
agitation and voluntary societies; work among women workers; and rural work in the
countryside and worker shej&l‘vo.73

By contrast, rural raikoms in the countryside were on a much smaller scale and
of less importance. Since communists were sparsely distributed in the vast area of the
countryside, each rural raion party organisation contained a relatively small number of
party members. In January 1928, approximately 28,000 party members were living in
the countryside in the Leningrad region. The number of communists in each okrug
ranged from 1,200 to 7,700, and the number of party cells in each of them ranged
from 61 to 262.”* This means that okruzhkoms were supervising fewer communists
and party cells than Leningrad’s urban raikoms. It is obvious that rural raikoms
supervised comparably small number of communists and party cells at this time.
Indeed, in some rural raions there were only a few communists: about ten to fifteen.”

With the abolition of the okruzhkoms in 1930, rural raikoms came directly
under the supervision of the obkom. As the rural area in the region was divided into
more than 100 raions, a total of 111 rural raikoms had been set up by July 1930.7
Each rural raikom supervised approximately 270 communists at this time. By 1932,
the size of the rural raion party organisation became larger due to the recruitment of

new members in 1930 and 1931. In January 1932, a total of 75 rural raikoms were

7 Ibid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2750, pp. 298-299.

™ Biulleten’ Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP(b), no. 3, 1928, p. 30,

” Partrabomik, no. 18, 25 October 1928, p. 44.

7 RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2751, p. 123. This number did not include rural raikoms in the
Murmansk okrug.
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supervising 2,721 rural party cells containing 45,483 communists. On average each
rural raikom supervised 36 party cells and 606 party members. The variety in the size
of rural raion party organisations was considerable: some large ones contained more
than 1,000 communists, while small ones had a party membership of between 100 and
200. The two biggest rural raikoms, Cherepovetskii and Borovicheskii, supervised
over 100 party cells, while some eleven rural raikoms supervised between 50 and 100
party cells. The rest supervised less than 50 party cells.”’

The rural raion party organisation also held party conferences where the raikom
were elected. In raions where there were fewer than 30 active party members, raion
party conferences were replaced by raion party general meetings.”® Each rural raikom
had a secretary and a bureau.”’ In general, staff numbers in rural raikoms were
relatively small. In 1930 the average number of party workers in each raikom was
only four to five. Each rural raikom had a secretary and two to three instructors,
responsible respectively for organisation, agitation and propaganda, and work among
women. The rural raikom normally included a person responsible for accounting and

. . 80
information.

3.2 Primary party cells at the lower level

Further down, at the bottom of the party hierarchy, the primary party cells
constituted the basic units of the party. Party cells were formed in the workplace, such
as in offices, factories and military units, where there were at least three party
members. They were normally subordinate to the okruzhkom or raikom, and the
formation of cells required the approval of the next higher party organ. Each cell
elected a secretary and a bureau that served for six months. Secretaries at this level of
the party organisation were expected to have at least one year’s party membership. As
the party’s main link with the mass of the population, cells were to execute party

slogans and decisions among the masses, and to take an active part in the economic

7 Biulleten’ Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP(b), no. 5, 1932, pp. 30-37.

78 RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2694, p. 276.

" The rural raikom bureau often consisted of raikom secretary, zavorg, chairman of the raion executive
committee and some of the following: raion komsomol secretary, editor of raion newspaper,
chairman of raion trade unions. The average number of bureau members varied between five and
seven persons. See Thorniley, The Rise and Fall of the Soviet Rural Communist Party, p. 62.

% RTSsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2751, p. 123,
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and political life in the area. In addition, they were responsible for organisational and
agitation work among the masses and for the recruitment of new members and their
education.®!

As the party stressed the importance of extending its influence down towards the
grassroots level, great importance was given to the establishment of the party cells and
their role among the masses. This was particularly the case in the first FYP. As the
party sought to organise cells in every workplace and in every workshop, the network
of party cells expanded rapidly both in the countryside and in the city. In the
Leningrad region, the primary cells grew substantially in the first FYP period. As can
be seen in table 3-2, the number of party cells in the region increased from 2,265 to
4,549 between 1928 and 1933. In Leningrad city alone, their number increased from

786 to 1,803 in the same period.

Table 3-2. Number of primary party cells in Leningrad oblast, 1928-1933 (1 January}

1928 1929 1930% 1931% 1932* 1933*
In oblast as a whole 2265 2377 2290 2663 3642 4549
In Leningrad 786 815 885 1045 1459 1803

Note: * Figures for these years did not include candidate groups.
Source: Leningradskaia organizatsiia KPSS v tsifrakh (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1974}, p. 127.

3.2.1 Development of the party network in factories 1928-1931

The primary party cells in industrial enterprises, in particular, experienced great
organisational development between 1928 and 1931. The change came with the
launch of the industrialisation drive. As the industrial sector expanded rapidly, the
party had to deal with the rapidly increasing industrial workforce. In this context,
organisational matters within factories were regarded as one of keys to the overall
success of industrialisation. In order to maximise the party’s influence on workers and
to effectively mobilise the workforce around slogans calling for greater activism and
vigilance, the party sought to reach each shopfloor and shift in every factory by
forming cells in smaller production units. The idea of the ‘breaking up’

(razukrupnenie) of the primary cells was strongly advocated from 1928 onwards, and

¥ See the 1925 Party Rules in KPSS' v rezoliutsiiakh i resheniiakh (1984}, vol. 3, pp. 483-484.
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party cells which had previously been set up at either all-factory or workshop levels
were broken down into smaller units, which were organised at workshop, brigade or
shift levels. It was argued that this would facilitate the recruitment of workers ‘from
the bench’ and that this would serve the party’s need to exert the maximum influence
on industrial workers and to efficiently guide the industrial effort at all levels within
factories, to a greater degree.

On the eve of the first FYP, factory party organisations in Leningrad had a
rather simple structure - a one-tier all-factory cell (obshchezavodskaia iacheika), or a
two-tier party kolletiv-workshop cell (¢sekhiacheika). All-factory cells were organised
in factories where the number of party members was not large enough, and these cells
served whole factories. In factories where there were a sufficient number of party
members within a workshop, party cells were organised at the workshop level as well
as at the all-factory level. All-factory cells and party kollektivy were subordinate to the
raikoms. The party kollektivy, responsible for all party work in the factories, were
entitled to guide their workshop cells. At the lowest level of the party organisation, a
relatively small number of party members were grouped together as party units
(zveno). They were normally formed within small production units such as brigades,
and they were, in turn, subordinate to the workshop cells.

In Leningrad, the creation of workshop cells dated back to 1924. In the early
1920s, the number of rank and file party members in the enterprises was relatively
small, and cells could be organised only if they served whole factories, or even groups
of factories. However, the increased enrolment that took place during the ‘Lenin levy’
of 1924-25 made it possible to create smaller party units in the enterprises, and by the
end of 1924, 473 workshop cells had been created in the city.** Following the first
official sanction on the creation of workshop cells in 1924, more detailed guidelines
were laid down in the Central Committee resolution of 29 June 1925. This resolution
specified that workshop cells could be formed within a workshop or within a group of
small workshops which were related to each other, and that they could be formed only

in the presence of at least 25 full or candidate party members in large scale factories

8 G. P. Erkhov, ‘Stroitel’stvo i razvitie fabrichno-zavodskikh partiinykh iacheek’, Voprosy istorii
KPSS, no. 4, 1974, pp. 77-86.
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employing at least 1,000 workers.” In the years that followed, the number of
workshop cells gradually increased in accordance with the general increase in party
membership within factories and on the shop-floor. Moreover, the easing of
conditions for creating workshop cells greatly facilitated their formation. A further
Central Committee resolution adopted in May 1927 allowed the formation of
workshop cells in medium sized factories by reducing the number of workers required
within a factory from 1,000 to 500.%*

During the first FYP, the workshop cell, as opposed to the all-factory cell, was
being heralded as the vital link in the factory party structure as the party sought to
reach every workshop. Accordingly, more workshop cells were created in Leningrad.
In May 1928 the Leningrad obkom adopted a resolution on the status of workshop
cells, which stipulated that workshop cells should be set up according to the territorial
- production division. This resolution also specified that cells could be formed within
a workshop containing at least 300 workers and 15 full or candidate party members,™
instead of 500 workers and 25 party members, which had been the rule since 1927.
This must have made it easier to form workshop cells. Indeed, there was a sharp
increase in their number between 1928 and 1932. In March 1928 there were 760
workshop cells containing within them 49,421 of Leningrad’s party members in a
total of 123 industrial enterprises. Each workshop cell had on average 65 party
members. However, there was a huge size differential: the smallest workshop cell
contained only six members whereas the biggest one contained as many as 22850 By
January 1929 some 1,129 workshop cells had been formed in the city. The trend
towards creating more workshop cells continued in 1930 and 1931. The figure had
increased to 1,398 by January 1930, to 2,600 by January 1931 and to 3,700 by June
1932 (see table 3-3). This means that, in effect, there was a five-hold increase in the
number of workshop cells between March 1928 and June 1932. This was a

magnificent increase, bearing in mind that party industrial kollektivy saw less than a

8 Pervichnaia partiinaia organizatsiia: Dokumenty KPSS (Moscow: Izdate’stvo politicheskoi

literatary, 1970), p. 101.
¥ Ibid., p. 142.
¥ RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2707, pp. 202-203.
% Biulleten’ Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP(b), no. 4, 1928, p. 27.
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two-fold increase in their number between October 1927 and January 1933 (see table

3-3).

Table 3-3. Number of primary party cells in Leningrad, 1927-1934

Kollektivy Of which industrial Workshop cells
kollektivy
January 1927 746 D
October 1927 782 @) 439 (3) 712 4)
January 1928 786 D
March 1928 760 (5)
June 1928 798 (6) 453 (6) 879 4)
January 1929 815 (1) 437 (7 1,129 (4)
January 1930% 885 ) 1,398 (8)
985 9) 1,391 %)
April 1930 946 (10) 552 (10)
January 1931% 1,045 (D 617 (1D
1,045 9 1,917 )]
994 (12) 2,600 12)
January 1932 1,459 1) 635 an
April 1932 2,838 (8)
June 1932 1,380 (12) 3,700 (12)
January 1933 1,803 0" 710 (1D 1,823 (13)
January 1934 1,677 (D

Note: * Different figures were given for January 1930 and January 1931.

Sources: (1) Leningradskaia organizatsiia KPSS v tsifrakh, p. 127, (2) Leningradskaia
oblastnaia organizatsiia VKP(b) v tsifrakh (Leningrad, 1929), no. 1, p. 5; (3) Biulleten’
Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP(b), no. 9, 16 July 1928, p. 37; (4) Leningradskaia
oblastnaia organizatsiia VKP(b) v tsifrakh, no. 1, p. 38; (5) Biulleten’ Leningradskogo
oblastnogo komiteta VKP(b), no. 4, 1928, p. 27; (6) Ibid., no. 10, August 1928, p. 30; (7)
Leningradskaia oblastnaia organizatsiia VKP(b) v tsifrakh, no. 1, p. 26; (8) Partrabotnik,
nos. 11-12, June 1932, p. 21; (9) Partiinoe stroitel’stvo, no. 7, April 1931, p. 66; (10)
Leningradskaia oblastnaia organizatsiia VKP(b) v tsifrakh (1930), no. 2, p. 13; (11) Ibid.
(1933), no. 4, pp. 4-6; (12) Partrabotnik, nos. 11-12, June 1932, p. 11; (13) Ibid., nos. 9-10,
May 1933, p. 75.

At the same time, the ‘breaking up’ of primary cells led to the creation of cells
in smaller production units such as shifts and brigades. As early as March 1928, it was

claimed that the stage of establishing independent party work in workshops was more
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or less completed and that the next step would be the introduction of party groups
within subdivisions of workshops and the introduction of shift and workshop unit
organisers. While stressing the importance of the transfer of the centre of gravity of
party work to the workshop, the further ‘breaking up’ of workshop cells was called
for.®” Tt was argued that party representation in ever lower ranks would strengthen
party organisation within the enterprises, because newly created cells within
workshops and shifts would inevitably lead to an increase in the participation of
workers, especially of political activists.*® Later in 1930, the sixteenth Party Congress
finally endorsed the idea of the ‘breaking up’ of the party organisations into even
lower ranks and confirmed that the lower levels of party organisation should be
organised along production lines.*’

In Leningrad, the possibility of creating shift cells (smennye iacheiki) was
already being given serious consideration in 1928.% Although the nation-wide
introduction of the uninterrupted working week and the seven hours working day
came only at the end of 1929, many factories in the city, in particular the textile
factories, ran two to three shifts by this time. This caused a serious problem in
carrying out party work. Party members working in the second or third shifts were not
able to participate in party meetings since they had to work when meetings were held.
Soon it became evident that with the existing workshop cell system, party-mass work
could not be carried out effectively in the second or third shifts. Consequently, the
issue arose as to how to organise party cells within workshops which were running
shifts. For some, organising cells in every shift appeared to be the only solution to the
problem. In fact, by February 1928, shift cells had been created in all large-scale
textile factories in the Volodarskii and Moskovsko-narvskii raions and some textile
factories in the Vyborgskii raion.”’

Although the idea of creating party cells within shifts was controversial, it was
given official sanction in Leningrad in early 1928. At the March 1928 plenum, the

Leningrad obkom approved the formation of shift cells in factories which were

¥ Izvestiia TsK VKP(b), nos. 9-10, 26 March 1928, p. 14.
8 Pravda, 12 October 1928, p. 5.
% XVI s*"ezd VKP(b): Stenograficheskii otchet (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo, 1930), p. 65.
% For example, see Partrabotnik, no. 3, February 1928, pp. 26-29.
9 gy
Ibid., p. 28.
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running shifts, and urged factory party organisations to create cells within shifts.”> An
obkom bureau resolution, adopted two months later, specified that independent cells
could be set up in shifts which contained at least 15 full or candidate party members.
This resolution also clarified that shift cells could be formed only within the shifts
where the shift personnel was stable. In shifts where the shift personnel was changing,
party organisers were to be sent to the shifts instead of cells being created in such
shifts.”

Despite the official endorsement, the idea of shift cells did not take hold
immediately. Although virtually all factories ran two to three shifts after the
introduction of the uninterrupted working week and the seven hours working day at
the end of 1929, shift cells were not formed in many of Leningrad’s factories. This
was more the case in heavy industry factories than in light industry. Obviously some
party officials resented the complications it involved. This caused a delay in the
formation of shift cells and it was only in the summer of 1931 that more attention was
paid to this matter. In the Narvskii raion, for instance, shift cells had not been created
in many factories by April 1931. In the rubber factory no. 1 of the Krasnyi
treungol’nik, shift cells had been set up only in three workshops by this time. The
situations were similar to this in other divisions of the factory. This was a common
feature for most factories in this raion.”* In August of that year, the review of the party
work within this raion’s factories revealed that a considerable number of shifts did not
have party cells of their own. Only then did the question of organising shift cells come
to the fore. Consequently, shift cells were organised in almost all factories of this
raion in August. For instance, 16 shift cells were created at the Tyre factory and ten
such cells at the Promtechnik factory. At Krasnyi putilovets, shift cells were being
organised in the iron foundry and the tractor-assembly department. One workshop at
Krasnyi putilovets even abolished the existing workshop cell and organised four shift
cells instead.”

However, the situation did not improve greatly. In March 1932 when the party

structures of the Leningrad regional organisations were reviewed, it was revealed that

*2 Biulleten’ Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP(b), no. 5, 1928, p. 4.
» RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2707, p. 208.

9% Partrabotnik, no, 7, April 1931, p. 48.

 Ibid., no. 15, August 1931, pp. 8-9.
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workshop cells were still predominant within heavy industry. Shift cells were rather
rare and cells were not organised even when shifts had a stable composition of
workers. Reportedly, there was a widespread fear that breaking workshop cells into
smaller units would complicate the party committees’ leadership over their cells.”®

At Krasny: putilovets, for instance, only 22 out of 103 workshops had organised
shift cells. At Elektrosila, only 11 out of 66 workshops contained shift cells. No shift
cells were organised in the Stalin factory and the Mart’ shipbuilding works. In most
cases, this was due to the fact that the shifts did not have a stable composition of
workers. However, even when they had a stable composition of workers, cells were
not always organised within the shifts. Some party officials disliked the idea of
creating too many different kinds of party cells within the factory because they feared
this would complicate the factory party committees’ leadership over their cells. All of
these factors contributed to the sustaining of the previously established ali-workshop
cells. For instance, in the first mechanical workshop at Elektrosila, no shift cells were
organised despite the fact that all four shifts had a stable composition and a sufficient
number of workers and party members. Instead, one workshop cell was preserved
there. This was also the case in the electrical assembly workshop of the same factory.
Although this workshop ran two shifts with a stable composition of workers, no shift
cells were organised. Instead, there was one workshop cell, which was subdivided into
ten shift-party units and one zveno cell. At the Stalin factory, the factory party
committee’s organisation department stuck to the idea of preserving all-workshop
cells because it was felt that this would make it possible to deal with questions
concerning the whole workshop while shift cells could only deal with questions
concerning their own shifts.”’

Below the workshop cell level were party units (zveno) organised in smaller
production units such as brigades. It was this level of party organisation that was
strongly emphasised from 1930 onwards. At the third Leningrad oblast party
conference in June 1930, Kirov emphasised that the ‘centre of gravity’ of party work

should be transferred to even smaller party units, that is zveno.”® Accordingly, it was

% Partiinoe stroitel 'stvo, no. 5, March 1932, p. 24,

*7 Ibid., nos. 7-8, April 1932, p. 26.

% Stenograficheskii otchet tret’ei Leningradskoi oblastnoi konferentsii VKP(b): Biulleten’ (Leningrad,
1930), no. 6, p. 35.
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recommended that party units should be set up wherever there were primary
production units. The regulations adopted by the obkom bureau on 24 July 1930
specified that party units should be set up along production lines in all primary
production units such as brigades, mills, and assembly lines, which contained ten to
thirty workers, irrespective of the number of party members within the unit. Party
units came under the supervision of workshop cells or the party kollektiv if there was
no workshop cell. Workers were to be distributed by the workshop cell bureaux in
agreement with the party kollektiv or committee bureau, taking into account local
conditions and the particular situation of each Workshc»p.99 At the same time, the
regulations allowed party units containing no fewer than 15 party members to be
converted into zveno cells within factories where the party committee existed.'”

The creation of zveno cells was deemed necessary because of the ever-
increasing size of party units. Indeed, as the party membership in factories sharply
increased from 1928 onwards, the number of full and candidate party members
contained in one unit increased rapidly. As a result, some party units became too large
to be served by just one unit organiser. In May 1930, some party units contained about

101

80 to 100 workers of whom 20 to 30 were party members. ~ In the Volodarskii raion,

out of 1,211 party units, 530 contained more than seven party members and 218
contained more than 11.'%

Despite strong emphasis on the importance of party units, party units were not
always strengthened as they should have been. This was the case in the Elektrosila
factory. According to a report on this factory’s party work in October 1930, party
units were not sufficiently strengthened: they were not restructured along production
lines in a number of workshop cells; unit organisers were poorly prepared for their

work; and workshop cells did not rely upon unit leaders.'” Nevertheless, some 371

zveno cells and 9230 party units had been created in Leningrad by the end of 193 0.'%

% RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2712, p. 18.

9 1bid., p. 19.

"1 The diversity in size of party units was huge, however. Some units contained only ten to 13 workers
including two to three communists at this time. See Partrabotnik, no. 11, May 1930, p. 19.

2 Ibid., p. 45.

19 RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2712, p. 74.

"% partiinoe stroitel stvo, no. 7, April 1931, p. 66.
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The practice of creating zveno cells was later on confirmed by the Central
Committee. In March 1931, the Central Committee adopted a resolution ‘on party and
mass work in workshops and brigade’, which specified that in large scale enterprises,
party units containing no fewer than fifteen party members should be transformed to
zveno cells.'” After this official endorsement, the process of converting party units
into zveno cells was accelerated. As a result, the number of zveno cells created in the
city had reached 797 by the end of 1931.'% By this time, the number of party units
together with zveno cells reached 11,430 in Leningrad’s enterprises, which was a
considerable increase from the June 1930 figure of 9,304.'"

However, party units were not always created along production lines as had
been specified in party resolutions. The case of some factories in the Narvskii raion
illustrates this. In August 1931, party units were organised along production lines in
most workshops in this raion. In the steam workshop of the Krasnyi putilovets, for
instance, all five shifts had on average five to six party units, and all of these units
were formed along production lines. By contrast, in the repair-auxiliary workshop,
one party unit had been made up of party members working in different shifts until the
very recent past. In one evening shift at Krasnyi treugol’nik, there were no party
units. '

Although the practice of forming party units which did not correspond closely
with production lines was criticised in 1931, it carried on into 1932. The review on
party structures of the Leningrad regional party organisation in March 1932 revealed
that some party units were made of party members working in many different brigades
or shifts. This practice was deemed inappropriate because of the incorrect way in
which party units had been formed. It was emphasised again that party units should be
comprised of party members from one brigade working in the same shift.'” Indeed,
many party units in Leningrad were made up of party members from more than one
brigades or shifts. At Krasnyi putilovets, for instance, only 12 per cent of party units

were formed in the approved manner. Some 65 per cent were made up of party

' Ibid., p. 66.

1% Otchet Leningradskogo oblastrogo i gorodskogo komitetov VKP(b): 4-i oblastnoi i gorodskoi
partiinoi konferentsii (Leningrad: 1932), p. 87.

"7 Ibid., p. 87.

' partrabotmik, no. 15, August 1931, pp. 8-9.

9 partiinoe stroitel ’stvo, no. 5, March 1932, p. 24.
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members from two to ten brigades, ten per cent from more than ten brigades, and 13
per cent from three different shifts. It was argued that this made it difficult for party-
mass work to be carried out effectively in brigades and shifts.'’®

In April, an article published in Partiinoe stroitel 'stvo revealed that there were
four different kinds of party units in Leningrad: those containing party members in the
same shift and brigade; those containing party members from one shift but many
brigades; those containing party members from many shifts but one brigade; and those
containing party members from many shifts and brigades. For instance, party units in
the iron foundry of the tractor department were made up of party members working in
one shift but in three to five different brigades. One zveno cell at the Stalin factory
contained all 35 party members of the vertical-lathe brigade, even though they were
working in four different shifts. Another zveno cell of the same factory was made up
of all 29 party members of the turners’ brigade in spite of their working in four
different shifts. Zveno cells containing party members from many shifts and brigades
were considered the worst of all, since they were, in fact, not zveno but all-factory
cells. Many zverno cells at Krasnyi putilovets had been formed this way. Some 191
workers, including 30 party members, were working in the foundry-instrument
department, and one zveno cell contained all its party members. Likewise, one zveno
cell contained all 159 party members of the instruments workshop. This kind of zveno
cell was common in the instruments, transport and turbine departments of the Krasnyi
putilovets. t

All in all, the ‘breaking up’ of party cells resulted in the creation of far more
complex factory party organisations during the first FYP period. Factory party
organisations were set up in smaller production units, resulting in a sharp increase in
the number of primary cells in the enterprises. The rather simple party structure - a
one-tier party cell, or a two-tier party committee-workshop cell system - had evolved
into a multi-tier structure by 1932. However, the proliferation of experimental party

structures in the industrial enterprise continued only until the summer of 1932.

" 15id., p. 52.
"' 1bid., nos. 7-8, April 1932, pp. 27-28.
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3.2.2 Evolution of the party apparatus in factories 1928-1931

As with many other aspects of the structure of factory party organisations, 1928-
31 was a formative period in the development of an increasingly complex
administrative machinery. Due to the ‘breaking up’ of the party cells and the party’s
increasing involvement in the economy, the party apparatus in the factories expanded
and evolved into a more complex structure. In early 1928, a party apparatus,
responsible for the factory’s day-to-day party work, was set up at factory-wide or
workshop cell levels, but later within smaller party units such as shift and zveno cells.
The introduction of a functional-sector system in 1930 also affected the structure of
the party apparatus. All these factors contributed to the creation of a more complicated
party apparatus in the factories.

The party issued detailed guidelines as to how to organise party cells and their
apparatus. The resolutions on the status of party kollektivy containing workshop cells
with them and on the status of workshop cells, adopted by the obkom bureau on 23
May 1928, provide useful information on their respective structures. Party kollektivy
were the leading party organs at factory level and took responsibility for all party
work within the factories. The highest organ of the kollektiv was a general assembly of
all party members, convened by the kollektiv bureau once a month. At the general
assembly, delegates to the raion conference were selected, and a burecau and an
auditing commission were elected.''” A kollektiv bureau that served for six months
could have a maximum of 15 full members and five candidates. A kollektiv bureau
was responsible for preparing work plans for the koflektiv, for guiding the activity of
the workshop cells, and for recruiting new members. It was to meet three times a
month and was obliged to report once every three months to the general assembly. A
secretary was chosen from among the bureau members.'"?

Workshop cells held general meetings convened by their burcau twice a
month.'"* Workshop cell plenums were open to everybody, irrespective of party
status. At the plenum, workshop cell members confirmed their work plans and

discussed production matters concerning their own workshop as well as the whole

"> RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2707, p. 201.
" 1bid., fond 17, opis’ 21, delo 2707, p. 202.
" Ibid., p. 209,
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factory, disciplinary issues and questions concerning agitation work among non-party
workers. Moreover, they heard the workshop cell bureau’s report on its work at the
plenum. They also heard the reports of communist factions, Komsomol cells and
individual communists, as well as the reports on work among women and the effective
use of wall newspapers. Workshop cells were given the right to decide on questions of
recruitment, transfer from candidate to full party membership and the promotion of
communists ‘from the bench’ to more responsible work. A workshop cell bureau was
elected every six months, and it was to be made of three to eleven full members and

two to three candidates.'"

A workshop cell secretary was chosen from among the
bureau members.'

One notable feature of these resolutions was that 1928 saw an increase in the
number of bureau members both at the kollektiv and workshop cell levels. In 1927, the
kollektiv bureaux could have a maximum of nine full and three candidate members,
and the workshop cell bureaux could have a maximum of five full and two candidate

1
members.'’

In 1928, both the kollektiv and workshop cell bureaux could have almost
twice as many members as in 1927. In particular, the increase at the workshop cell
level was considerable. This is probably because the workshop cell bureaux, rather
than the all-factory cell bureaux responsible for the whole plant, became the focus of
party work during the first FYP. Indeed, the importance of party work at workshop
cell level was continuously stressed throughout these years. In addition, workshop
cells were given full statutory rights (ustavnye pmva).”8 By June 1930 over half of
Leningrad’s workshop cells had been granted the right to independently recruit new
party members.'"” In 1931, these rights were extended to all workshop cells.'®

At the same time, 1928 saw a formation of the factory party committees in
Leningrad. In 1928, instead of the ordinary party kollektiv bureaux, a number of full-

scale party committees were set up in the city’s largest enterprises. This move was

given official sanction in January 1929, when these newly-formed committees were

' Ibid., p. 210.

" 1hid., p. 209.

"7 Pervichnaia partiinaia organizatsiia, pp. 135 and 142.

"8 Ocherki istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1968), vol. 2, p. 379.

' Cited from P. O. Gooderham, The Regional Party Apparatus in the First Five Year Plan: The Case
of Leningrad (CREES Discussion Papers, SIPS, no. 24, University of Birmingham, 1983), part 2, p.
28.

"% Cited from Merridale, Moscow Politics and the Rise of Stalin, p. 280.
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given a number of wide-ranging rights and responsibilities concerning the acceptance
of new party members.'?'  Their responsibilities included monitoring the
administration, selecting cadres and making practical decisions about important
industrial questions.'**> Moreover, they were responsible for the overall direction of
party work in the enterprises by co-ordinating a number of separate cell units within
the factory. At the onset of industrialisation, factory party committees were seen as
particularly important links in the party’s chain of command, and enjoyed a status
somewhere between that of a raikom and an ordinary kollekziv. In general, they were
much bigger in size than the former all-factory cell bureau.

The status of the factory party committee, confirmed by the obkom bureau in
June 1929, was as follows. The factory party committee was subordinate to the
raikom and assumed responsibility for all party work in the factory. Its highest organ
was either a general assembly of all party members or a factory party conference,
which convened at least once every two months. The party committees were elected
for a period of one year. The size of a party committee was based on the size of the
workforce within the factory: it could have a maximum of 25 full and three to five
candidate members in factories with fewer than 7,000 workers, and a maximum of 35
members in factories with over 7,000 workers. Plenums of the party committee
convened, as a rule, twice a month to discuss and make decisions regarding questions
of industrial, mass and party work in the factory, to hear reports from other
organisations, to confirm the formation of workshop cells and to discuss questions
concerning party recruitment. Factory party committees had to report back to
communists at plenums at least once every six months. Plenums elected a bureau
composed of seven to nine members, and also a secretary who should have been a
party member for at least five years. The bureau, as an executive organ, was to fulfil
party directives and resolve practical problems. 123
In Leningrad, seven factory party committees had been set up by January

1929.'** Officially, factory party committees were to be set up only in large scale

U Izvestiia TsK VKP(b), no. 4, 15 February 1929, p. 10; Biulleten’ Leningradskogo oblastnogo
komiteta VKP(b), no. 2, 8 March 1929, p. 6.

"2 Ocherki istorii Leningradskoi organizatsii KPSS (1968), vol. 2, p. 379.

"2 Biulleten’ Leningradskogo oblastnogo komiteta VKP(b), no. 6, 1929, pp. 24-25.

'¥ Leningradskaia oblastnaia organizatsiia VKP(b) v tsifrakh (Leningrad, 1929), no. 1, p. 38.
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enterprises with more than 5,000 workers and at least 1,000 party members, according

to a Central Committee resolution of January 1929.'%

However, this stipulation was
largely ignored in practice. By June 1929, another 17 party committees had been set
up in the large-scale factories such as the Proletarskaia pobeda, Severnaia verf’,
Krasnyi vyborzhets, Krasnaia zaria, Krasnyi gvozdil’shchik, Krasnoe znamia,
Rabochii, Metal, Karl Marx, Lenin, and Khalturin factories. The information on these
factories showed that, of the 17 enterprises, only two (the Rabochii and Khalturin
factories) had more than 5,000 workers, and only two (the Krasnyi vyborzhets and
Goszavod no. 4 factories) had a party membership of over 1,000."%

In November 1929, the obkom reduced the number of workers and party
members required for the formation of the party committee to 3,000 and 500
respectively. In factories that did not meet these requirements, a party committee
could be established only with the sanction of the obkom.'”” Later in March 1931, the
Central Committee confirmed the practice of organising party committees in large
enterprises, and called for this practice to be extended to all enterprises with no fewer
than 500 party members.'?

The easing of the conditions for setting up a factory party committee, together
with the growth in both the workforce and party membership in factories, seems to
have facilitated the formatio