
originally intended that the component firms in the zones of Western occupation would
also be placed at the disposal of the inter-allied reparations agency. But the Cold War put
an end to this project, and the DAF companies were allocated to West German trade unions
as legal successors of the expropriated cooperatives. Yet this did not in any way result in a
revival of the cooperative movement. Instead of this, the DAF trust was converted into a
private economic umbrella of the German trade-union federation, while the Volkswagen
Company newly established in 1938 grew into a global corporation. The continuities of both
personnel and structure are remarkable. In the case of the housing construction company,
Neues Heimat, they were spectacular indeed, as right through to its demise in the 1980s this
pursued an extremely aggressive and destructive strategy of mass housing construction, which
in no way departed from the principles of its Nazi precursor.

So much for a summary of the most important results. Hachtmann’s monumental study
has not only established clarity on many points, it has also improved the preconditions for an
integrated overall analysis of the Nazi dictatorship. In this connection, however, there remain
some problematic areas to be tackled, which indicate certain shortfalls in the study. In my
view, the book is too one-sidedly addressed, first of all, to the academic world. The hommage
paid in the introduction to the Weberian dichotomy between ‘‘charismatic’’ and ‘‘bureau-
cratic’’ domination, and to the associated concept of ‘‘polycracy’’, is out of date and has
repeatedly been contradicted by more recent findings. The fact that Hachtmann continually
returns to it leads him to unnecessary exegeses and repetitions.

Secondly, I note the lack of an analysis of the DAF trust as a whole in terms of
economic performance. It is undoubtedly the case that the sources required for this are
scant, but by systematic exploitation of some survivals to which too little attention is paid,
it would have been possible to establish at least a balance-sheet based on a model. Also in
his description of the postwar history of the DAF trust, Hachtmann has left unheeded
certain important funds of sources, with the result that – and this is my third point of
criticism – the salience of the debates in the Western occupation zones between liqui-
dation and maintaining corporate continuity escapes him.

Fourth and finally, I see the greatest deficit in the lack of a comparative perspective. His
investigation certainly does contain several pointers in this direction, but they remain
unsystematic and underdeveloped. If Hachtmann had pruned down his presentation
somewhat, he could have made sufficient room for a concluding comparative chapter, and
introduced far more detail on the structures of the DAF trust in comparison with the SS’s
economic empire, Hermann Göring’s Reichwerke, the holding company of the air min-
istry, the Montan group of the Wehrmacht, Albert Speer’s construction empire, and
Organisation Todt, as well as the East Prussian/Ukrainian Erich-Koch-Stiftung.

These critical comments are in no way intended to diminish Hachtmann’s achievement.
His investigation is a great success. Everyone working at a historical-analytical synthesis
on the Nazi dictatorship will need to have his book close at hand on their reference shelf.

Karl Heinz Roth

FIELD, GEOFFREY G. Blood, Sweat, and Toil. Remaking the British Working
Class, 1939–1945. Oxford University Press, Oxford [etc.] 2011. x, 405 pp.
Ill. £125.00. doi:10.1017/S0020859012000703

Geoffrey G. Field describes World War II as the pivotal event of twentieth-century
British history. It certainly appears that way in British labour historiography. Politically,
the pivot is Labour’s emergence in 1945 as a party of majority government. The significance

Book Reviews 485

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020859012000703 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020859012000703


of this development has naturally occasioned a running debate, much of it focusing on the
radicalizing or otherwise effects of wartime social change. Field’s account makes extensive use
of contemporary printed sources as well as research in collections like the National Archives,
the Mass Observation Archive, and the Imperial War Museum. Even so, it is his command of
this daunting body of secondary literature that particularly impresses. A bibliography is
omitted, presumably on grounds of cost, but would have provided an important tool of
reference in its own right. Moreover, though breadth of citation can sometimes mean a hit-
and-miss attitude to matters of detail, this is emphatically not the case on those issues I was
best able to judge here. As a register of our current understanding of the subject, Field’s
readable, persuasive, and informed account should hold a prominent place in the literature for
some years to come.

Its ambitions nevertheless go somewhat further than that. Field’s central contention is
that class, and more specifically the experience of the working class, has suffered a relative
neglect in this historiography. Not only does he want to ‘‘bring class back in’’; he holds
that the war years saw a deepening of class identities, partly through attenuation of the
regional and sectoral divisions of the interwar years, and that this provided the basis of a
more durable, though always contested, postwar social settlement. The book concludes
with chapters on the political developments that culminated in Labour’s electoral
breakthrough in 1945. Against the so-called apathy school of the 1990s, notably ‘‘England
Arise!’’ of 1995,1 they deploy polling and other evidence to reaffirm a ‘‘left’’ or social-
democratic reading of the war years as a political watershed. Against recent assumptions
of continuity, the book as a whole depicts the war as a major catalyst of social change
whose lasting effects included higher wages, full employment, and a transformation of the
social standing of British workers.

The argument is developed through diverse contexts, from leisure and the family to the
world of organized labour. Across so broad a historiographical landscape, Field inevitably
takes up some of the themes and preoccupations of existing literatures. This is true, for
example, of the focus on engineering and mining in his chapter on the ‘‘industrial front’’.
Munitions factories also figure centrally in the chapter on women’s mobilization, where
there are also sections on the women’s auxiliaries and women as housewives. Field
therefore does not overlook gender issues in his readiness to identify class cohesion. He
does, however, warn against overstating gender antagonism and the exclusiveness of the
male industrial worker. Against recent accounts like that of Sonya Rose, he also argues
convincingly that the war years saw a validation of traditional masculine work cultures
and the status of manual labour. Nationally this was epitomized and articulated by Ernest
Bevin, who figures more here than any other individual, and who would surely have
responded robustly to the ‘‘white feather campaigns’’ of whose claimed significance Field
is justifiably sceptical.

Munitions workers enjoyed particular visibility in popular culture, as in the film
Millions Like Us, discussed here, or a novel like J.B. Priestley’s Daylight on Saturday.
A focus on munitions may thus be justified by the symbolic as well as the strategic
importance of these industries. Nevertheless, like the wider body of literature on which
he draws, Field has a good deal less to say about such numerically (and electorally)
considerable groups as the rail, distributive, or textile workers. He is surely right to
question Rose’s identification of a hegemonic masculinity with the figure of the soldier-
hero. Nevertheless, it may be that notions of the war effort underpinned intra-class
hierarchies of occupational prestige in ways that are not really explored here, and yet
which Field’s own weighting of evidence may itself implicitly corroborate.

1. Steven Fielding, Peter Thompson, and Nick Tiratsoo, ‘‘England Arise!’’: The Labour Party
and Popular Politics in 1940s Britain (Manchester, 1995).
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Other sections of the book rely more heavily on original research. This is true, for example,
of the section on moral panics in the chapter on the family, and of the wide-ranging dis-
cussion of Britain’s new conscript army. Field remarks here on the longstanding gulf between
social and military historians, which arguably is especially characteristic of British historio-
graphy, and of a political culture in which, more than most, the ‘‘social’’ has equated with the
civilian. If so, it would further complicate notions of the soldier-hero, and Field’s recon-
struction of the ‘‘citizens’ army’’ shows how class-based civic identities came into conflict
with the discipline, social segregation, and general ‘‘bullshit’’ characteristic of the British army.
By the end of the war this gave rise to overt forms of politicization, commonly registered in
terms of a radicalized ‘‘forces’ vote’’. Its basis, according to Field, was ‘‘less a Marxisant
economic idea of class, than a dichotomous language of ‘Them’ and ‘Us’’’ that reproduced
and reinforced the ‘‘class solidarity’’ of society at large.

The stricter type of Marxisant historian might wonder how far Field’s own use of class
goes beyond this dichotomous sense of social difference. His definition of class is one of
‘‘structured inequality [y] produced and reproduced in economic, social, cultural, and
political relations’’, whether in the workplace, family, community or beyond. In the
absence of any real discussion of how this inequality was produced and reproduced, this
seems a somewhat descriptive and open-ended formula tending towards a ‘‘them and us’’
social history but with a greater working-class bias.

Symptomatically, Field’s account begins with a chapter on the evacuation, as did Calder’s
classic The People’s War of 1969.2 His subsequent chapter on the Blitz also parallels Calder’s
narrative, though without even Calder’s ‘‘prelude’’ on the 1930s, the war itself appears almost
as a bolt from the blue. In the chapters on industry and the army, Field’s class-based per-
spective means bringing to the fore the self-activity of the working class, in particular the
radicalized minority whose contribution to wartime political developments he rightly
underlines. In other sections, despite the Thompsonian overtones of his title, his working
class is less clearly the active agent of its own remaking, and Field does not entirely avoid the
diffuseness of what he calls ‘‘the ‘People’s War’ effect’’. Notably, his chapter on leisure and
culture provides much fascinating detail, but principally of provisions for the working class
and representations of the working class, with limitations and a sense of social distance (as in
the work of CEMA) to which Field rightly draws attention.

This ambiguity in the use of class has possible implications for the wider argument. One
issue might be how fully a class-orientated analysis can be developed within such a tightly
framed chronological framework. Field is rightly suspicious of the backward projection into
the war years of an (assumed) postwar age of apathy. Nevertheless, his own account offers
only sketchy indicators of British society as it entered the war, and his concluding extra-
polations forward are somewhat speculative in nature. The claim is not, perhaps cannot be,
supported that for a ‘‘very high proportion’’ of the postwar electorate voting became ‘‘almost
an automatic badge of class identity’’. To characterize the Tories’ postwar recovery as ‘‘slow
and modest’’ is also questionable. An obvious objection to accounts like ‘‘England Arise!’’ is
that they offer no comparative yardstick by which wartime radicalization might be properly
evaluated. Field, however, does not take up this point. He is surely right to note how Labour
in the immediate postwar decades consolidated the electoral advance it had made in 1945.
What might have registered more is that, even in their hour of retribution, the Tories
themselves gained almost 40 per cent of the popular vote, and thus some millions of working-
class endorsements attesting some deeper resilience of the old society

Field’s overall verdict is that the war transformed the ‘‘power and status’’ of British
workers in ways that persisted until at least the late 1960s. This formula, ‘‘power and
status’’, is employed more than once and it could be that the two concepts are too easily

2. Angus Calder, The People’s War: Britain 1939–45 (London, 1969).
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conflated. Field has unanswerably demonstrated the emergence of a new inclusivity in the
wartime conception of the nation. Nevertheless, his own account clearly shows how
changing representations need to be distinguished from the persisting inequalities which
they could also help to dissimulate, and on which basis changing representations could
themselves just as quickly change again. There was an international dimension to the
wartime political shift which Field here barely notices. Nor, by the same token, does he
fully register the fact that postwar full employment and higher wages were in no way a
specifically British phenomenon, or that the promise of a more thoroughgoing trans-
formation was everywhere eviscerated by the Cold War. Field has provided a superbly
documented account of the centrality of class to the history of wartime Britain. What
perhaps he also shows is how these real but limited advances could in time become effaced
in Britain’s collective memory, in just the way he describes in his final pages. That only
underlines the importance of his timely corrective.

Kevin Morgan

SMITH, SCOTT B. Captives of Revolution. The Socialist Revolutionaries and
the Bolshevik Dictatorship, 1918–1923. [Pitt Series in Russian and East
European Studies.] University of Pittsburgh Press, Pittsburgh 2011. xix, 380
pp. Ill. $45.00. doi:10.1017/S0020859012000715

This book is an important contribution to the literature on the Russian Civil War and the
development of the Soviet state. The author seeks to explain Civil War politics through a
focus on the Soviet state’s struggle against socialist and radical resistance after the October
Revolution. The Socialist Revolutionary Party (PSR) was at the heart of this struggle,
and this book provides a compelling explanation of why the PSR, apparently riding on a
wave of mass popular support in 1917, was unable to put up effective resistance to the
Bolsheviks. The book is organized chronologically, with the first chapter tackling post-
October politics, chapters 2 to 5 evaluating the politics of resistance on the Eastern Front
up until 1919, and chapter 6 taking us through the endgame and the PSR’s final defeat.
The final chapter looks at how the Bolsheviks’ experiences in resisting and finally
defeating the PSR illuminated ‘‘the deeper workings of the Bolshevik imagination’’
(p. 240) and shaped the subsequent treatment of its own renegades.

Smith’s sketches of the PSR at the end of 1917 help us understand the relative impo-
tence of what was apparently Russia’s largest and most popular political party. The PSR
was profoundly divided well before the October Revolution, lacked a single charismatic
leader, and was something of an illusory mass party, which disintegrated throughout 1917,
not just after the Bolshevik seizure of power in October. The divisions within the PSR
were not superficial; rather, they reflected the party’s core belief in heterogeneity and
pluralist democracy. Mass party politics was a relatively new phenomenon for Russia, and
class and estate self-definitions outweighed party political labels.

The Bolsheviks’ success in shaping and delineating the discourse of the Civil War is the
focus of Scott’s analysis. The PSR’s defeat in this sphere is apparent in the commonly
accepted terminology of the Civil War. The Bolsheviks consistently represented the Civil
War as a class war, and as a battle between the binary opposites of Red and White,
revolution and counter-revolution. The PSR meanwhile sought to define their position as
a third force, for revolution, against counter-revolution, but also against a dictatorial
Bolshevik one-party state. A key problem for the PSR’s search for Civil War terminology,
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