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Introduction

The canonical accounts of Lenin’s last writings accept the version that Lenin
left a "testament” that included a number of negative remarks about Joseph
Stalin, and that Lenin wished to remove Stalin from the position of General
Secretary of the All-Union Communist Party (bolshevik)!. This version stems
partly from Trotsky, who embraced it eagerly in his campaign to replace
Stalin as Party leader; partly from Lenin’s wife Nadezhda Konstantinovna
Krupskaya; and partly from Nikita Khrushchev and the Khrushchev-era fifth
and last edition of Lenin’s works, the Polnoe Sobranie Sochinenii ("Complete
Collection of Writings”), or PSS.

There is much confusion concerning just which of Lenin’s last writings make
up his "testament™ As the reader of this book will discover, this is because the
concept of a "testament of Lenin” was invented by others, not by Lenin, who
never used the term and clearly was never aware that he left a "testament.”
Lenin made no "testament, " as Nadezhda Krupskaya, his wife, admitted in
1925. Leon Trotsky admitted this too, although he later resurrected the claim
that Lenin left a "testament™ when, in exile from the Soviet Union, it seemed
in his own interest to do so.

Throughout 1922 Lenin’s health declined. In May 1922 he suffered his first
stroke. By December 16, 1922, Lenin’s muscular control was so impaired that
he could no longer write. From this date until he became too ill to work at all
Lenin had to dictate to a secretary - a task he found difficult.

As far as we can determine from the available records, Lenin never again met
in person with any Party leaders after December 12, 1922. Only his wife
Nadezhda Krupskaya, his sister Maria Il'inichna Ulyanova, the women in his
secretariat, his doctors and his nurses visited him in person. None of the
writings attributed to Lenin and dated after December 12, 1922, bear his
personal, i.e. handwritten, signature or even his initials.

The Research of Valentin A. Sakharov

The present book is largely based on the research of Professor Valentin A.
Sakharov of Moscow State University. His 2003 book, Lenin's "Political
Testament”, published by Moscow State University Press, 2 is the result of
years of access to and study of many of the archival copies of Lenin’s works,
drafts of those works, and originals of other important documents related to
the question of Lenin’s "testament."

! The official name of the Party until 1952; hereafter, "the Party" or "the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, " or the CPSU. Until the formation of the Soviet Union in December, 1922, the Party’s
official name was the Russian Communist Party (bolshevik), or RKP (b).

2 Sakharov, V.A. “Politicheskoe zaveshchaniie" Lenina. Real’nost istorii is mify politiki. (M: 2003).
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Lenin’s Last Writings

Because the concept of "Lenin’s testament” originated after Lenin’s death and
was never clearly defined, there is disagreement over which documents
attributed to Lenin should be considered a part of the "testament.” Sakharov
divides Lenin’s last writings into two groups: those which are
unproblematically Lenin’s work, though dictated; and those that are attributed
to Lenin but are of questionable authorship.

The texts whose authorship by Lenin is not doubted are:

* Notes On Gosplan: "Granting Legislative Functions To The State Planning
Commission” Dated December 27, 1922 - CW 36, 598- 602.

* The Beginning of the Development of the Reorganization Plan for the
Central Committee and the People’s Commissariat of the Russian Republic
(Addition to the Section on Increasing the Number of C.C. Members)
December 29, 1922 - CW 36, 603-604.

* The Article "Pages From A Diary" - Title in English language edition is
"On Education” - CW 33, 462-466.

* The "Article®" "On Cooperation” - CW 33, 467-475

* The "Article™ "Our Revolution (Apropos of N. Sukhanov's Notes)”- CW
33, 476-480

* The Original Version of the Article on the Reorganization of the CC of the
RKP (b)

* "How We Should Reorganise the Wokers' and Peasants' Inspection” (19-23
January 1923) - CW 33, 481-486

* "Better Fewer, But Better" (end of January - beginning of March 1923)-
CW33, 487-502

* The texts that raise doubts concerning Lenin’s authorship are:

* “Letter to the Congress” (dictations of December 24-25, 1922) and
"Addition to the Letter of December 24, 1922” dated January 4, 1923 - CW
36, 593-595; CW 36, 596.

* The Letter to Trotsky, March 5, 1923. - CW 45, 607

* The Letter to Mdivani and Makharadze, dated March 6, 1923. - CW 45,
607-8.

* The "Ultimatum Letter" to Stalin, dated March 5, 1923. CW 45, 607-8.

Sakharov discusses all these documents, including those whose authorship by

% Published as an article, but resembling notes.
4 Published as an article, but resembling notes.
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Lenin is not contested. | will discuss only those documents whose authorship
by Lenin is in doubt.

As a professor at Moscow State University Sakharov gained access to many -
though far from all - of the originais of these primary documents from Lenin's
secretariat, as well as other materials. At the time of this writing (March
2022) these documents are still not available to other researchers. Sakharov
quotes extensively from many of these documents, describes others, and
reproduces photographs of a few of the most important ones.

My Use of Sakharov’s Book

Sakharov's book, 716 pages in length, is the basic source of the first six
chapters of the present book.

In this book the numbers in parentheses after a passage in the text refer to
pages of Sakharov's book. In many places | quote directly from this book.
Where | have done so, the quotations are indented. In many other places |
have paraphrased or summarized Sakharov’s discussion. Quotations,
paraphrases, and summary passages are always indicated by a page number in
parentheses.

A translation into English of Sakharov’s lengthy book would be a major
undertaking and may never be done. Moreover, the Russian text is not
organized in a way to make it easily understandable to a non-academic
audience. For example, a given text may be discussed in several different
parts of the book. The full impact of Sakharov's evidence and analysis is
dissipated somewhat by the length and complexity of Sakharov’s
presentation.

In 2018 I decided to study Sakharov’s book very closely. That study took me
several years. It included making notes on long sections of the book and,
when | felt it necessary, translating long sections word for word into English,
just to make certain that I understood Sakharov’s argument accurately. Once |
had done all this it seemed to me to be more important than ever to write a
shorter book for a broader audience - a book that would make Sakharov’s
excellent research widely available in a way that even a complete translation
of his long and important Russian book might not.

Stephen Kotkin’s Study of “The Testament of Lenin”

The present book also makes a number of references to Stephen Kotkin’s
book Stalin. Paradoxes of Power, 1878-1928. This is the first volume of
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Kotkin’s projected three-volume biography of Stalin.® As | have sharply
criticized Kotkin’s second volume, | will say a few words about this first
volume.

This first volume does contain many problematic passages. For instance, it
contains plenty of gratuitous remarks that attest to Kotkin’s anticommunism
and his willingness at times to abandon any pretense at objectivity.

But Kotkin has clearly studied Sakharov ’s book with great care. He
summarizes Sakharov’s discussion well, and accepts Sakharov’s conclusion
that the anti-Stalin documents in Lenin’s last works, the so-called "testament,
" are fabrications. Kotkin also makes some acute observations about
Sakharov’s analysis. This is why I cite Kotkin’s discussion of the documents
in the "testament” and their use in the political struggles of the 1920s.

However, Kotkin’s remarks on the "testament" and its political use, and on
Sakharov’s analysis, are widely scattered throughout several hundred pages of
his lengthy work. This makes any overall assessment of Sakharov’s study
inaccessible to any but the most dedicated and meticulous reader of Kotkin’s
book.

Kotkin also deploys Sakharov’s conclusions - which he accepts - in order to
promote his, Kotkin’s, own notion that the struggle over the "testament™ gave
Stalin a sense of persecution and a suspiciousness that either created or at
least strengthened a supposed paranoia that "explains, " for Kotkin, Stalin’s
alleged persecution and murders of real and suspected oppositionists during
the 1930s. The attempt to apply notions derived from psychoanalysis to
account for the behavior of historical figures is called "psychohistory." Robert
Tucker, Kotkin’s mentor at Princeton University, avidly practiced this kind of
pseudo-history in his own "psychohistoricar biography of Stalin.” Kotkin’s
application of this nonsense is on full display in the second volume of his
Stalin biography Stalin. Waiting for Hitler, 1929-1941 (2017). | have exposed
Kotkin’s falsifications in Stalin. Waiting for ... the Truth (2020).

So Kotkin abuses Sakharov’s excellent analysis and conclusions, bending
them to his own purposes. Nevertheless, Kotkin has studied Sakharov
carefully and understands him well. Some of his remarks are acute and useful.

She Gorbunov-Fotieva-Glyasser “Commission”

| discuss the report of this "commission™ in Chapter 4 of the present book.
The archival files of this "commission” have not been published. As far as |
am aware Professor Sakharov is the only person to have studied them in

5 At the time | write this. July 2021, Kotkin’s third volume has not yet been published

6 Grover Furr. Stalin. Waiting for... the Truth. Exposing the Falsehoods in Stephen Kotkin’s Stalin.
Waiting for Hitler, 1929-1941. New York: Red Star Publishers, 2019.

" Robert C. Tucker. Stalin as revolutionary, 1879-1929: a study in history and personality. New
York: W.W. Norton, 1973.
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detail. For this reason, my account of this “commission" consists largely of
Sakharov’s account in English translation. In his book Stalin. Paradoxes of
Power 1878- 1928 Stephen Kotkin also draws his account of the
"commission" from Sakharov’s book.

The account of this "commission™ in Vladen T. Loginov, in his book Lenin.
Sim pobedishi, pages 465-471 (PDF edition) is taken from official sources
such as the PSS and volume 12 of the multivolume Biograficheskaia khronika
(Biographic chronicle) of Lenin’s life. It contains no references to the actual
documents of the “commission, " and | do not cite it.

The Procedure in This Book

Page numbers in parentheses alone - e.g., (314) - are pages in Sakharov’s
book.

Page numbers of other works are identified by the author’s last name plus the
page number, all in parentheses: e.g. (Kotkin 314).

Volume and page numbers to the 5 Russian edition of Lenin’s works, the
Polnoe Sobranie Sochinenii (PSS), are identified by the volume in Roman
numerals followed by the page number, all in parentheses: e.g. (XLV 344).

Volume and page numbers to the 4 English edition of Lenin’s work are
identified by the letters "CW", for collected works, followed by the volume in
Arabic numbers and page numbers: e.g. (CW 42, 250).

The text of the Doctor’s Journal - “Dnevnik dezhurnogo vracha V.I. Lenina v
1922-1923 gg." is cited by the journal and page number. E.g. Voprosy Istorii
KPSS 9 (1991), 45; Kentavr Okt-Dek 1991, 112.

The English language translation of the text of the Secretaries Journal -
"Journal of Lenin’s Duty Secretaries November 21, 1922 - March 6, 1923" -
is cited as "SJ" in the text or as "CW 42” plus a page number, in parentheses:
(CW 42, 475).

The Russian text of the Secretaries Journal - "Dnevnik dezhurykh sekretarei
V.L Lenina 21 noiabria 1922 g. - 6 marta 1923 g.” is abbreviated in the text as
"SJ” and cited as the volume number of the PSS, in this case, XLV, plus the
page number, all in parentheses: (XLV 460).

| have occasionally referred to the Secretaries Journal (SJ) as "Diary of Duty
Secretaries” when the "diary format” is specifically under discussion.



12

Chapter 1. How should we reorganize the WPI?

Chapter 1. How Should We Reorganize the WPI?

13

The latest and last Soviet edition of Lenin's works is the Polnoe Sobranie
Sochinenii (PSS). In this edition the next-to-last paragraph in the article "How
We Should Reorganise the Workers” And Peasants’ Inspection” of January,
1923, reads as follows:

Our Central Committee has grown into a strictly centralised and highly
authoritative group, but the conditions under which this group is
working are not commensurate with its authority. The reform |
recommend should help to remove this defect, and the members of the
Central Control Commission, whose duty it will be to attend all
meetings of the Political Bureau in a definite number, will have to
form a compact group which should not allow anybody's authority
without exception, neither that of the General Secretary [gensec in
the Russian original] nor of any other member of the Central
Committee, to prevent them from putting questions, verifying
documents, and, in general, from keeping themselves fully informed of
all things and from exercising the strictest control over the proper
conduct of affairs. (XLV 387; CW 33. 485)

This "Gensec" (= General Secretary) passage highlighted above was not
present in any edition of this article of Lenin's until the publication of volume
XLV of the PSS in 1970. What is going on here?

The article was printed in Pravda on January 25, 1923. Presumably,
therefore, Lenin completed work on it in the 45-minute long dictation
mentioned in the Doctors Journal for January 23:

23 gmBaps. Cman Bmagummmp Waemy mocine 2-x  TabneTox
commanietuia ¢ 11 g0 4-x dacoB. IIpocHyincs, cHOBa TpPHHII 2
TaOJICTKH, MTOYTH TOTYAC K€ 3aCHYJ U Chai 0 9 4acoB C YETBEPTHIO.
IIpocHyncs B xopomieM HacTpoeHWH. bBpulo chemaHo oOTupaHue.
3aBTpakai c anneTUToM. YTPOM AMKTOBad 45 MHH. CTEHOrpaduCTKe
(50) u uywran. Bpauum Bumenu Biagumupa Wnbuua B IMOJOBHHE
BTOporo. Hacrpoenue xopoiee, rojgosa cBexxas U He 6onut. ITocie
obena Bmamumup Umenmy  cmanm 1 wac.  UyBcTBoBanm - ceOst
yIOBIETBOPHUTENBHO. YnTan.!

[translated]

January 23. Vladimir llyich slept after 2 tablets of somiacetin from 11
to 4 o'clock. He woke up, took 2 pills again, fell asleep almost
immediately and slept until a quarter past 9 o'clock. He woke up in a
good mood. His rubdown was done. He ate breakfast with gusto. In the
morning he dictated for 45 minutes to a stenographer (50) and read.
The doctors saw Vladimir Ilyich at half past one. His mood was good,

1 Voprosy Istorii KPSS 9, 1991, p. 50
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his head fresh and did not ache. After lunch, Vladimir llyich slept for 1
hour. He felt satisfactory. He read.

Sakharov has inspected the archival copies of this article.

The final version of the article was represented by four typewritten
copies. All of them are dated January 23, 1923. The date is
typewritten, executed simultaneously with the text of the article. One
of them was registered when it arrived at the Lenin archive on March
10, 1923 (delo 42, b/No.) [960]. On each of them, before the text of
the article, is printed: "Published in Pravda on 25.1.23, in No. 16.”

There is good evidence that Lenin read this article as printed.

One of them (the second) has holes in the upper margin, made by a
hole punch, thanks to which the sheets were affixed to a special folder
to make it easier for Lenin to work with. This indicates that this copy
was printed before the article was sent by Lenin for publication, and
that he was acquainted with this text. This is confirmed by the note
stored with this article, which Volodicheva wrote for M.1. Ulyanova:
"Please alert Vladimir II’ich that the entire article is attached to one
folder from beginning to end.”

There are also two copies of the pages of this article and two copies of
newspaper clippings (Pravda, January 25, 1923) with the article "How
to reorganize the WP1" (strips of newspaper sheets with text pasted on
sheets of paper). One newspaper version of the article also has holes in
the upper margin from the punch, which suggests that Lenin read
them. (299)

This seems to clinch the issue. Lenin either did read the printed version of his
article, or, in any case, there was a presumption that he would read it If Lenin
had inserted the passage about the General Secretary and then had seen that it
had been taken out, he would surely have complained, and some record of his
complaint would remain.

If Stalin - for the absence of this passage in earlier editions was conveniently
and without any evidence whatsoever blamed on Stalin - had arranged this, he
would have taken a terrible chance. But there is no evidence that Stalin
interfered in any way with the publication of this or of any of Lenin’s articles.

On January 10, 1924, in the transcript of a Party conference near Moscow,
Timofei V. Sapronov, a Left Oppositionist who until recently had beena C.C.
member, testified that this article of Lenin’s had been “printed without
changes" and stated that "the Politburo did not change anything.”

CAITIPOHOB: 4, ToBapuiiy, He TOHUMAIO 3TOTO BOIPOCA.
* CraThs OblIa HareyaTaHa 0e3 n3MeHeHus?

CAITPOHOB: [a, 0e3 usmeneHwust. [1onuTOr0Opo He U3MEHHUIO HUYETO.
(Izv TsK 11, 1989, p. 186]

[translated]
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SAPRONOV: Comrades, | do not understand this question.
* Was the article printed unchanged?
SAPRONOV: Yes, without change. The Politburo changed nothing.

Sakharov has also discovered the source of the version of Lenin’s article with
the "gensec" passage.

In addition to the archive file (No. 23543), in which the texts of the
article discussed above are stored, it turns out that there is another one
(No. 24821), in which are stored three texts of the article "How to
reorganize Rabkrin.” All of them differ from the variants of the article
in file No. 23543 in that they do contain the thesis about the General
Secretary. At the same time, they differ, firstly, in the dating and,
secondly, in a different way of including the thesis of the General
Secretary in the text. Two (1.1-5, 5-10) are dated January 22, the third
(1. 11-15) - January 23. This last one has a typewritten mark on the
first page about the publication of an article in Pravda on January 25
and is not fundamentally different from texts dated January 23 stored
in file No. 23543. Therefore, we can talk about the existence of two
versions of the text of the article containing the thesis about the
General Secretary.

In the texts dated January 22, the words about the General Secretary
are typewritten, i.e. are an integral part of the article. They are not
there in the text dated January 23. However there is a handwritten
insert in it: after the words "no one's authority” above the line there is,
in clear handwriting and in small letters: "neither that of the General
Secretary nor of anyone, " and in the margin before the beginning of
the same line is the inscription, which, apparently, is a continuation of
the previous one (the first part is difficult to read) and can be
understood as: “of other members of the Central Committee"
[abbreviated - GFJ. The whole insert looks like this: "neither the
General secretary, nor any of the others [other] [members] of the
Central Committee."

Material on the history of the creation of this article captures the
different stages of work on it, as well as its organic connection with
Lenin's documents of the previous period. These circumstances, as
well as the time of its publication — during the period when Lenin still
had the ability to work — and the fact of his acquaintance with the
newspaper text serve as sufficient grounds for recognizing Lenin's
authorship of the version in which there is no warning of the danger
posed to the TsKK from the General secretary of the Central
Committee of the RCP (b). (301, 303-4)

Photographic copies of a page from one of the typed archival copies of the
article and of the proofs of the article as published in Pravda, along with a
reproduction of the paragraph of one of the "gensec" drafts with the
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handwritten "gensec" passage inserted above the typed line, are reproduced in
Sakharov’s book.?

Since the printed version as it appeared in Pravda was sent to Lenin with the
expectation that he would read it, it is clear that Lenin did not write the
"gensec” passage. The available evidence suggests that Maria Akimovna
Volodicheva, one of Lenin’s secretaries, was a participant in this forgery. She
wrote the note that supports the deduction that the article as written by Lenin
did not contain the "gensec” passage:

This is confirmed by the note stored with this article, which
Volodicheva wrote for M.I. Ulyanova: “Please alert Vladimir 1l’ich
that the entire article is attached to one folder from beginning to end.”

(299)

But it appears that Volodicheva was also a party to the insertion of the
"gensec" passage. One of the texts that does contain the "gensec" passage,

dated January 22, contains a handwritten note in the upper left corner
of the first sheet: “Without the corrections made in the two accurate
(the italicized word is read with difficulty. - V.S.) copies.” The record,
judging by the handwriting and characteristic signature, was made by
M.V. Volodicheva. (301)

The variation in the dating of the "gensec" documents between January 22
and January 23 suggests the possibility that the January 22 date was inserted
later - perhaps much later. This, however, would make little sense. Once
Lenin’s article was published, and, as is probable, Lenin had seen the printed
version, why add the "gensec" passage to a draft and then hiding it away?
Most likely, therefore, VVolodicheva inserted the “"gensec” passage on January
22, before the article was sent off to be printed.

But Volodicheva was not an independent political actor. She was just one of
Lenin’s secretaries. She could not have concocted this forgery scheme herself.
Moreover, this is not the only example of falsification of Lenin’s last
writings. As we shall see, there are many more falsifications of important
documents supposedly from Lenin.

Who had put Volodicheva up to this? Only one person in Lenin’s secretariat,
aside from Lenin himself, had the authority to instruct the secretaries: Lenin’s
wife, Nadezhda Krupskaya.

This issue - the aborted insertion of this "anti-gensec™ passage into a January,
1923 article by Lenin - is important because it constitutes solid evidence that
the charge that Lenin’s last writings had been falsified is not just a hypothesis
of Sakharov’s. Real falsification was taking place. Moreover, it is solid
evidence that the falsification was happening in Lenin’s own secretariat.

It is important that we know that Krupskaya was responsible here. It turns out
that she was the central figure in yet more, and much more significant,
falsifications of Lenin’s last writings.

2 See illustration 4.
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All of the documents in Lenin’s last writings that have an anti-Stalin tendency
were put into circulation long after the dates on the documents. All of them
were put into circulation by Krupskaya. We shall see that the explanation that
Lenin had wanted to delay publication of these documents was made at a time
when he was incapable of taking any action whatsoever, when he could no
longer even speak.
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Chapter 2. Letter to the Congress

Few issues in soviet history involved more intrigue than Lenin’s so-
called testament, which is dated to December 1922-January 1923, but
which, as we shall see, Lenin might not have dictated at that time —
contrary to entrenched scholarship— or even dictated at all.

- Stephen Kotkin, Stalin. Volume 1. Paradoxes of Power 1878-1928,
418.

The first document conventionally classified as part of the "Letter to the
Congress" (L2C) is dated December 23, 1922. (XLV 343-4; CW 36, 593-4)
Sakharov notes:

The dictation on December 23 has never attracted the proper attention
of traditional historiography, perhaps because the questions posed in it
received more extensive development in subsequent dictations, and the
history of its creation seemed very clear. It is traditionally considered
that this is the first part of the "Letter to the Congress” (278)

"Traditionally" - but not originally. In fact, not until the "Khrushchev" edition
in the journal Kommunist, no. 9, 1956, pages 16-17. Sakharov points out that

in the Bulletin (30) of the XV Congress of the CPSU (b) the texts of
the "Letter to the Congress” (also known as the "testament”) - the
"Characteristics” and “Addition” to them - were published without the
dictation of December 23, which is now [since Khrushchev, 1956]
considered to be the first part of the "Letter to the Congress.” (279)

The XV Party Congress was held from December 2 - 19, 1927. The English
language Wikipedia page on "Lenin’s Testament" States

The full English text of Lenin's testament was published as part of an
article by Eastman that appeared in The New York Times in 1926.1

That is not true. This version, which was transmitted to the Times by Max
Eastman, does not contain the document dated December 23, 1922. We know
that Eastman obtained his text of the "testament” indirectly from Lenin's wife
Nadezhda Krupskaya. Therefore, Krupskaya did not include the December
23, 1922 document as part of the "Letter to the Congress” when she passed it
to the oppositionist, who then took it to France, where Eastman obtained it.

This history just serves to deepen the mystery of the document of December
23, 1922.

The Secretaries Journal (CW 42, 481; XLV 474) has an entry by Volodicheva
in which she claims that Lenin had dictated to her:

23 nexabps (3anuck M. A. Bonoauuesoii).

! https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lenin%27s_Testament#Document_history , at note 4.
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B wnavane 9-ro Bnagumup Wneuu BbI3BIBAT Ha KBapTHpY. B
MPOJOJKEHNE 4-X MHHYT IOUKTOBajl. UyBcTBOBas cels mioxo. beum
Bpauu. Ilepen TeM, kak HauaTh AMKTOBaTh, ckazal: «S xouy Bawm
MPOJUKTOBATh MHCHMO K Che3ny. 3anmiiute!y. [IpoaukToBan GICTPO,
HO OOJIE3HEHHOE COCTOSIHME €ro 4YyBCTBOBaJOCh. [lo OkOoHYaHUM
cnpocui1, Kotopoe uucio. [louemy Takas OnenHasi, mouemy He Ha
che3Jie, MoXKaJell, YTO OTHUMAET BpeMs, KOTOpPOE s MOTJIa ObI TPOOBITH
tam. Hukakux pacropsbkeHuii st He nonydmna 6ouneie. (XLV, 474)

December 23 (entry by M. A. VVolodicheva).

A little after 8 VIadimir Ilyich called me to his flat. In the course of 4
minutes he dictated. Felt bad. Doctors called. Before starting to
dictate, he said: “I want to dictate to you a letter to the congress. Take
it down". Dictated quickly, but his sick condition was obvious.
Towards the end he asked what the date was. Why was | so pale, why
wasn't | at the congress, was sorry that he was taking up the time that |
could have spent there. | received no more orders. (CW 42, 481)

This entry is confusing. The "congress" mentioned twice here - because Lenin
(supposedly) asked Volodicheva why she was not attending it - must be the
8™ All-Russian Congress of Soviets, which met in the Bolshoi Theater from
December 23- 27, 1922.2 There is no clear reference to the next Party
Congress, the twelfth.3

A second problem is the date of this entry. The entry in SJ for the following
day, December 24, begins this way:

24 nexabps (3anuck M. A. Bonoauuesoii).
Ha cnenyromuii neus (24 nexadpsi) ...
December 24 (entry by M. A. Volodicheva).
Next day (December 24)...

(XLV, 474; CW 42, 482)

The phrase "next day” means that the entry for December 23, as well as that
of December 24, was not entered in real time - on that day - but at some later
time. That is, this journal is no longer a "diary" of daily entries, but something
else, with at least the entries like this one composed and entered later for
some reason.

A third problem is the following. The Doctors Journal States that on
December 23, 1922, around 8:30 p.m.,

... Vladimir llyich asked permission to dictate to a stenographer for 5
minutes, as he was concerned about one question and is afraid that he
will not fall asleep. This was allowed him, after which Vladimir Ilyich

2 See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/All-Russian_Congress_of Soviets#Tenth_Congress

3 Adding to the confusion, the Russian language has no articles - no "a / an" or "the.” So pis'mo k
s"ezdu can mean "letter to a congress” or "letter to the congress. Even if we assume that Lenin meant
"the congress" the text does not tell us which congress.



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/AII-Russian_Congress_of_Soviets#Tenth_Congress
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calmed down considerably.*

It is hard to imagine that a letter the length of this document - 228 words -
could have been dictated by Lenin in five minutes or, as Volodicheva
claimed, in four minutes. This is especially improbable since Lenin was not
used to dictation and had trouble with it. We will discuss Lenin's problems
with dictation shortly.

Sakharov has discovered that there are two drafts of this letter and that they
differ significantly. A typed draft is initialed by Volodicheva. But a
handwritten draft also exists, in the handwriting of Nadezhda S. Allilueva,
one of the duty secretaries in Lenin's secretariat and Stalin’s wife.>

Photographic reproductions of the parts of both drafts that are under
discussion here are in Sakharov’s book (plates between pages 352 and 353).5

The version of this letter in the official English translation of Lenin’s works is
as follows:

|
LETTER TO THE CONGRESS

I would urge strongly that at this Congress a number of changes be made in
our political structure. | want to tell you of the considerations to which 1
attach most importance.

At the head of the list I set an increase in the number of Central Committee
members to a few dozen or even a hundred. It is my opinion that without this
reform our Central Committee would be in great danger if the course of
events were not quite favourable for us (and that is something we cannot
count on).

Then, | intend to propose that the Congress should on certain conditions
invest the decisions of the State Planning Commission with legislative force,
meeting, in this respect, the wishes of Comrade Trotsky —to a certain extent
and on certain conditions.

As for the first point, i.e., increasing the number of C.C. members, | think it
must be done in order to raise the prestige of the Central Committee, to do a
thorough job of improving our administrative machinery and to prevent
conflicts between small sections of the C.C. from acquiring excessive
importance for the future of the Party.

It seems to me that our Party has every right to demand from the working
class 50 to 100 C.C. members, and that it could get them from it without
unduly taxing the resources of that class.

Such a reform would considerably increase the stability of our Party and ease

4 Voprosy Istorii KPSS 9 (1991), 45.

5 According to Sakharov, 278, the entry in the journal of outgoing mail is also in Allilueva’s
handwriting.

© See illustrations #1 and #la.
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its struggle in the encirclement of hostile States, which, in my opinion, is
likely to, and must, become much more acute in the next few years. | think
that the stability of our Party would gain a thousandfold by such a measure.

Lenin
December 23, 1922
Taken down by M. V.7

According to Sakharov, who had access to the journal of outgoing mail of
Lenin's secretariat,  Lenin’s letter was registered on the same day as it was
written, December 23, in Allilueva’s handwriting, as follows: "Stalinu
(pis’mo V.I. k s’ezdu)" - "To Stalin (letter of V.I. to a/the congress." (278)
So Allilueva, or whoever made this entry, stated plainly that the letter was
indeed addressed to Stalin. And that suggests that "k s”ezdu" means "for a/the

congress, " "in preparation for a/the congress, " rather than "to a/the
congress.”

The Differences in the Two Versions®

The manuscript version has the underlined title: "Letter to a/the Congress"?

(Pis'mo k s"ezdu) and the underlined notation "Strictly secret” [Strogo
sekretno} at the upper right. This notation is lacking in the typewritten version
and in the Soviet-era publications of the letter.

Both versions use the familiar term for you - "Vy, ” with a capital "V” - Bbi.
This means that the letter is to an individual, not to a group, and therefore not
"to the Congress." The contents of the letter suggest that in its Lenin is
presenting suggestions to the Secretariat, whose job it was to prepare the
Congress, and therefore to Stalin, who was General Secretary. This agrees
with Allilueva’s annotation in the journal of outgoing mail.

The fact that this letter was not intended for delegates to a party Congress but
to an individual means that VVolodicheva's statement in the Secretaries Journal
is false.

On the one hand, she wrote in the "Diary of the duty secretaries” that
Lenin, starting the dictation, said: "l want to dictate to you a letter to
the congress. Take it down!” But on the other hand, she seemingly did

"CW 36, 593-4; XLV 343-4.

8 1dentified by Sakharov, 272, as RGASPI F. 5 Op. 4. D. 1. (PFACnW. $.5.0On. 4. A 1.).

9 At this point the reader should study the reproductions, which I have taken from Sakharov’s book.
10 Hereafter we will refer to the document as “Letter to the Congress” or L2C.
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not think that she was writing a letter for the congress delegates.
Otherwise, she would not have sent it to Stalin. It turns out that, on the
one hand, she knew that Lenin was addressing the congress, and on the
other, she did not know about this. (281)

In 1963 an aged Volodicheva told Genrikh Volkov that Lenin had not told her
what to do with this “letter to the congress, ” so she asked Fotieva, who told
her to show it to Stalin.* That means that Lenin did not give any instructions
concerning what to do with this dictation.

25

And this contradicts Lidia Fotieva’s letter of December 29, 1922, which we
discuss below. It also fails to account for the textual issues, which show that
this letter was originally addressed to an individual, personally. Since it was
sent to Stalin, we can assume that it was meant for him, and that is confirmed
by the handwritten version. This has important implications for the study of
the L2C.

Recognition of the fact that this letter was not intended for delegates of a
party congress, but sent to one of the leaders of the Central Committee, most
likely Stalin, makes the conclusion inevitable: Fotieva’s and Volodicheva's
"testimonies' are false with all the ensuing consequences for source
study and historiography. (283-4)

The change in the treatment formula from "You” singular [Bbi] to
"you" plural [Bbi] was made only when the letter was published in the
Complete Works of V.l1. Lenin. Formerly, in the journal Kommunist

(1956, No. 9), in volume 36 oi the 4th edition of the collected works of
V.1. Lenin, as well as in the transcript of the X111 Congress of the RCP
(), this fragment of the text was reproduced correctly.'? This indicates
that the "revision" of Lenin's texts was made in the period of the
formation of the "Khrushchev” historiography of Lenin's testament,
when the myth of Lenin's "Letter to the Congress” was introduced into
historical Science and public consciousness, which was supposed to
serve as an important component part of the campaign of criticism of
the "personality cult” of Stalin. (288)

Fotieva’s Letter to Kamenev
On December 29, 1922, Fotieva wrote to Kamenev:

29 / X11-22. Com[rade] Stalin on Saturday 23 / XII was given a letter
from Vladimir llyich to the Congress, written down by Volodicheva.
Meanwhile, after the letter was handed over, it became clear that
Vladimir ilyich's will was that this letter be kept strictly secret in the
archive, that it could be unsealed only by him or Nadezhda
Konstantinovna Krupskaya, Lenin’s wife, and should have been
presented to anyone only after his death. Vladimir llyich is fully

1'\/olkov, "Stenografistka II’icha." Sovetskaia Kul tura January 21, 1989, page 3. See illustration #12.
21 have verified in the version in Kommunist 9, 1956.
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confident that he said this to Volodicheva while dictating the letter.
Today, 29 / XII, Vladimir llyich summoned me to his place and asked
if the corresponding note had been made on the letter and repeated that
the letter should be read out only in case of his death. Taking into
account the health of VIadimir Ilyich, I did not find it possible to tell
him that a mistake had been made and reassured him that the letter was
unknown to anyone and that his will had been fulfilled.

I ask the comrades who have become aware of this letter, under no
circumstances, during future meetings with Vladimir llyich, to reveal
the mistake made, giving him no reason to assume that the letter is
known, and | ask you to look at this letter as a record of the opinion of
Vladimir llyich, which nobody would have to know.

29/ X1l — 22 L. Fotieva®®

27
Sakharov notes the problems, both formal and in content, with this text.

First, if we proceed from the assumption that Lenin addressed the
party congress, then the conclusion is inevitable that Lenin wanted to
bring this question to the congress without any preparation during the
pre- congress discussion, bypassing the party’s Central Committee,
and also setting himself against it. Such an assumption contradicts the
tradition of congress preparation, as well as Lenin's well-known views
on the role and role of the Party’s Central Committee — the board of
its most experienced and authoritative members, whose authority
should be protected as one of the most important conditions for its
success. Second, it is not clear why Lenin, having dictated a clear text,
could not give more or less clear instructions as to his purpose. (281)

This letter raises other problems too:

* If the December 23 letter was sent to Stalin - Fotieva says it was, and the
handwritten version confirais this - why did she send this December 29 letter
to Kamenev?

* The December 29 letter has a number of notes on it by the persons who saw
it: by Stalin, who evidently passed it to Trotsky, who States that he "ofcourse"
did not give it to anyone else.!*

*In his reply - not to Fotieva but to Stalin - Kamenev States that he showed
Fotieva’s letter only "to those members of the C.C. who had been acquainted
with the contents of Vladimir II’ich's letter, " and names Trotsky, Bukharin,
and Ordzhonikidze.

13 1zv TsK KPSS 1, 1990, 157. Sakharov’s reference (696 note 16) is incorrect. This letter has been
transcribed with a photographic reproduction of each page of the original, at the Russian Archive site:
http://lenin.rusarchives.ru/dokumenty/pismo-la-fotievoy-Ib-kamenevu-ob-oshibochnoy-otpravke-
leninskogo-pisma-k-sezdu-v

¥ This is indicated in a note below the text of the letter (see previous footnote). A facsimile of the
letter itself, with the remarks on it, is on the following page (158). A much clearer facsimile, together
with a transcription, is the one at the Russian archives site (see previous footnote).



http://lenin.rusarchives.ru/dokumenty/pismo-la-fotievoy-lb-kamenevu-ob-oshibochnoy-otpravke-leninskogo-pisma-k-sezdu-v
http://lenin.rusarchives.ru/dokumenty/pismo-la-fotievoy-lb-kamenevu-ob-oshibochnoy-otpravke-leninskogo-pisma-k-sezdu-v
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«t[oB.] JLA. ®orueBa sBunace ko MHe cero 29/XII B 23 uyfaca] u
CHayajla yCTHO, a 3aTeéM IIMCbMEHHO CcJieNajla BbILIEU3I0KEHHOE
3asBiIeHHE. S cUMTal0 HyXHBIM IO3HAKOMHUTH C HUM Tex wieHoB LK,
KOTOpbIE Y3HAIH CojepkaHne mmcbMa Bmamumupa Wibnua (MHE
U3BECTHO, YTO C COJAECPKAHUEM €ro 3HakoMbl T.T. Tpouxuil, byxapus,
OpmKOHUKHI3E U ThI). S| HE TOBOPHJI HUKOMY HH CJIOBOM, HH HAMEKOM
06 otom mmmceMme. llomararo, 4YTO TaKKe TOCTYIHIM U BCE
BBILIICHa3BaHHbIE TOBapHUI. Ecim ke KTo-mnbo M3 HUX HOAETHICS C
gpyrumu uneHamu LK coxmepikaHueM mnucbMa, TO O CBEIEHUSA
COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX TOBApHUIIEH JODKHO OBITH JIOBEAEHO U 3TO
3asBieHue T. DoTueBoil.

JI. Kamenen».
ITomera U.B. Crammna: «Yutan. Cranua. Tonbko 1. Tponkomy».

ITomera JI.JI. Tpouxoro: «Uuran. Baagumupa Wnbuua pazymeercs
LEKUCTOB He pacckasbiBai. JI. Tpouxuii».

"Com. L.A. Fotieva carne to me on 29/12 at 11 pm and first orally and
then in writing made the above statement. | consider it necessary to
show it to those members of the Central Committee who have learned
the content of Vladimir llyich's letter (I know that Comrades Trotsky,
Bukharin, Ordzhonikidze and you are familiar with its content). | did
not tell anyone either a word or a hint about this letter. | believe that all
the above-named comrades did the same, If any of them shared the
contents of the letter with other members of the Central Committee,
then this statement by Comrade Fotieva should also be brought to the
attention of the respective comrades.

L. Kamenev”.
Note by I.V. Stalin: "I read it. Stalin. Only to Comrade Trotsky.”

Note by L. D. Trotsky: "I read it Of course, | did not tell any of the
Central Committee members about Vladimir Ilyich's letter. L.
Trotsky"®

Who showed the letter, or summarized its contents, to Bukharin and
Ordzhonikidze? Why did they do it? We don’t know.

* Sakharov notes a number of other formal problems with this letter:

why did Kamenev know about informing Bukharin and
Ordzhonikidze, but Stalin and Trotsky did not? It is not clear how
Kamenev had it, if Stalin assures us that he spoke of it only to Trotsky.

If Kamenev did receive the letter, then it means that only Volodicheva
could have given him the text. Why [did she do this]?

It is also noteworthy that the letter of Fotieva to Kamenev is not
registered anywhere - neither as an outgoing nor as an incoming
document. The original letter is an autograph. The date 23 / XII" in

15 Jzv TsK KPSS 1 (1990) 157, 159.
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the First row is inserted on top. (282)¢
These details can be seen in the Rusarchives facsimile.

It would be possible to pass by this if it were not for the circumstances
in which the letter appeared in the materials of the Secretariat of Lenin
— it arrived there 19 years after the events described. On the back of it
there is an inscription: “entered the Archive on October 1941." (282)

It is clear that the letter of December 23, 1922, was intended for an individual
- "Vy” instead of "vy" - not for a Party Congress. That fact alone removes any
possibility that it was intended to be “presented only after his death.” It is
apparently a number of suggestions that Lenin wanted to submit for
consideration at the next Party Congress, but not a letter to the Party
Congress.

But then, what’s going on? Why did Fotieva write this letter to Kamenev?
Whatever the reason, it must be related to the repurposing of the letter as the
first part of what later carne to be called the "Letter to the Congress."

In short, a conspiracy was under way to create a "letter to the congress" by
Lenin composed of various elements not originally written together and - as
we shall see - not all written by Lenin. This conspiracy had been set in motion
by December 29, 1922, the date of Fotieva’s letter to Kamenev, but had not
been underway on December 23, 1922, when the first document was dictated
by Lenin and sent to Stalin.

More Significant Differences between the Two Versions

In the typewritten version oi Lenin’s letter the fourth paragraph reads like
this:

Then, | intend to propose that the Congress should on certain
conditions invest the decisions of the State Planning Commission with
legislative force, meeting, in this respect, the wishes of Comrade
Trotsky—to a certain extent and on certain conditions.

The handwritten version of the letter omits the italicized words. But there is a
problem with both versions, because there is no evidence of any concession
by Lenin to Trotsky. We don’t even know what “meeting ... the wishes of
Comrade Trotsky ..." refers to!

On December 24 and 26, Trotsky wrote two letters to the C.C. detailing his
proposal, among other things, to merge the State Planning Commission and
the Supreme Economic Council, and suggested himself as the person in
charge.!” Lenin politely but firmly rejected Trotsky’s suggestions in his essay

16 Sakharov adds that Stalin's signature under the mark made by him looks unusual: the inscription of
the letter "t" does not resemble his usual signatures.

17 Sakharov publishes these two letters on pages 653-8.1 have not been able to find them published
anywhere else.



32

Chapter 2. Letter to the Congress

of December 27, "Granting Legislative Functions to the State Planning
Commission."8

Fates or “Judges”?

In the typewritten version the fifth paragraph reads as follows: in Russian:

Uro kacaercs 10 IEepBOTrO MyHKTA, T. €. 10 YBEIHMUCHHS YHUCiia WICHOB
K, To s mymaro, 4To Takas BEIllb Hy>KHa U JJIs OJTHATHSA aBTOpUTETA
LK, u nust cepbe3HOM pabOTHI MO yJIYYIISHUIO HAIIEro ammnapara, u
JUISl TIPEIOTBPALICHUST TOTO, YTOOBI KOH(QUIMKTHI HEOONBIIMX YacTei
K mMorau nosy4yuTs CAUIIKOM HEIOMEPHOE 3HAUECHUE Il 6cex cyded
MapTHH.

A literal English translation:

As for the first point, i.e., increasing the number of C.C. members, |
think it must be done in order to raise the prestige of the Central
Committee, to do a thorough job of improving our administrative
machinery and to prevent conflicts between small sections of the C.C.
from acquiring excessive importance for all the fates of the Party.

The boldface italicized words make no more sense in Russian than they do in
English. The translators of Lenin’s Collected Works in English (4" edition)
transiate this way:

... from acquiring excessive importance for the future of the Party.

The translators were guessing. They too did not know what "for all the fates
of the Party" means. However, the handwritten version of the Lenin letter is
different:

... [UI 6cex «cyodeir» MapTHU.
... for all the "judges" of the Party.

"All the fates" is incoherent. But the meaning of "all the 'judges’™ - the
quotation marks are in the original (consult the piate) — is clear.

Since the word "judges” is used in quotation marks, we are entitled to
assume that Lenin used it figuratively and did not recognize the right
of these people to judge the party. What are these "judges of the
Party"? These are the rea) political forces that "judged” (i.e.,
condemned, criticized) the party and its policies. Trotsky was the most
“famous” critic who created the most problems for Lenin. There were
others, lesser ones: the "Workers' Opposition, " the "Decists”
(Democratic Centralists), Bukharin, Preobrazhensky and many others.
Of course, with respect to these critics of the party, the word "judges”
could only be used in quotes, i.e. figuratively, as it is used in the text

18 CW 36, 598-602; XLV 340-353.
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of the letter to Stalin.

Lenin fought constantly with such "judges, i.e. critics. The
controversy with them is a red thread through many texts of Lenin's
last letters and articles. For example, in the record of December 26, we
meet the following rebuke: "That is why those “critics" who point to
the defects of our administrativo machinery out of mockery or malice
may be calmly answered that they do not in the least understand the
conditions of the revolution today.”?® In the texts about the State
Planning Committee, Lenin objects to critics of the existing system of
organizing the work of the State Planning Committee. He argues with
the same “critics” (“party judges™) - "our Sukhanovs" - in the article
"On our revolution"®, In the article "How to reorganize The Workers
and Peasants Inspectorate™ he disputes those critics-judges who do not
believe in the possibility and necessity of reorganizing the RKI, and in
the article "Better Fewer But Better" he argues with those who do not
believe in the possibility of combining study with work, and so forth.

Thus, there is no sense in the version of the text with "all the fates” of the
party, but in the version with "judges” there is a clear meaning. The "judges
of the party" are its critics, with whom Lenin constantly fought, including in
his last works. (285-6)

There is another important difference between the handwritten and the typed
versions of this letter. In the second to last paragraph of the handwritten
version we read:

Mmue naymaercs, uro 50-100 umenor IIK Hameld mapTuu BIpaBe
TpeboBaTh OT pabouero kiacca ... (XLV, 343)

I believe that 50-100 members of the C.C. of our Party have every
right to demand from the working class ...

The typewritten version reads differently:

Mue nymaercsi, uto 50—100 umenoB LIK Hamia maprtusi BhpaBe
TpeboBaTh OT pabouero kmacca ...

It seems to me that our Party has every right to demand from the
working class 50 to 100 C.C. members ... (CW 36, 593)

Either the C.C. demands the help of the Party, or the Party demands the help
of the workers. But Lenin could not have been proposing non-Party workers
to enter the C.C. Therefore, only the handwritten version, not the typewritten
version, makes sense. The purpose, after all, is to

. u s nopHsatus aBropurera LK, u ais cepbe3Hoil paGoOThl 1O
YIY4YILICHAIO HAILIETO anmapaTa, ¥ JJisl MPEAOTBPAILCHHUS TOTO, YTOOBI
KOHQIUKTBl HeOonmbmmx dvactedl LK MOIM MONYyYHTh CIUIIKOM
HeroMepHoe 3Hauenwue ... (XLV 343)

19 XLV 347; CW 36, 596.
2 XLV 378-82; CW 33, 476-480. Lenin does use the phrase "our Sukhanovs” (XLV 381; CW33,
480).
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... raise the prestige of our Central Committee, to do a thorough job of
improving our administrative machinery and to prevent conflicts
between small sections of the C.C. from acquiring excessive
importance ...

We have already determined that the letter cannot be an appeal to the
Congress anyway, since it is address to an individual: "You” instead of "you."
Moreover, the handwritten version is consistent with an appeal to an
individual, probably Stalin, to present this proposal to the C.C., and for the
C.C. to appeal to the Party Congress to increase the number of workers in the
C.C. from among communist workers who were Party members.

The last difference between the two letters is as follows. The final sentence of
the handwritten version reads "... thanks to this measure ..." ("... 6naromaps
aToii mepe ...), while the typed version says "... such a measure ..." ("...
6maromapst Takoii mepe ...). "This" is much more specific than "such;" "such"
a measure could encompass things that Lenin did not intend, while "this”
means "what Lenin has proposed."

From all this, Sakharov concludes (and we agree) that the primary version of
this letter is clearly the handwritten one, and it was addressed to an
individual - almost certainly to Stalin, to whom it was in fact sent. (287) But
the version published during the Khrushchev period and since is the
typewritten version. As we have seen, this version also removes the heading
"Strictly secret." Doing so makes it possible to claim that the letter is not for
an individual but for a collective, like the Party Congress.

By comparing the print versions of this letter Sakharov has discovered that
the change from "You" to "you” (Bbi - Bbi, singular to plural) was made only

in the PSS (Complete works, also known as the 5t edition).?! This alteration,
at least, can be associated with Khrushchev’s attack on the "cult of
personality” of Stalin beginning with his "Secret Speech” at the XX Party
Congress in February, 1956.

Conclusion

We can't determine today what the motives were for the changes made by
Volodicheva in what was clearly the original draft of this letter. The main
point for our examination is that changes were made; they were substantive,
and they were made within Lenin's secretariat.

Like the other stenographer-secretaries in the secretariat, neither Maria
Volodicheva nor Lidia Fotieva had any independent political role or authority
to change anything that Lenin had dictated. Aside from Lenin himself, only
one person had such authority: Lenin's wife, Nadezhda Konstantinovha
Krupskaya.

2 PSS XLV 343-4.
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“Characteristics”%?

This document, when first published, was not divided into two fragments, and
was dated December 25 at the end of the text. The text in Trotsky's archive
has the same date, December 25.2%

Sakharov has noted that the remark about Zinoviev and Kamenev originally had
the singular pronoun "upon him” - emy

37

OKTSIOpbCKHM 3mm307 3WHOBheBa HW KaMeHeBa, KOHEYHO, HE
SBIISICTCS CIYYafHOCTHIO, HO UTO OH TaK K€ Majl0 MOXET OBITh CTABUM
€My B BHHY JIHYHO ...

... the October episode with Zinoviev and Kamenevwas, of course, no
accident, but neither can the blame for it be laid upon him personally...

Sakharov

Prior to the publication of this document in the Complete Works, this
place was accompanied by a note: "Apparently, a slip of the pen:
instead of "him, ” it should be "them." (314)

The text of the L2C in the first Khrushchev-era publication of these
documents in Kommunist No. 9, 1956, does indeed read "upon him” - euy.2*

Sakharov continues:

In the Complete Works of Lenin, the word "him" was replaced by
"them" without any reservations. (314)%

Honest editorial practice requires that the original version of the document be
reproduced and any emendation be accompanied by some indication, such as
the note above. But the PSS editors simply changed "upon him" to “upon
them" - emy to um - without informing their readers that they had altered the
text This supports Sakharov's suspicion that the text in the PSS was altered
after the XX Party Congress in February, 1956 in conformity with Nikita
Khrushchev’s attack on Stalin.

According to Sakharov, who cites an archival document, this same word
(emy) occurs in three different copies of "Characteristics, ” that were typed at
different times. This means that it is not a typists’ error, which surely would
have been corrected in at least one of these copies. Therefore, we can
conclude that it was in the original from which these copies were made.

22 See illustration #2.

2 Fel'shtinsky, 1U. Ed., Kommunisticheskaia oppozitsiia VSSSR, 1923-1927, tom I. (2004 [1990]), p.
44 of 168 of Online edition (Hereafter Komm. Opp. 1). But Fel’shtinsky has changed "to him" - eMy -
to "to them" - um

2 "Neopublikovannye dokumenty V.I. Lenina." Kommunist No. 9 (1956), 15-26, For «emy» see the
last line on page 17. Sakharov refers to volume Il of the transcript of the XV Party Congress. | have
not been able to obtain this volume for verification. But there is no reason to doubt Sakharov here
since the 1956 Kommunist edition does have «emy».

B XLV 345
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The first mention of the document known as the "Characteristics, "
supposedly dictated by Lenin on December 24 or 25, 1922, was in June,
1923. It is usually assumed that Krupskaya brought it forth, along with other
documents, on May 18, 1924, on the basis of this letter:

MHo1o nepenaHsl 3amicu, Kotopble Brmagumup Wnbnu aukroBan Bo
BpeMs Oonesnu ¢ 23 nexadpst 1o 23 siHBapst — 13 OTIebHBIX 3alucei.
B 3TO 4mciio HE BXOIWUT elie 3alKCh [0 HA[HOHAIBLHOMY Bompocy (B
JAaHHYI0 MUHYTY Haxomsmascs y Mapuu UnbuHuqHb).

Hexoropeie u3 3tux 3anmceit yxke omnyonukoBanbl (0 PaOkpune, o
Cyxanose). Cpein HeOMmyOIMKOBAHHBIX 3aIMCEH MMEIOTCS 3alHCH OT
24—25 nexabps 1922 roma m ot 4 smHBaps 1923 roma, KOTOpEIC
3aKIII0YaloT B ce0e JMYHBIC XApaKTePUCTHKA HEKOTOPBIX UJICHOB
Lenrpanbnoro Komurera. Bnagumup Wnpuu Belpaxan TBepaoe
JKellaHue, YTOOBI 3Ta €ro 3aIlKCh MOCHe ero CMepTH ObLIa JOBEleHa JI0
CBEJICHUS OuepeIHOTO mapTuitHoro chesma. H. Kpymckas. (XLV, 594)

I have handed over the notes that Vladimir Ilyich dictated during his
iliness from December 23 to January 23 — 13 separate notes. This
number does not yet include a note on the national question (currently
in the possession of Maria Ilyinichna)

Some of these notes have already been published (about The Workers
and Peasants Inspectorate, about Sukhanov). Among the unpublished
notes are those dated December 24-25, 1922 and January 4, 1923,
which contain personal characteristics of some members of the Central
Committee. Vladimir Ilyich expressed a firm desire that after his death
his note be brought to the attention of the next party congress. N.
Krupskaya

Sakharov:

In this letter N.K. Krupskaya for the first time "united" two different
documents which had up to this point existed independently of one
another ... (Sakharov, Opaseniia 4)

Krupskaya’s claim that Lenin’s "firm desire" was to bring these two
documents - "Characteristics" and "Addition” - to the Party Congress "after
his death” stands in contradiction to the statements that a split in the Party
must be averted and removing Stalin from the post of Gensec was an urgent
matter. In fact, none of Lenin’s other "last works” mention these matters
again! This makes no sense if the documents were Lenin’s. But it is logical if
these documents were later forgeries brought forward at a politically
important moment

The PSS quotes this letter and affirms that the documents were indeed handed
over by Krupskaya on the May 1924 date. But this is incorrect. In fact,
Krupskaya does not say when she handed over these notes, which here
include the "Addition.” A note sent to Kamenev "on behalf of' Valerian
Kuibyshev and dated June 7, 1923, reads as follows:
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JIBa mpemoxenus maprche3ny: 1. - O6 yBenmumueHnu dncia wieHoB [[K
g0 50-100 ugen. (kak Mmepa mpumanus ycroiumBoctu I11K). (Peus,
o4eBHIHO, uneT o mucbMme Jlennna Cranuny ot 23 nexadps 1922 r. -
B.C.)). 2. - O mpugaHuu 3aKOHOJATENHHOTO XapaKTepa PpEUICHHSM
TFocrnana. (Bompoc yxe Bo3Oyxkmancst Tpouxum)». Crenyrommuit
nokymeHT - «[lucebmo BTOpoe. 24/XI1-1922 r. Pa3ButHe mepBOro
npeuioKeHus . 00 yBeanueHny yncia wieHos LK (xapakrepuctuku)

Two proposals to the party congress: 1. - On increasing the number of
members of the Central Committee to 50-100 people (as a measure of
giving stability to the Central Committee). [Obviously, this is the letter
from Lenin to Stalin dated December 23, 1922 - V.S.J. 2. - On giving
legislative character to decisions of the State Planning Commission. (A
question that Trotsky had already raised). The next document is "A
second letter. 24 / X11-1922 Development of the first proposal: on
increasing the number of members of the Central Committee

(characteristics).?

40

No other document is alleged to have been dictated by Lenin on December
24, 1922 besides "Characteristics, " and it is called by that name here. The
"Addition" of January 4, 1923, is not mentioned.

Note that the title "Letter to the Congress” does not occur here. The copy in
Trotsky’s archive bears Trotsky’s note that it has no title.

« B opurrHase pyKonuch He HOCUT HUKaKoro 3aryiasus, - JI. T.»
"In the original the manuscript [sic] has no title. L.T.”?’

We must recall that only the first document - the letter dated December 23,
1922, sent to Stalin and undoubtedly intended for him - carries the title
"Letter to the Congress” in both the handwritten and typewritten versions.

This constitutes evidence that the "Addition" (the dictation dated January 4,
1923) had not yet been brought forth by Krupskaya by June 7, 1923.
Therefore, she must have done so at a later time. And so at this time no one
had yet united the "Addition" to the "Characteristics” and given them the title
"Letter to the Congress.” (538-9) We should recall that the only document
bearing this title is the letter to Stalin dated December 23, 1922.

41

As we shall see, since no one - not Krupskaya, not Trotsky, and not the
Opposition - mentioned any of these documents at the XII Party Congress,
which met from April 17 to April 25, 1923, we may assume that the
documents dated December 24 and December 25 did not yet exist at that time.
That is, "Characteristics" was fabricated - forged - between the end of the XII
P.C. and June, 1923 (Kuibyshev’s note to Kamenev), when Lenin could no
longer dictate or even speak because of a stroke on March 10, 1923.

% gSakharov's source (p. 538 n. 107) is an article by JU. A. Buranov, in Voprosy Istorii KPSS
(Problems of the History of the CPSU) 4 (1991), 48-9. | have verified this reference.

2 Fel’shtinsky, Komm. Opp. 1., p. 45 of 168 in text edition available on the Internet (hereafter Komm.
Op.). The word "manuscript’’ is obviously an error by Trotsky, since Lenin could no longer write.
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The fact that "Characteristics" was introduced into the political struggle in
late May to June 1923 2 without the "Addition" and the fact that there was as
yet no title proves that no one, neither Krupskaya nor anyone else, had yet
decided to write them into one block of text and give it the title "Letter to the
Congress" or to add to them the letter dated December 23, the only document
that actually bears the title "Letter to a/the Congress."

“Addition” (“Dobavlenie”)?°

It is unclear when the "Addition" dated January 4, 1923, was inserted into the
political struggle. It was evidently known at first as "the letter of Il'ich about
the secretary." This is how Stalin refers to it when Zinoviev and Bukharin
inform him of its existence, at the end of July, 1923. On August 7, 1923,
Stalin wrote to Zinoviev:

Comrade Zinoviev!

I have received your letter of 31/V1l. To answer your questions. 1.
You write: "do not accept and do not interpret the conversation with
Sergo the wrong way" | will directly say that | interpreted it "the
wrong way". One of two things: either the issue is about changing the
secretary now, or they want to put a special political committee over
the secretary. Instead of stating the question clearly, you both go
around and about the question, trying to get to your goal in a
roundabout way and apparently counting on people’s stupidity. Why
are these indirect methods needed if there really is a group and if there
is a minimum of trust? Why did | need references to a letter of Ilich’s
about the secretary that is unknown to me - is there really no
evidence that | do not value the position and, therefore, am not afraid
of letters? What is the name of the group whose members are trying to
scare each other (to say the least)? | am for changing the secretary, but
I am opposed to creating the institute of a political committee (there
are quite a few political committees: the Organizing Bureau, the
Politburo, the Plenum). (Izv TsK KPSS 4, 1991, 203)
42

Zinoviev and Bukharin wrote to tell Stalin about the letter - the "Addition:":

2) Letter from llyich Yes, there is a letter from V.I. in which he
advises (the XII Congress) not to choose you as secretary. We
(Bukh[arin], Kamen[ev] and 1) have decided not to talk about it for the
time being. For an obvious reason: You have already perceived the
disagreements with V. I. too subjectively, and we did not want to
annoy you. (lzv TsK KPSS 1991, 4, 205-6)

If what Zinoviev and Bukharin wrote here were true, that the "Addition" was
directed to the XII Party Congress (which had ended on April 25, 1923), and
if the “Characteristics" was intended for the Congress that met after Lenin’s

2 1n a later article Sakharov says that Krupskaya gave "Characteristics" to the Central Committee in
May, 1923 and “Addition" in July, 1923. Sakharov, “Opaseniia V.I. po adresu t Stalina ne
opravdalis’" Istoricheskii arkhiv 1 (2005), 3.

2 See illustrations #3 and 3a.
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death, as Krupskaya wrote in her note of May 18, 1924, *° this would
completely disprove the story that the "Letter to the Congress” consisted of
the "Characteristics" of December 24-25, 1922, and "Addition” of January 4,
1923.

Bukharin does not explain why the letter from "Lenin", which he supposes
was addressed to the XII Party Congress, had not been presented at that time.
Nor does he explain how he happens to have a copy when Stalin does not - a
fact that Bukharin clearly knows - or who gave the copy to him. All in all, it is
clear that some kind of anti-Stalin factionalizing was under way.

There is no evidence whatever of any “clashes” - political tensions and
disagreements - among Politburo members until after the XII Party Congress.
Sakharov remarks:

Hence the conclusion that Stalin, in the position of general secretary,
was considered no earlier than the end of the XII Party Congress as a
factor complicating the friendly work of the Politburo and the Central
Committee and threatening to split the Central Committee and the
party. Until that time no one, either in a speech at the congress or
in any other document, had noted this danger. Consequently, the
"Addition” to the "Characteristics" (the dictation of January 4, 1922),
which fixes this threat as emanating from Stalin, could not have
appeared earlier than the end of the congress [April 25, 1923 - GFJ. In
other words, it could not belong to Lenin ... (563)

Sakharov’s deduction appears to be correct. We shall see that at the XII Party
Congress of April, 1923, Vladimir Kosior did speak about dangers of a split
in the Party. But he did not direct those remarks against Stalin.

If he or others in the opposition had known of "Addition" they certainly could
not have failed to use this weapon against Stalin. But no one mentioned it. In
fact, no one even hinted that Stalin was a problem! This is further evidence
that in April 1923 "Addition" did notyet exist, and therefore that Lenin did
not write it

ADDITION TO THE LETTER OF DECEMBER 24, 1922

Stalin is too rude and this defect, although quite tolerable in our midst
and in dealing among us Communists, becomes intolerable in a
Secretary- General. That is why | suggest that the comrades think
about a way of removing Stalin from that post and appointing another
man in his stead who in all other respects differs from Comrade Stalin
in having only one advantage, namely, that of being more tolerant,
more loyal, more polite and more considerate to the comrades, less
capricious, etc. This circumstance may appear to be a negligible detail.
But | think that from the standpoint of safeguards against a split and
from the standpoint of what | wrote above about the relationship
between Stalin and Trotsky it is not a [minor] detail, but it is a detail
which can assume decisive importance.

%0 Lenin died on January 21, 1924.
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Lenin
Taken down by L.F.
January 4, 1923 (CW 36, 596)3!

There are a number of inconsistencies in this text.

. of which | wrote above ..." (in Russian, («...c TOYKH 3peHHs
HaAaIMMCaHHOI'0 MHOKO Bbll]le...»).

By January 4, 1923, Lenin could no longer “write”. He had been forced to
dictate to secretaries since mid-December. Moreover, ‘‘above” does not mean
"recently, " i.e. in writings of previous days or weeks, but "before this, in the
same text." But there is nothing about this in the same text before this
passage.

Sakharov suggests that this passage indicates that this document was
originally a part of a longer document, one that has been rewritten to make it
look like a letter by Lenin. It is also possible that by "above" the Author of
this document meant the documents dated December 24 and 25 and published
as Part Two ("II”) of the "Letter to the Congress.”

Lenin’s Difficulty with Dictation

Sakharov notes another difficulty in accepting this document as
Lenin’s: its complexity.

"Characteristics” is a complex document. It is all the more difficult for
a person who dictates to a stenographer to work on if he is not
accustomed to dictating texts. And Lenin, as is known, did not have
such experience. The secretaries noted that he had considerable
difficulties in the dictation process. (316)

Sakharov cites the following examples from the Secretaries Journal:

January 11 ... Vladimir Ilyich called me in for half an hour between 6
and 7. He read and made corrections to his notes on Sukhanov’s book
on the revolution ... When dictating the sentence "Our Sukhanovs ..."
he paused at the words "... never even dream ...” and while pondering
the continuation, jokingly remarked: "What a memory! | have
completely forgotten what | was going to say! Dash it! Extraordinary
forgetfulness!"... Watching him during dictation for several days
running | noticed that he did not like to be interrupted in the middle of
a sentence, as he lost the thread of his thoughts.

January 22 (entry by M. A. Volodicheva).
Vladimir llyich ... Made corrections in the 2nd variant of the W.P.I.

3 The date of "Characteristics” is given as December 24, though we know that the date on the
document itself is December 25. (XLV 344-5; CW 36, 594-5)
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article. Finally chose this variant... Asked me to put the article in
order...

In the entry for February 6, 1923, Lenin discussed in some detail his
problems with dictation.

February 6, evening (entry by M. A. Volodicheva).

... First, he began to read his article "Better Fewer, But Better”. The
corrections, made

in red ink, put Vladimir llyich in a good humor ... The article at his
request had not been retyped, and the first deciphered copy had had the
corrections added to it which Vladimir Ilyich had made during his
reading. The corrections having been made not in proof- reader style,
but in the ordinary secretarial way, Vladimir llyich, on second reading,
found this inconvenient. He asked that the next time the whole thing
should be retyped anew. Running through the article, Vladimir llyich
made passing remarks, spoke about his old habit of writing and not
dictating; that he understood now why stenographers do not satisfy
him ("did not satisfy him, ” he said); that he was accustomed to seeing
his manuscript in front of him ...

He recollected how he tried to dictate an article of his to Trotsky's
stenographer back in 1918, and how, when he felt himself getting
“stuck”, he "plunged” on in confusion with "incredible” speed, and
how this led to his having had to burn the whole manuscript...

Yet there are no drafts or corrections in "Characteristics.”

Initial variants of "characteristics" are lacking. Does it mean that in
this case, Lenin suddenly got everything "at once, " "considered, "
honed so much that it satisfied him completely, so that later he no
longer returned to them? If we consider that the work on other texts
was not easy, and was accompanied not only by serious editing, but
also by thorough reworking of the texts, then such ease in working on
"characteristics” would be surprising. Surprise, which gives rise to
wariness. Therefore, it is difficult to admit that the well-known text of
"Letter to the Congress” from which the publication was made did not
have a predecessor text. But it is unknown. (316)

In fact, we know that there were "predecessor texts.” We have seen the
evidence of them: "... of which | wrote above..." and "upon him («emy»)."

The existence of predecessor texts is indicated by the above-noted
minor "defects"” of the text, that give away the places of "stitching” the
text from different blocks left after hasty editorial correction. But they
also tell us that these predecessor texts could not belong to Lenin.
(316)

In her October, 1963 interview with journalist Genrikh Volkov Fotieva
recalled Lenin's difficulties with dictation:

In general, dictation was hard for Vladimir 11’ich. Earlier he rarely
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resorted to the help of stenography. It was hard for him to become
accustomed to this, all the more so because of his situation.

Fotieva then recounts that Lenin told Volodicheva about how dictation
contradicted his normal practice of writing, rewriting, "walking about the
room, ” even rushing outdoors to take a walk. Then Lenin told another story
of how in 1918 he had tried dictation but had become bogged down. Having
dictated a sentence, he would forget how it began. Finally, determining to
press on, he had dictated more and more "with unimaginable speed"

And this ended in my having to burn the manuscript. After that, | sat
down and wrote everything myself from the beginning. And it carne
out much better.3

In view of all the evidence that Lenin found dictation difficult, it is hardly
possible to imagine him dictating a complicated text such as "Characteristics"
without any corrections.

There are further problems with "Characteristics™:

* In March, 1922, at the XI Party Congress, Lenin had fought hard to make
Stalin the General Secretary (Gensec).** How could he have written "Stalin
has made himself gensec” when it was he, Lenin, who had done it?

* There is no evidence, either before the purported dates of “Characteristics”
and "Addition” or after them, that Lenin was dissatisfied with Stalin’s
performance in that post. In fact, no one, either before or during the XII Party
Congress, had found fault with Stalin’s performance as Gensec.

* "Stalin is too rude." In order for this to be threatening a split in the party and
grounds for removing Stalin from his post, this "rudeness” must have been
well known, spoken or written about by a number of persons. But there is no
record that anyone, including Lenin, had ever complained of rudeness by
Stalin.

* "Addition” States that Stalin’s "rudeness" was "quite tolerable" among
communists, but not to non-communists. Krupskaya, however, was a Party
member. There is no record of any complaint that Stalin was rude to non-
Party members.

* Reference to "more tolerant, more loyal, 3 more polite and more
considerate to the comrades, less capricious, etc., " only make sense if these
traits were well known and often mentioned. But no one, including Lenin
himself, had mentioned them.

* No danger of a split can be found in the writings of other Bolsheviks at this
time. The relations between Stalin and Trotsky were no more stressful than

32 Genrikh Volkov, "Stenografistka Il'icha.” Sovetskaia Kuitura, January 21, 1989, p.3.

3 We discussed this point fully, with quotations from Lenin's speech in favor of Stalin at the X1 Party
Congress, in Trotsky's '"Amalgams’ 19-23, and in Trotsky's Lies, 17-23.

% In a note on page 367, Sakharov notes that “loyal’nost"” in Russian does not mean what it means in
English, but “maintaining oneself formally within the limits of legality, of a benevolently neutral
attitude towards another person." In short, it means about the same as "tolerant, " "polite, ” and
"considerate, " the other adjectives used here.
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other conflicto. Trotsky did not report any such danger either.

* Removing Stalin from the post of Gensec would not remove the danger of a
split (assuming that there was such a danger). It would simply change the
balance of forces, creating a situation more favorable for Trotsky.

* In his letter of December 23, 1922, Lenin had proposed “a number of
changes be made in our political structure.” (CW 36, 593) However, Lenin
did not mean getting rid of Stalin as Gensec, but rather increasing the size of
the Central Committee and reorganizing the Workers and Peasanto
Inspectorate.

* At the end of 1922 Lenin had no materials at all that might allow him to
evaluate Stalin negatively. Even Trotsky never claimed that by this time his
own reiations with Stalin had put the Central Committee on the brink of
division.

* One more indication that Lenin could not have been the author of
"Characteristics" and of “Addition" is this: In all his subsequent writings,
from January to March, 1923, Lenin never returned to the question raised
there: the urgent need to avoid a split in the Party by finding some way to
remove Stalin as Gensec. Sakharov notes:

What kind of terrible threat is this, if five, and fifteen days later, and
after twenty days, and after a month or two, Lenin did not show the
slightest concern that the split could occur suddenly due to the struggle
between Stalin and Trotsky and did not develop the topic of the need
to "remove" Stalin from the post of General Secretary of the Central
Committee of the RCP (b)? He is busy with other problems, which, for
all their significance (this is how the author of the "Letter to the
Congress" poses this problem), cannot be compared with the threat
posed by Stalin. (436-7)

The Party was Lenin’s creation and the central organ that had made possible
the Revolution and victory in the Civil War. Had Lenin really believed, as
these two documents attributed to him State, that the future of the Party
depended on removing Stalin from his position, he would surely have
returned to this question. But he never did.

In Lenin’s opinion, an increase in the size of the Central Committee,
and not a change in the General Secretary, was supposed to guarantee
an increase the stability and authority of the Central Committee,
"seriously improve the work of our apparatus, ” strengthen its
connection with the masses, etc. Among these goals there is nothing
that would indicate a desire by Lenin to deliver a political blow against
Stalin. For the Author of the "Letter to the Congress, " on the contrary,
the mechanism does not matter (in any case, he did not indicate his
attitude towards it), the problem boils down to “personalities, " to the
political "liquidation” of Stalin. (438)

Trotsky was opposed to Lenin’s plan to retain and reorganize the Workers



51

Chapter 2. Letter to the Congress

and Peasants Inspectorate®
35

and to enlarge the Central

Committee. Lenin and the Author of the "Letter to the Congress" had very
different approaches and proposed different programs of action to reduce the
danger of a split. Nowhere did Lenin express doubt about the Bolshevik Old
Guard, whose prestige he was anxious to maintain. In view of all that has
been said, Lenin and the Author of the "Letter" are different persons. (438-
442).

On January 27, 1923, the Politburo discussed Lenin’s article "How to
reorganize the Workers and Peasants Inspectorate.” The members of the
Politburo were surprised by the indication in it of the danger of a split which
was formulated differently and much more calmly than in the "Letter to the
Congress." The Politburo unanimously responded to this article with a special
letter to regional party bodies (gubkomam i obkomam®), in which it disavowed
this specific provision of the article concerning the danger of a split.

Hexoropsle ToBapumm obpatwim BHuMaHue IlonmTOrOpo Ha TO, YTO
9Ta cTaThst TOB. JIeHMHA MOKET OBITH MCTOJKOBaHA TOBAapHIIaMH Ha
MecTax B TOM cMbIcie, Oyaro BHyTpeHHss xHu3Hb LIEKA 3a mocnennee
BpeMs1 00HapyXMiIa KakoH-T100 YKIOH B CTOPOHY pacKoyia I UMEHHO
3THM 1oOyAwna ToB. JIeHNMHa BBIIBHHYTH M3JIOXKCHHBIE B €TO CTaThe
OpTaHM3alMOHHBIE TPEUIOXKEeHUs ... He BmaBasch B 3TOM HHCTO
MH()OPMALMOHHOM IHCHEME B 00CY’KIE€HHE BO3MOXKHBIX HCTOPUYECKHUX
OTIaCHOCTEH, BOIPOC O KOTOPHIX BIIOJHE CBOEBPEMEHHO MOAHST TOB.
JleanapiM B ero cratbe, 4wieHbl IlosmT6ropo u Oprowopo Bo
u30ekaHne BO3MOKHBIX HeIOpa3yMeHMIl CYUTAIOT He00XOAMMBIM €
NMOJHBIM eMHOAYIINeM 3asiBUTh, YTO BO BHYTpPeHHeil paore
HEKA coBepiieHHO HET TAKMX O00CTOATEJbLCTB, KOTOPbIE JaBaju
0bI KaKue ObI TO HH OBLJI0 OCHOBAHMS /LIS ONACEHHI «pacKkosa»,>®

Some comrades have drawn the attention of the Politburo to the fact
that this article of comrade Lenin’s could be interpreted by local
comrades in the sense that the inner life of the Central Executive
Committee has recently revealed some kind of tendency towards a
split, and that this is what prompted Comrade Lenin to put forward the
organizational proposals set out in his article ... Without going in this
purely informational letter into a discussion of possible historical
dangers, the question of which com. Lenin appropriately raised in his
article, in order to avoid possible misunderstandings, the members
of the Politburo and the Organizing Bureau consider it necessary,
with complete unanimity, to declare that there are absolutely no
circumstances in the Central Committee’s internal work that

% In this book we will refer to this body as "The Workers and Peasants Inspectorate” or "W.P.1."
rather than as Rabkrin, the conventional Soviet and Russian abbreviation.
% 1zv TsK KPSS 11, 1989, 179-80.
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would give any grounds for fears of a "split”.

The letter was signed by all the members of the Politburo. It was drafted by
Trotsky himself who of course signed it, as did Stalin. So, Trotsky too was
surprised by Lenin’s remark about the danger of a split - any split. Therefore,
at this time Trotsky himself was unaware of any danger of split because of his
and Stalin’s relationship.

Since there was no talk of the danger of a split due to tensions between Stalin
and Trotsky, or due to Stalin’s personal qualities, we can conclude that
“Letter to the Congress" was created after the XII Party Congress, which
ended on April 25, 1923. Moreover, Sakharov argues convincingly that the
elements of the "Letter to the Congress™ are reflected in statements made by
oppositionists during that Congress.

The “Letter to the Congress” — a Pro-Trotsky Document

In Trotsky’s archive there is an interesting document related to the discussion
in the Politburo concerning whether or not to publish "Characteristics."*’
From internal evidence Sakharov dates this exchange to the end of May 1923.
(536)

Konmsa. Ctporo cexkpeTHo

CBOJIKA 3AMEYAHUIA YJIIEHOB [TOJIMTBIOPO n
IMMPESUINYMA 1K K ITPE/IJIOXXEHHWIO TOB. 3SMHOBBEBA

o nmyOaukoBanuy "3aBemanus Jlennna"

1.4 AyMaro, 4TO 3Ty CTAaTbIO HYKHO OHy6J’II/IKOBaTI), €CJIM HCT KaKux-
R85 (000) (bOpMaJ'H)HLIX NpUYYH, OPCIATCTBYIOIINUX 3TOMY.

Ectb 11 kakas-1u00 pa3HuLa B niepenade (B yCIOBHAX MepeAadun) dToi
cTaThu U apyrux (o koomepauuu, o CyxaHose).

Tpoyxuti

2. Tleyararpb Hemb3sl: 3TO Hecka3aHnHas peds Ha [1/Bropo. He Gombiie.
JlnaHas XapaKTEpHUCTHKA - OCHOBA U CO/IEPKAHUE CTAThH.

Kamenes

3. H. K. Toxxe neprkanachk TOro MHEHHS, YTO CIEAYET MEPenaTb TOIBKO
B LK. O myGnuKkamuu st He CrpammnBai, oo aymai (K IyMaro), 94To 3TO
HCKIII0YEHO. MOKHO 3TOT BONpoC 3adaTh. B ycnoBusx nepenauu
Pa3HUIILI HE OBLIO.

Tonsko 3Ta 3ammck (0 [ocruiane) mepeaaHa MHE MO3XKE - HECKOIBKO
JIHEeW TOMy Ha3a.

37
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Bunoeves

4. Tlomararo, 4To HET HEOOXOAMMOCTH II€4aTaTh, TEM OOJIEe, UYTO
CAaHKIINU HA II€e4aTaHUuec OT I/IHI)I/I‘Ia HC UMCCTCH.

Cmanun
5. A npemoxeHne TOB 3MHOBBEBA - TOJIBKO 03HAKOMUTH wieHOB [[K.

He nyGmukoBath, MO0 U3 MIMPOKOH MyOJMKH HHUKTO TYT HUYETO HE
MOMMET.

Tomckuti

6. Ora 3ametka B. V. umena B Buay He mupokyto nyonuky, a LIEKA u
MOTOMY TaK MHOTO MecTa YJeNICHO XapakTepucTuke Jjmi. Hudero
MoAOOHOTO HET B CTaThe 0 Koonepanuu. [leqarars He ciemyer.

A. Convy

7. Tt. byxapun, Pym3yrak, MonoTtoB u KyiiOsimes - 3a mpemioxeHue
TOB. 3UHOBHEBA.

Cnosamunckas [Hauano urons | Komus
Copy. Top secret

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS OF MEMBERS OF THE
POLITBURO AND THE PRESIDIUM OF THE CENTRAL
COMMITTEE

TO THE PROPOSAL OF COM. ZINOVIEV
on the publication of "The Testament of Lenin"

1. | think that this article should be published if there are no formal
reasons preventing this.

Is there any difference in the transfer (in terms of transfer) of this
article and others (about cooperation, about Sukhanov).

Trotsky

2. It is impossible to print: this is an unspoken speech to the P /
Bureau. Nothing more. Personal characteristics are the basis and
content of the article.

Kamenev

3. NK, too, was of the opinion that it should be transferred only to the
Central Committee. | did not ask about the publication, because I
thought (and think) that it is excluded. You can ask this question.
There was no difference in the transfer conditions.

Only this note (about the State Planning Commission) was handed
over to me later - a few days ago.

Zinoviev
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4. | believe that there is no need to publish, especially since there is no
authorization for printing from Ilyich.

Stalin

5. And Comrade Zinoviev's proposal is only to acquaint the members
of the Central Committee with it. It should not be published, because
no one of the general public will understand anything in it.

Tomsky

6. This note by V. I. was not intended for the general public, but the
Central Committee, and therefore so much space was devoted to the
characteristics of persons. There is nothing of the kind in the article on
cooperation. Do not print.

A. Solts

7. Comrades Bukharin, Rudzutak, Molotov and Kuibyshev - for the
proposal of Comrade Zinoviev.

Slovatinskaya [early June]

Copy

Only Trotsky was in favor of the publication of "Characteristics.” This is no
surprise - Trotsky was the only one who benefitted from it and Trotsky
recognized this. Later, in My Life, he stated that the purpose of
"Characteristics” was to create favorable conditions for himself, Trotsky, to
lead the Party alongside Lenin, or even in Lenin’s place:

IMoMuMO OOIENONUTHYECKUX 33a]ay, OTKPHITAs JIGHUHBIM KaMIaHHSA
UMeNa  HEMOCPEJCTBEHHO  CBOEH  ILeNblo  co3aaTh  Haubonee
OIArONpUATHEIE YCIOBHS IS MOEi PyKOBOASIIEH pabOThI IMOO PAIOM
¢ JlenuHelM, ecu 6 eMy yaanoch ONpPaBUTLCA, MO0 HA €r0 MECTE,
eciiu 6 6oJie3Hb o10JeNa ero. 8

In addition to general political tasks, the campaign launched by Lenin
aimed directly at creating the most favorable conditions for my work
in the leadership, either next to Lenin, if he was able to recover, or in
his place, if the disease overcame him.

Trotsky is lying here. There is no evidence that Lenin regarded Trotsky as his
colleague in leadership of the Party, much less as his successor. But the fact
that Trotsky made this claim suggests that he may have played a role in the
creation of "Characteristics."

Sakharov’s Analysis of the XII Party Congress

3 Trotsky, Moia Zhizn'. Moscow: Panorama, 1991, 463.
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During the days before the Congress, an anonymous pamphlet appeared
claiming that the Central Committee was dominated by group interests and
demanding the removal of Stalin, Zinoviev, and Kamenev from the C.C.
These were Lenin’s staunchest supporters.

OcHuckuit ... [To3BosbTe elie oAHy Bellb HNOJYEPKHYTh, TOBApPHUILH.
ToB. 3MHOBBEB, KOTOPBI YCHJICHHO CTapaeTcsd NpUBS3aTh KO MHE
AHOHMMHYIO TUIATPOpPMY, MOAOOHO TOMY, Kak O30pHBIE MaJIbUMIIKH
MPUBS3BIBAIOT JKECTAHKY K XBOCTY KOIIKE, — T. 3UHOBBEB CTapaeTcs
NPUBSI3aTh MEHS U K HEYMHOMY IPEIUIOKCHUIO 00 YCTpaHEHWH W3

Ienrpansaoro Komurera 3unosbeBa, Kamenesa, Cramuna. (X1 P.C.,
133)

Copun Hamo BcomunTs, uto B 1920 r. y Hac exuHoro LK He Obu10, 1
HaM 3TOW OMMOKHM Hamo B AanbHeWmeM m30exars. TyT T. OcuHCKHA
rOps40  OMNOJYMWICS HPOTHB AHOHMMHOUM  OpOIIIOpPBI,  KOTOpas
npepnaraeT u3bATh K3 LK OCHOBHYI0, BCcel IapTUM M3BECTHYIO,
rpymmy u3 3 uenosek. (149)

Osinsky: Let me stress one more thing, comrades. Comrade Zinoviev,
who is trying hard to tie an anonymous platform to me, similar to the
way mischievous boys tie a tin to a cat’s tail, — Comrade Zinoviev
also tries to tie me to the stupid proposal to remove Zinoviev,
Kamenev, and Stalin from the Central Committee.

Sorin: It must be remembered that in 1920 we did not have a united
Central Committee, and we must avoid this mistake in the future.
There Comrade Osinsky ardently rebelled against an anonymous
pamphlet that proposes removing from the Central Committee the
principal group of 3 people that is well-known to the party.

In his address to the XII P.C. Trotsky supporter Vladimir Kosior stated the
same case as was evidently made in the anonymous pamphlet.

I believe that a party congress has the right to ask whether within our
party and in our leading party bodies all the necessary conditions for
the unity of the party are actually being carried out. It seems to me,
comrades, that there are no such conditions within the party at the
moment, or they are not to the extent that it is necessary for the party
to truly maintain its unity. The main question, in my opinion, is that
the steering group of the Central Committee [Stalin, Zinoviev and
Kamenev], in its organizational policy is largely pursuing a group
policy - a policy that, in my opinion, very often does not coincide with
the interests of the party. This policy, comrades, is primarily
manifested in the organizational form in which we select and use
responsible workers for Soviet and party work. Dozens of our
comrades are outside of party and Soviet work. These comrades are
outside this work, not because they are poor organizers, not because
they are bad communists, but solely because at different times and on

3 Therefore it appears that the pamphlet - which has so far not been found in the former Soviet
archives - served the interests of Trotsky, the only prominent oppositionist.
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various occasions they participated in this or that group, because they
took part in discussions against the official line, which was conducted
by the Central Committee. Comrades, if the party congress wanted to,
it could appoint a sufficiently objective, sufficiently authoritative
commission that could do the following work: it would personally ask
a number of our comrades to report what they had done for the party
within a year. And the same commission could give a fairly objective
assessment of each of these comrades on the subject of what they
could do under other conditions for the party. Comrades, this
organizational line, in my opinion, gives rise to completely
unnecessary dissatisfaction within the party, it creates the atmosphere
and the soil for known groups, for petty group struggle, which is not in
the interests of the party. This kind of report, comrades, could begin
with Comrade Trotsky, this kind of report could be completed with
Comrade Shlyapnikov and other members of the "workers'
opposition.” (X1l P.C. 101-102)

Kosior also proposed cancelling the resolution against fractions in the Party
that had been passed, with Lenin’s support, at the X
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Party Congress in 1921.% This proposal was to become a basic tenet of
Trotsky and his supporters.

MHe KaXkeTcsl, 4YTO HACTOAIIEE EAUHCTBO U MPEJOXPAHECHUE NMAPTUU OT
JIUYHBIX TPEHUH M BIUSHUM, O KOTOpHIX muiueT T. JIeHWH B cBoei
MepBOIl cTaThe, BO3MOXKHBI OyIyT TOJBKO TOTIA, KOTJa MBI U3MCHHM
cucTeMy H croco0 mombopa pyKOBOAAIIMX OPTaHOB HAIICH MAPTHU.
(104-5)

It seems to me that the real unity and protection of the party from
personal friction and influences, which Comrade Lenin writes about in
his first article, will be possible only when we change the System and
method of selecting the governing bodies of our party.

Kosior did not specify what "first article” by Lenin he had in mind, but it
must have been "How To Reorganize the Workers and Peasants Inspectorate”
where, as we have seen, Lenin mentions the danger of a split. It can't be the
"Letter to the Congress." Kosior refers to it as to something well known, not
requiring further identification. But L2C was not known at this time. No one
referred to itattheXIl P.C.

Moreover, Kosior repeatedly says that this is his opinion: "it seems to me, " “I
believe, " "in my opinion.” He doesn’t quote the article by Lenin, no doubt
because doing so would not lend support to his, Kosior’s, suggestion of
changing how the Party’s leading bodies were chosen. In fact, we know that
Lenin intended to increase the size of the C.C., not to change its makeup, and

“0 Noted by the editors of the 1968 edition of the XI1 Congress: "Cbe31 €JMHOIYIIIHO OTBEPT MOMBITKH
HekoTophlX aeneratoB (B. Kocuop, 1O. JIyroBuHOB U ap.) OTMEHHTH perueHHst X Cbe3la MapTHH O
sanpernennn Opakiuit u rpymmupoBok.” (p. XX) "The Congress unanimously rejected the attempts of
some delegates (V. Kosior, Yu. Lutovinov and others) to abolish the decision of the X Congress
forbidding fractions and groupings.”
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certainly not to remove his - Lenin's - principal supporters in it.

However, though Kosior does not refer to the as yet unwritten L2C, he does
appear to echo some of its statements.

* He argues that the political line pursued by the "leading group of the
Central Committee" creates conditions for factions.

Here the problem of personal friction and influence in the Central
Committee is presented as the reason for the possibility of a split and
as a problem that the party congress should take up. In the "Letter to
the Congress, " this linkage of the problem closes on the proposal to
the Congress to consider the "way” to remove Stalin from the post of
general secretary. V. Kosior frightens the Congress and in fact sets an
ultimatum - either do as | say, or there will be an internal party
struggle. In the “Letter to the Congress" this position has found a more
concise and clear expression and, moreover, it is brought to a higher
level of generalization. (420)

In V. Kosior, as in the Author’s "Letter to the Congress, " all the
reasons for a possible split worthy of attention are in the leadership of
the party. Like the Author of this “Letter, ” he seeks to change the
balance of political forces by changing the composition of the
governing bodies of the Central Committee of the RCP (b). In the
same way, he covers up this desire with vague discussions about the
danger of the unity of the party coming from Stalin, Zinoviev and
Kamenev.

His [Kosior’s] position is in logical harmony with the "Letter to the
Congress" in the sense that Kosior, like the Author of the “Letter to the
Congress, " sees the danger for the RCP (b) in the activities of Lenin's
supporters and does not associate it with the political position and
activities of the opposition ... Both see the most effective means of
fighting this threat in changing the composition of the party leadership
by eliminating the most active and authoritative supporters of Lenin.
(421)

Sakharov (426) notes striking similarities between statements made by
oppositionists at the X1l P.C., and the formulations in the L2C, which did not
appear until after the Congress:

* From the authors of the anonymous pamphlet and the remark of Osinsky’s
about the anonymous pamphlet, there are proposals to remove Stalin,
Zinoviev and Kamenev from the Central Committee, i.e. "the leading group
of the Central Committee."”

* From V. Kosior there come:

a. the desire to present the activity of the "leading party bodies, " the "troika™
and the "secretariat” (that is, Stalin) as a factor threatening to split the party;

b. focusing the attention of the congress on relations within the Central
Committee between this "leading group” and its other members as a splitting
factor;
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C. an indication of the need to find a “method" of preventing this threat
through personnel movements in the Central Committee;

d. allegations of an opposition between the interests of the "leading group of
the Central Committee™ and the interests of the party;

e. the need for a party congress to take on the task of preventing the threat of
a split due to "the leading group of the Central Committee."

* From Zinoviev, the indirect accusation that the "left” in the Party (by
implication, Trotsky) represented a new kind of Menshevism (L2C says "non-
Bolshevism);

Koraa Haly «Onmno3uurMoHePbI» Ipa3HIId TOrIa pabouero: «rereMoH,
a XoIumpb 0e3 camor, napTus TeOs NpenaeT», OHM Jelald JEI0
menbiesukoB. (X1 P.C. 28)

S mymaro, mompocTy roBops, 9TO T€, KOTOPBIE MBITAIOTCS MTOTIEPKHYTh
HAIll 9pe3MEepHbIC «YKJIOHBI» B CTOPOHY KPECTBSHCTBA, OHH B 3TOM
CMBICIIE OTpPaXaroT Ty JK€ caMylo cTapylo wuneojormoo |l
WNHTepranyonana win MEHbIIEBU3MA ... ECIM B3SATh 3TH B3TJISAABI MO
JyTy, TO 3TO TEUEHHE, KOTOPOE MHOTJA PSIAUTCS B TOTY «JIEBOTO», KaK
ObiBIIasi «pabouasi ONMO3UIMSI», — HE UYTO HHOE, KaK OTKa3 OT
PYKOBOJICTBA KPECThSIHCTBOM, OTKa3 OT TEreMOHUM IpojeTapuarta,
MPENOHECEHHBIN MO COyCOM 0OJiee MM MCHEE MEHBIIEBUCTCKUM.
Bort k uemy neno cBoautcs. BoT mouemy 3TO eCTh KOPEHHOM BOMPOC.
(XI1'P.C. 40)

When our "oppositionists" then taunted the worker: "you’re the
hegemon, and yet you walk without boots - the party is betraying you,
” they did the Mensheviks' work. (28)

I think, simply put, that those who are trying to emphasize our
excessive "deviations” towards the peasantry, in this sense, reflect the
same old ideology of the Second International or Menshevism ... If
you take these views under a magnifying glass, then this trend, which
sometimes parades in the toga of the “left, " like the former "workers’
opposition, " is nothing more than a rejection of [the necessity of]
leading the peasantry, a rejection of the hegemony of the proletariat,
presented under a more or less Menshevik sauce. That’s what it comes
down to. That is why this is a fundamental question.

Beskass  kputhka ¢ «jeBoro»  (uiaHra  CTaHOBHTCSI — HBIHE
MEHbIIEBUCTCKON. OOBEKTUBHO 3TO €CTh HOJIEPHKKAa MEHBIIEBU3MA ...
OTOT MEHBIIEBU3M HE CTpAIlIeH, a ONAacHa Ta <«JIeBas» KpPUTHKA,
KOTOpasi BEPTUTCS OKOJIO HAC, ITyTaeTCss MEXIy HOT, — OHA OIlacHa, U
MbI J0JDKHBI et gate otmop. (XII P.C. 53)

Any criticism from the "left" is now becoming Menshevik.
Obijectively, this is support of Menshevism ... This Menshevism is not
frightening, but the "left" criticism, which revolves around us, gets
confused between our legs — it is dangerous, and we must fight back.

* From Budu Mdivani carne an indication that some party buiiding measures
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tolerated by party members have an unacceptable negative effect on non-
party members.

KoneuyHo, ToBapuimiy, § NpHU3HAI0 MAapTUHHOE HCIIOIB30BAHHE CHI,
nepeGpoCcKy C OJJHOTO MeCTa Ha IPYroe U MapTHiHbIE penpeccud ... Ho
OJIHO JIEJIO HAlllM JINYHBIE OLIYLIEHMS, OJHO JEJ0 OTHOLICHHE K 3THM
nepeOpockaM NapTMM W Halled OpraHu3alud, a Jpyroe JIejo
OTHOIIICHHE K 3TUM MepeOpocKaM TOH caMoi OecapTHIHHOM MAcCCHI ...
(XI1P.C., 165)

Of course, comrades, | recognize the party's use of its powers, the
transfer from one place to another and party repressions ... But our
personal feelings are one thing, our attitude to these transfers of the
party and our organization is one thing, and the attitude to these
transfers of the non-party masses is another thing ...

* From Krupskaya: the accusations of Stalin’s rudeness. (Letter to Kamenev,
dated December 23, 1922).

Sakharov concludes:

It seems that the Author of the "Letter to the Congress” carefully
studied the transcript of the X1l Party Congress concerning what could
be learned from it for criticizing members of the Leninist majority in
the Politburo, and outlined the content of these speeches, interpreting
them accordingly and giving them the form of Lenin’s thoughts. (423)
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Sakharov notes that Trotsky related several versions of his supposed
conversations with Lenin in the last months of 1922 about the fight against
bureaucracy. However, in January 1923 Trotsky described some discussions
with Lenin about Soviet administration. In them there is nothing about any
"bloc" against bureaucracy. In fact, the word "bureaucracy” does not appear
in them. Moreover, Trotsky makes it clear that he and Lenin held differing
views on the subject.*

But in his October 1923 account of his alleged meeting with Lenin to conspire
against the "bureaucracy" of the Orgburo - a fictitious meeting, as we shall
demonstrate - Trotsky claims that he and Lenin planned to form an anti-
bureaucracy commission "to be the lever for breaking up the Stalin faction.”*?

(425) 1t is likely that Trotsky had similar intentions earlier in the year, after
the close of the XI1 P.C.

Sakharov also discovered that the adjectives used to describe Bukharin in the
"Characteristics” - tsenneishii i krupneishii, translated in the English language
fourth edition as "most valuable and major" - are also found in an earlier letter
of March 17, 1922 from Lenin to the Politburo, where Lenin applied them to
Radek and Sosnovsky. (XLV, 50)

41 See Fel'shtinsky, Komm. Opp. I: "V Politbiuro TsK. 15 ianvaria [January 1923J; ,,Vsem chlenam i
kandidatam TsK." 20 ianvaria; ,,Vsem chlenam TsK.” 25 ianvaria. "Predpolozheniia sekretariata." 29
ianvaria.

“2 Trotsky, My Life, Chapter 39, various editions.
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Since Khrushchev's day, this phrase has been interpreted to mean that Lenin
intended it as exceptionally high praise for Bukharin. But the discovery that
Lenin had used it to describe Radek and Sosnovsky shows that Lenin did not
mean this at all. It also means that anyone on the Politburo, or anyone familiar
with Lenin’s correspondence, could have copied these phrases and used them
in the fabrication of the "Characteristics.”

Thus, the entire set of ideas, assessments and proposals that make up
the conteni of the "Letter to the Congress™ existed on the eve of the
time when the "Characteristics" and soon after, the "Addition" first
carne to the Central Committee.

It is also noteworthy that if the dictation of December 24 issued a
negative recommendation®® to Stalin, Zinoviev and Kamenev, and of
all Stalin’s shortcomings only one is mentioned: insufficiently careful
use of the "immense power, " then the dictation of 4 January 1923 is
devoted to Stalin alone, and it is there that, in addition to this
shortcoming, others are also indicated.

It turns out that the "Characteristics” (dictations of December 24-25)
more closely echos the anonymous pamphlet, the opposition’s
speeches at the XII Party Congress (the threat of schism, criticism of
the "leading group of the Central Committee™), and also Zinoviev’s
statement regarding the danger posed by the Mensheviks in the
leadership of the party.

And the "Addition" more closely echoes the circumstances of the
conflict between Stalin and Krupskaya, and the performance of
Mdivani at the XII Congress. (426)

Krupskaya did not cite the L2C at the XII Party Congress or even mention it
in any way. In fact, she did not speak at the Congress. She could have spoken
- she was a delegate with a "consultative vote” (she did not represent a Party
organization or hold any elected Party position). If she thought that Lenin
believed there was a serious danger of a split, as "Characteristics" stated, or
that Lenin believed that Stalin needed to be removed for the good of the
Party, it was her duty to speak. But she remained silent.

There is no reason to think that Krupskaya neglected such an
opportunity and was waiting for Lenin's death, because soon after the
X1l Congress she passed the "Characteristics” to the Central
Committee of the Party without specifying any prohibition or any
desire of Lenin regarding them. The reason for her silence obviously
lies elsewhere. During the days of the XII Congress of the RCP (b) the
"Letter to the Congress"” was not at her disposal. It was not because it
did not yet exist. It appeared later. (427)

4 Literally, a "volchii bilet" or "wolf ticket." In pre-Revolutionary times this was a document
preventing a person from a job in government Service, in an educational institution, etc.
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Chapter 3. Letter to the Congress. Continued

The Text of the “Letter to the Congress”: Problems and
Contradictions

Aside from the problems we noted in the previous chapter- problems which
strongly suggest that the L2C cannot have been written by Lenin - there are
many aspects of the text itself that support the contention that it cannot be
Lenin’s work. We will review some of them here.

The Post of General Secretary
The Author?! of the December 25 letter States:

Comrade Stalin, having become Secretary-General?, has unlimited
authority concentrated in his hands ... (CW 36, 594)

The Russian original reads:

Tos. CranuH, CAENABIINCh FEHCEKOM, COCPEIOTOYMI B CBOUX PyKax
HeoOBsITHYIO BiiacTh (XLV, 345)

A better translation of coenaswuce zencexom is "having made himself
Gensec." An alternative translation of cocpedomouun 6 ceoux pyrax
neobwamuyio enacme is ""has concentrated in his hands immense power." Both
of these passages stress an active role: Stalin "made himself” Gensec; Stalin
himself "has concentrated" the "immense power." But whatever the precise
translation, these claims are normally not questioned.

The Author of the L2C wants to remove Stalin as General Secretary of the
Party. But Stalin had not ‘‘made himself” Gensec. Lenin had fought hard to
make Stalin General Secretary. At the XI Party Congress in March, 1922,
Lenin had said that there was no one else as qualified as Stalin.

So, Stalin did not "make himself Gensec” - Lenin made him.® How are we to
understand that, only 8 months later, he wished to remove him?

On top of that, Lenin did not suggest a candidate to replace Stalin as Gensec.
Of course, Lenin would want someone who would support his, Lenin’s,
views, which would greatly restrict the number of possible candidates. We are
to believe that Lenin was concerned with the question of qualifications for

1 We will follow Sakharov’s careful practice in using this term, which may or may not indicate Lenin.
2 This is normally translated as General Secretary; Russian abbreviation “gensec."

31 have reprinted Lenin’s remarks at the XI Party Congress from both the official transcript of that
Congress and from Lenin’s Complete Works (PSS) XLV122, in chapter one of both Trotsky's
"Amalgams’ and Trotsky's Lies ...
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this post but yet had no one to suggest!

Clearly the concern of the Author of the L2C is not to find a replacement for
Stalin and improve the Party. Rather, it is to strengthen the political position
of oppositionists - those opposed to his, Lenin’s, own policies. This is
obvious, since no one else would benefit from removing Stalin. Trotsky and
his supporters were the most prominent among these.

The Author fails to confront the question of the position of General Secretary
itself. However, if Stalin could, in only eight months, "concentrate unlimited
authority in his hands, " then another Gensec would likely be able to do so as
well. Evidently the position of Gensec was so powerful that minor, even
inevitable, defects in a person could become dangerous for the Party in a
Gensec. What guarantee could there be that a different Gensec would not also
become too powerful? This obvious problem is not only not faced - it is not
even acknowledged. Therefore, according to this view, Lenin -
uncharacteristically - was leaving this, the main problem, for others to solve.

If the problem is the position of Gensec itself, that means that the system of
Party power must be changed. However, Lenin, in his last writings, did not
want to change the current system. Instead, he wanted to strengthen it. He
proposed an increase in the number of workers in the Central Committee and
a reorganization of the Workers and Peasants Inspectorate.

In view of this, the proposal to remove Stalin as Gensec does not make sense.
The Author proposes to set for the Party Congress not only a difficult task,
but one that is formulated incorrectly from a political point of view. This is
uncharacteristic of Lenin, who was a very acute political thinker.

“Unlimited Authority”

It is taken for granted that Stalin had this "immense power.” Kotkin writes:

... Lenin appeared to call for Stalin’s removal. Stalin’s vast power fell
under siege, just as he was energetically building it up. (472)

... with Lenin incapacitated, Trotsky recognized the sudden vastness of
Stalin’s power. (487)

Trotsky in particular frequently claimed that Stalin’s power lay in the post of
Gensec. Scholars have accepted this view. But it cannot be true.

The power of the general secretary was not "immense" if only because
it had its own restraints — above all, the will and authority of Lenin
and other members of the Politburo. According to the exact meaning
of this phrase in the "Letter to the Congress, " Lenin was stating
that Stalin already had immense power at a time when
Lenin himself still had the ability to decisively influence the
solution of political and personnel issues. What kind of
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immense power of Stalin could Lenin talk about if Stalin
was forced to concede in matters of the formation of the
USSR and the monopoly regime of foreign trade? (363-4)

[1]n the party itself, the statement about the immense power of the General
Secretary (and therefore the dangers that Stalin’s presence in this position
involves) elicited surprise and objections. it was openly disputed. At the XII
Party Congress, for example, no one said that Stalin was a bad general
secretary...

[A]t the XIV Congress of the RCP (b) I.S. Gusev said: "Now, about the
immense power of the Secretariat and the General Secretary, which was
discussed here. The question is posed in the same abstract way as it was put a
year or two ago, when we first heard these words about "immense power."

So, he considered the question of the power of the General Secretary to be
unjustifiably abstract. We must agree with this. "We need to take experience
into account ..." continued Gusev. "Were there abuses of this power or not?
Show at least one fact of abuse of this power. Who brought such a fact of
abuse? We, members of the Central Control Commission, attend the meetings
of the Politburo systematically, we observe the work of the Politburo, the
work of the Secretariat, and in particular the work of the General Secretary of
the Central Committee. Do we see the abuse of this "immense™ power? No,
we do not see such abuses.” The political opponents of Stalin in response did
not give any examples that could call into question this statement of Gusev's.
(364-5)

Stalin and Trotsky

As we saw in the last chapter, as late as January 27, 1923, no one, including
Trotsky and Stalin, saw any conflict between them, much less a conflict sharp
enough to threaten a split, as stated in the L2C. Even at the XII Party
Congress in April, 1923 there were no signs of tension between Trotsky and
Stalin. Some oppositionists, like Kosior, warned about the danger of a split,
but no one attributed that danger to differences between Stalin and Trotsky.
This is further strong circumstantial evidence that the L2C was composed
after the XII Party Congress, and not in late December 1922-early January
1923.

Even if there had been tensions and political differences between Stalin and
Trotsky, removing Stalin as Gensec would not stop them. It would really
mean a change in the balance of forces in the inner-party struggle in favor of
Trotsky and his supporters and against Stalin and his supporters.

As a result, the "Letter to Congress” facilitated Trotsky's promotion to

4 XIV S"ezd Vsesoiuznoi Kommunisticheskoi Partii (B). Stenograficheskii Otchet. Moscow:
Gosudarstvennoe izdatel'stvo, 1926, 601.
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the levers of power in the party and was equivalent to weakening the
political positions of Bolshevism and changing Lenin’s political course
to the course proposed by Trotsky, against whom Lenin had always
fought Thus, overcoming the threat of a split would have been
achieved at the cost of defeating the political course that Lenin
considered the only possible one for the party in the current conditions.
These consequences were much more dangerous for the cause of the
revolution than those negative features of Stalin that troubled the
author of the "Letter to the Congress.” The problem of the threat of a
split was not important in and of itself, but in connection with the
threat to the course that Lenin considered to be correct. The unity of
the party was necessary as a condition for conducting this course. But
if the course were wrong and led to the death of the party, then the

problem of maintaining unity would lose its meaning. (409)
72

Unity above everything - unity for its own sake - was never Lenin’s way.
Lenin never failed to fight, even to split (Bolsheviks vs. Mensheviks) or to
threaten a split for the sake of hewing to what he was convinced was the
correct political line.

Trotsky did not share Lenin’s conviction that socialism could be built in
Russia. When the NEP was declared Trotsky had famously prophesied: "The
cuckoo has already sounded, " "the days of Soviet power are numbered." In a
response to Stalin dated January 20, 1923, Trotsky quotes the same phrase
and does not deny it.

The L2C shows no concern about how Stalin’s abilities might be used
elsewhere. It is concerned only with removing Stalin, thereby in effect
making way for Trotsky.

As for the L2C - we have seen that it had no title when it first appeared - in
the final version of this document Krupskaya said that it was to be presented
to the first congress after Lenin’s death. But in late December 1922 - early
January 1923, when the L2C was dated and supposedly written, Lenin was
still planning to speak at the XII Party Congress in April, 1923. If Lenin had
believed that the Party's future was endangered by a conflict between Stalin
and Trotsky, and by Stalin’s "rudeness, " why would he then instruct that it
not be presented until the first congress after his death which, as far as he or
anyone knew, could be years in the future?

73

The Danger of a Split

The L2C points to the danger of a split in the Party because of political
differences between Stalin and Trotsky. But it fails to specify what those

5 Trotsky's ietter of January 20, 1923: Fel'shtinsky, 1U., Komm. Opp. I, (Moscow: ‘Terra’, 2004), pp.
6-9 of 168 in Online text edition. Sakharov prints this letter on pp. 665-9. This statement is cited by
Stalin in a letter dated January 17, 1923. Stalin’s letter: Stalin 1.V. Sochineniia. T. 17. (Tver'
'Severnaia korona’, 2004), 160- 163; also in Sakharov, 663-5.
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differences were. The Congress would have to guess. In fact, no one at the
XI1I Party Congress mentioned any tensions or political differences between
Stalin and Trotsky. Evidently, the delegates were unaware of any. But why
would Lenin force the Congress to guess, without telling them? Why would
Lenin pose this - whatever it was - as a serious political problem without
explaining clearly what it was and providing a solution?

According to the L2C, the "split” caused by the "two qualities" of Stalin and
Trotsky can happen "inadvertently” - nenarokom - "by chance, " "unintended"
- and, " neozhidanno - "unexpectedly. Apparently no one would intend a split,
no one would foresee it - it would somehow just "happen.” And it would
occur because of the personal characteristics of Stalin and Trotsky, not from
any political disagreements, since none are mentioned. In other words, it is
completely unclear what kind of conflict between them would put the Party
on the brink of a split. This kind of imprecision is uncharacteristic of Lenin.

The justifications of Stalin's "unsuitability” are reduced exclusively to
emotions and the expression of doubts: “I am not sure, " "always be capable
of using ... with sufficient caution." No examples of Stalin's misuse of power
are given, so no one has any idea what the Author, supposedly Lenin, is
worried about. (412)

The nature of the "split" that might be caused by the disagreements between
Stalin and Trotsky is also left unexplained. Under Lenin’s leadership the
Politburo often had split votes, normally with Trotsky in the minority and
Stalin, along with others, supporting Lenin. In the preceding period, the fall of
1922, there was no conflict between Stalin and Trotsky on the leading issues
of that time: the formation of the USSR and the monopoly of foreign trade.
We saw above that no one in the Politburo, including Trotsky, saw any
danger of a split in mid-January, 1923. Lenin had no information about any
such danger either.

It is not easy to understand the Author of the "characteristics” when he
talks about the reasons for a possible split. The proposals of the Author
of the “Letter" divert the attention of the congress from the sphere of
principal political issues. They are mentioned, but not specified. The
party congress would have to guess what they were. With such a
confused reference to the main source of the danger of a split, the help
from this "Letter to the congress" loses much of its value. Nor is the
situation helped by the Author’s indication that he intends to dwell
only on the personal qualities of a number of leaders of the Central
Committee of the party. There is much less clarity here than is
commonly thought. And, most importantly, even in this part, the
Author does not provide a solution to the problem which he was
striving to solve.

Speaking about the danger of a split, he compares, on the one hand,
"the most serious disagreements in the party, " and on the other, the

© See the discussion in the previous chapter of the Politburo letter of January 27, 1923, published in
lzv TsK 11, 1989, 179-80.
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relations between Stalin and Trotsky. If these reasons were simply put
side by side, then the question would not have arisen. But the
relationship between Stalin and Trotsky, it turns out, is more than half
the danger of a split. Simply put, the relationship between Stalin and
Trotsky as a factor in the split outweighs all the "most serious
disagreements in the party, ” along with all other possible reasons (the
"smaller" half) capable of creating a split.

If we seriously pose the issue of preventing the threat of a split, then
we cannot pass over the problem of the "smaller” half ... But half, even
the “smaller" one, is quite a lot and very serious. Without its
elimination, the problem of overcoming the threat of a split is not fully
resolved, since a serious reduction in the danger posed by the "greater
half immediately turns its “smaller" part into a new "greater” one. It
follows that the Author of the "Letter to the Congress" either thought
out the problem poorly and suggested measures to the party congress
that did not give its solution, or the threat of splitting the party did not
worry him. Apparently, the latter is true. The only thing that was
achieved by the measures he proposed was the elimination of Stalin
from the highest position in the political system. (410-1)

At the XII Party Congress of April 17-25, 1923, the opposition did raise the
danger of a split But no one attributed this danger to either the political
positions or personal characteristics of Stalin or Trotsky. The opposition did
not blame Stalin for lack of democracy.

Together with the evidence cited in the previous chapter, this again suggests
that the L2C could not have been written until after the XII Party Congress,
which means no earlier than the last week of April, 1923. But Lenin had lost
all ability to work by March 10 at the latest. Therefore, the L2C cannot be by
Lenin.

The Other Party Members Mentioned in the “Letter to
the Congress”

Stalin and Trotsky are called "the two outstanding leaders of the present C.C."
But no positive qualities of Stalin’s are mentioned, while Trotsky is
contrasted to him and praised highly:

Comrade Trotsky, on the other hand, as his struggle against the C.C.
on the question of the People’s Commissariat for Communications has
already proved, is distinguished not only by outstanding ability. He is
personally perhaps the most capable man in the present C.C.... (CW
36, 595)

Kamenev's and Zinoviev's temporary desertion at the time of the October
revolution is brought up. Obviously, this could only serve to remind everyone
of their wavering at this crucial time, while saying nothing about their support
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for Lenin and his policies since then. What's more, it is said that this wavering
was "no accident.” That implies that something like it might occur again at
any time, that it was an essential part of their characters.

The waverings of Zinoviev and Kamenev are a fact, but Lenin could
hardly forget that in the difficult months of 1921, the "cuckoo" of
Trotsky also spoke pessimistic views on the prospects for the
revolution. For the RCP (b) at the turn of 1922-1923 Trotsky's doubts
about the ability of the Soviet government to overcome the political
crisis that erupted in 1921 were much more important than the long-
ago waverings of Zinoviev and Kamenev. It was not for nothing that at
that time Lenin constantly challenged the views of Trotsky and did not
recall the behavior of Zinoviev and Kamenev in the October days of
1917. If Lenin was the author of the "characteristics, " what gave him
confidence that Trotsky would not have relapses? (372)

Then it is said that they cannot be blamed "personally"” for it. This confusing
remark really serves only to absolve Trotsky of his decades of bitter
opposition to Lenin by saying that Trotsky too cannot be blamed "personally"
for "non-Bolshevism, " that is, for his decades of opposition to Bolshevism.

The thesis about the non-Bolshevism of Trotsky is embedded in the
text of "characteristics" very "subtly, “as a political flaw, but in such a
way that the mention of it rather serves not a reproach, but an
indulgence to Trotsky: "but neither can the blame for it be laid upon™
him "personally.” And since that is so, then, therefore, one should not
blame Trotsky for his non-Bolshevism. The deliberate uncertainty, the
vagueness of the term "non-Bolshevism" draws attention to itself. The
author of the "Letter to the Congress" turned Trotsky's semi-
Menshevik and anti-Bolshevik past into a non- Bolshevik past. This is
an uncharacteristic move for Lenin, who had clearly characterized the
"non- fractional” Trotsky as a representative of a political movement
that was trying to occupy a position between the Mensheviks and the
Bolsheviks. (369-70)

By these remarks, Kamenev and Zinoviev are disgraced. Trotsky's
Menshevism is forgiven, put behind him, while Kamenev and Zinoviev may
revert to their "non-accidental” wavering or desertion at any time.

Bukharin is called "a most valuable and major theorist of the Party" - and then
is immediately described as not "fully Marxist." How can one be a "major
theorist” of a Marxist party and yet not be a Marxist, be "scholastic, ” be
someone who has "never fully understood" dialectics?

If this is, in fact, Lenin's address to the party congress, then its
meaning must be explained. After all, the only thing that remains
valuable to Bukharin is transient youth. It turns out that he is
considered "the Party's favorite” by a misunderstanding. This is like a
frank mockery of Bukharin. How to explain it in a letter addressed to
the party congress? Moreover, the author addresses this dubious
compliment to the party itself, which is to accept a non-Marxist and
non- dialectician as a favorite and theorist.
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Sakharov notes the different treatment of Bukharin and Trotsky by the Author
of the L2C, which Lenin did not share.

In the article "Once again on trade unions, " Lenin wrote that
“Comrade Bukharin’s fundamental theoretical —mistake" s
"substitution of eclecticism (especially popular with the authors of
diverse "fashionable” and reactionary philosophical Systems) for
Marxist dialectics.” The assessment almost coincides with that in the
"Letter to the Congress.” Lenin, of course, could have dictated it. But
anyone could have borrowed it from this Lenin pamphlet. What is
interesting is that, noting this flaw in the theoretician
Bukharin, Lenin views it together with Trotsky's mistakes:
"Trotsky and Bukharin have produced a hodgepodge of political
mistakes." Why, then, did Lenin "pardon™ Trotsky and save him from
such remarks? And again, we see in the Author of "Letter to the
Congress” a manifestation of a partisan attitude towards Trotsky. He
does not want to notice his shortcomings, which Lenin had often
pointed out. (374)

Pyatakov is shunted aside with the remark that he cannot be "relied upon in a
serious political matter." Clearly such a person cannot be considered for the
top Party position.

Pyatakov was recognized as a man of "outstanding will and
outstanding ability, " but only to immediately emphasize such an
excessive fascination with his "administrativeness and administrative
side of things” that he cannot "be relied upon in a serious political
issue." And this is said about a man whom Lenin two days later, in the
dictation about the State Planning Commission on December 27, 1922,
took under his protection from Trotsky's criticism as a worthy deputy
to the chairman of the State Planning Committee G. M.
Krzhizhanovsky!” It is clear that Lenin had a somewhat different
opinion about Pyatakov than the Author of the "Letter to the
Congress.” The leadership of the State Planning Committee is serious
administrativo and political work. It was not without reason that
Trotsky sought it (375)

The end result is that Trotsky is the only person praised. Clearly, the
“Characteristics” is designed to put Trotsky in the most positive light as the
only logical successor to Lenin. But Stalin’s only fault is that the Author "is
not sure” that Stalin will be able to use his power "with sufficient caution."
This remark is so vague that it can hardly be considered as a criticism.

" Lenin’s endorsement of Pyatakov is as follows: "I think that the attacks which are now made against
the Chairman of the State Planning Commission, Comrade Krzhizhanovsky, and Comrade Pyatakov,
his deputy, and which proceed along two lines, so that, on the one hand, we hear charges of extreme
leniency, lack of independent judgement and lack of backbone, and, on the other, charges of excessive
coarseness, drill-sergeant methods, lack of solid scientific background, etc.—I think these attacks
express two sides of the question, exaggerating them to the extreme, and that in actual fact we need a
skillful combination in the State Planning Commission of two types of character, of which one may be
exemplified by Comrade Pyatakov and the other by Comrade Krzhizhanovsky.” CW 36, S98-9.
(Russian at XLV 350)
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Whose Political Interest Is Served by the “Letter to the
Congress™?

Sakharov draws some obvious conclusions from the information presented
above.

Even a cursory acquaintance with the characteristics shows that they
are given not just one after another. A certain system can be traced in
them. Obviously, the Author considers in one block the characteristics
of Stalin and Trotsky, and gives the "combined” characteristic of
Zinoviev / Kamenev in ciose connection with the characteristic of
Trotsky. The characteristics of Bukharin and Pyatakov are in many
respects the same for both, and again, as will be shown below, it is
possible that it has a certain connection with Trotsky. It turns out
that Trotsky is the central figure of the *‘characteristics
complex. Is this a coincidence? (377)

Stalin and Trotsky are presented as the leading persons in the Party
leadership. But the comparison between them is always to the benefit of
Trotsky.

In the characteristic of Stalin, the assessment of "outstanding leader”
associated with the recognition of the inability to carefully use the
immense power, is equivalent to indicating that this leader is simply
dangerous for the party. In the case of Trotsky, the situation is exactly
the opposite. Minor and not very definite flaws serve only as a
background against which an indication of his strengths turns into a
genuine anthem: "distinguished by ... outstanding ability, " "personally
... the most capable man in the present C.C., " he is at the same time
"an outstanding leader of the present C.C., " in whom even his "non-
Bolshevism” can scarcely be personally blamed. (377- 8)

This leads logically to an inevitable conclusion in Trotsky's favor:

All this phraseology brings the reader to the conclusion that after the
removal of the "unworthy" leader, Stalin, from power, there remains
one worthy person, Trotsky. (378)

The “Addition”

The "Addition, " which is dated January 4, 1923 (CW 36, 596; XLV, 346) is
aimed solely at specifying criticisms of Stalin that are absent in
"Characteristics.” But there are problems with it.

The thesis of Stalin’s rudeness is perhaps the "favorite" in traditional



Chapter 3. Letter to the Congress, continued

historiography. It is the easiest to prove, because Stalin himself
admitted that he had such a flaw, & and, in addition, it is easily linked
to the conflict between Stalin and Krupskaya, in which it receives
solid support. If you believe the author of the "Letter to the Congress,
” Stalin’s rudeness manifested itself in such proportions that it
threatened to split the Central Committee and the party, therefore, it
could not be overlooked, and information about it should have been
directly recorded in certain documents or reflected in them indirectly.
And again, we must State that we are not aware of other texts of
Lenin's in which there were indications of Stalin’s rudeness as the
dominant character trait determining his relations with people. Nor are
we aware of any cases of written or oral complaints to Lenin about
Stalin’s rudeness.

Even in the materials of the so-called "Lenin commission" (Fotieva,
Glyasser, Gorbunov), that attempted to collect compromising materials
on Stalin and Ordzhonikidze, there are no materials that speak either
about rudeness as characteristic of Stalin’s personality or politics, or
about any manifestations of it (365)°

To remove Stalin for "rudeness™ implies that this quality must be well known,
have been noted often, and is familiar to the Congress to which these
documents are supposedly written. In fact, Stalin’s "rudeness” had not been
noted by anyone else. Nor was anything like this mentioned at the XII Party
Congress in April, 1923.

In fact, the opposite was noted. Viktor P. Nogin, Chairman of the Central
Auditing Commission (Tsentrainaia revizionnaia komissiia) from 1921 until
his death in 1924, made the following remarks at the XII Party Congress:

82

I deliberately sat in the reception area when not all comrades knew that
I had come as a member of the auditing commission to see how the
reception was taking place. | was in the reception area near comrade
Stalin and comrade Syrtsov. | must say that there was great
propriety and great courtesy both toward the comrades
working in the Central Committee, so as not to burden them
with unnecessary business, as well as toward those who were arriving.
I must testify that I do not know of any instance in the Central
Committee in which our comrades were not treated in a
communist way.*

The only other time that "rudeness” is attributed to Stalin is in the letter of
Krupskaya to Kamenev dated December 23, 1922. But this letter attributes a
clash between Krupskaya and Stalin to the previous day, December 22. We
know from other evidence - Stalin’s reply of March 7, 1923, to the

8 Stalin admitted that he was “grub" - rude, crude - several times. See XIV S"ezd, 499; Stalin’s
concluding speech to the XIV Party Congress, at http://www.hrono.ru/libris/stalin/7-1-408.php: “The
Trotskyist Opposition Before and Now, " October , at http://www.hrono.ru/libris/stalin/10- 15.html;
English at http://www.marx2mao.com/Stalin/TO27.htm ) page 867.

® We will discuss this "commission” in future chapters.

0 Dvenadtsatiy s"ezd RKP (b. 17-25 aprelia 1923 goda. Stenograficheskii otchet Moscow, 1968, 197.
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"ultimatum" letter dated March 5, 1923, Boris Bazhanov’s reference to these
events in his memoir, * and Maria Ulyanova’s statement to the Central
Committee in 1926 - that Stalin criticized Krupskaya five to six weeks later,
at the end of January or beginning of February, 1923.

In any case, Lenin could not have had Stalin’s purported "rudeness" to
Krupskaya in mind on January 4, 1923 since, according to the traditionally
accepted account, Lenin only learned about this incident of Stalin’s
"rudeness"” in March, 1923. This means that a remark by Lenin on January 4,
1923 about Stalin’s "rudeness" would have been completely unmotivated.

We have established: (1) that the L2C was written not in late December 1922
- early January 1923, but after the XII Party Congress; and (2) that the dispute
between Stalin and Krupskaya did not take place on December 22, 1922, but
four to five weeks later. Therefore, it is now clear that these two documents
were coordinated so that Krupskaya's letter to Kamenev calls Stalin "rude”,
and this accusation is echoed ten days later (see chapter 6) in the "Addition."

The Proposal to Remove Stalin from the Post of
General Secretary

In expressing doubt about leaving Stalin as Gensec the Author - supposedly
Lenin - presented some future Party Congress with a problem,

... the intractable task of finding a person who would differ from Stalin
only by the absence of these negative traits but possessing all his
virtues. The question immediately arises: where to find him? Speaking
at the XI Congress of the RCP (b), Lenin directly said that there was
no better candidate than Stalin for working in the people's
commissariat of nationalities and the people's commissariat of the
RKI, precisely because the necessary human and political qualities
were happily combined in him. (405)

Lenin would surely want someone who would support and fight for his,
Lenin’s views.

But there were very few people ciose to Lenin who possessed this
combination of qualities. Among them Stalin was one of the most
experienced, authoritative and proven in action. Furthermore, he
should be an outstanding organizer who knows the cadres of the party,
who has experience in solving all major issues of domestic and foreign
policy, as well as party building. Here, perhaps, is the circle of the
main features that Lenin appreciated in Stalin in connection with his
work in the Secretariat of the Central Committee of the RCP (b). Of

1 Discussed in Chapter 5.
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course, many prominent party leaders had a wealth of knowledge and
experience. But apart form Stalin, | suggest, no one met all these
requirements. (405-6)

The "Addition" States:

... | suggest that the comrades think about a way of removing Stalin
from that post and appointing another man in his stead ... (CW 36,
596)

But this was impossible, as Lenin certainly knew. The Congress could not
remove a General Secretary. According to the Party rules, the current Central
Committee resigns its powers before the Congress. The Congress then elects a
new Central Committee and, at its first plenary, the new C.C. elects the
Secretariat of the C.C., including the General Secretary. This is exactly the
way Stalin had been elected. At the XI Party Congress in March, 1922, Lenin
had urged that the post of General Secretary be created and that Stalin be
chosen. Stalin was in fact elected on April 3, 1922, at the C.C. Plenum that
followed the Congress.

This is the only way a General Secretary could be removed from office: a
Party Congress could criticize the Gensec; members could recommend that he
not be re-elected by the new C.C., or even recommend that he not be elected
to the new C.C. So the election of a new Gensec could be prevented in some
ways. But there was no way for a Congress to remove him. Lenin, of course,
knew this. So turning to the Congress to "remove™ Stalin from the post of
Gensec is nonsense.

The “Letter to the Congress” - a Factional Document

It follows from the above that this document cannot be a letter addressed to
the party congress. This conclusion is also supported by the fact that in the
text of the "Letter to the Congress" the Author does not refer either to the
Congress or to its delegates. He does refer to "comrades.” But this cannot
mean the delegates since the Congress could not remove the Gensec. And, as
we have noted, this document was named "Letter to the Congress" later on.
(416) Recall that the copy of "Characteristics” in Trotsky’s archive has the
note "In the original the manuscript (rukopis’) does not carry any title. -
L.T.”%

All this means that the L2C could not have been addressed to a Party
Congress. in fact, there was no way to remove a Gensec other than by failing
to elect him by the C.C. But the C.C. is not mentioned. And anyway, the
document is said - by Krupskaya - to be addressed not to the C.C. but to a
Party Congress.

The words "comrades think[ing] about a way of removing Stalin” suggests

12 Fel’shtinsky, Komm. Opp. 1, p. 45 of 168 of the online text editions.
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something outside the Party rules, even conspiratorial. That means it is, or
was in its origin, a factional document, addressed to a circle of like-minded
people, outside the framework of the Party. It would make sense as a
preparation for a C.C. Plenum, since only the Plenum could elect, or fail to
elect, Stalin as Gensec.

There is indeed meaning in this formulation of the question. This
meaning is revealed only if it is assumed that the Author of the "Letter
to the Congress” tried to use a path outside the Party rules. It is
impossible not to notice that the very wording of this proposal -
"discuss with comrades a method of removing™ Stalin - carries in itself
some element of “conspiracy.” It reveais the Author’s desire for a
preliminary discussion of some steps or other not stipulated by the
Party rules. Why? Apparently, in order to calculate in advance all the
moves, think through the main arguments and thus prepare a question
to be discussed. Such conspiracy exeludes an official appeal to the
Central Committee and the Politburo. It is possible only in addressing
a circle of like-minded people outside the framework of the Central
Committee and the Politburo. Thus, this formulation says that the so-
called "Letter to the Congress” only makes sense as a factional
document, as an appeal to one's associates with a proposal to discuss
specific measures aimed at eliminating Stalin from the main party
position - from the post of General Secretary of the Central Committee
... In this case, the "method of removal” is a matter of tactics in a
struggle for votes in the Central Committee, a discussion of measures
aimed at winning the majority by attracting those who hesitate in
support of their proposal, splitting the enemy’s ranks, etc... (417)

This also explains why there is no concern in L2C for Stalin’s future as one of
the two (aside from Lenin) most prominent Party leaders. If the Author - if
Lenin - were concerned with the Party, he would present ideas about how to
use Stalin’s undoubted talents to benefit the Party. Instead, the Author of this
document is only interested in getting Stalin out of the way. In effect that
meant eliminating him as Trotsky's main political opponent. So he is
indifferent to Stalin’s fate.

To sum up:
* The L2C could not have been created before the XII Party Congress.
* Therefore, Lenin cannot have been the author.

* 1t is not an appeal to a Party Congress, or to the Central Committee, or the
Politburo.

* It is a document of factional struggle originating from political circles
opposed to the current Party leadership.

* The text is not a finished document. It is more like notes, sketches, a study
of individual issues, partly for oneself, partly for others to read.

* |ts main - really, its sole - purpose is to get rid of Stalin as Gensec.

The political interests of the document strongly suggest that it was created to



Chapter 3. Letter to the Congress, continued

help Trotsky. By whom? We can't be sure. But it was presented by
Krupskaya. She must have played an important role in its creation.

At the XIII Party Congress (May 23 - May 31, 1924), after Lenin’s death in
January, the whole Congress voted not to publish the "Letter to the
Congress." According to Sakharov, who cites an unpublished document,
Stalin claimed that this vote was unanimous, that not even Trotsky voted to
publish them. (590)

At the X1V Party Congress (December 18 -31, 1925) Zinoviev and Kamenev,
but other speakers too, began to use the term the "testament" of Lenin
(Kuibyshev, 548). Zinoviev used the term "the political testament of Lenin"
(97), "last testament.” (115).12

18 XIVS'ezd Vsesoiuznoi Kommunisticheskoi Partii (B). Stenograficheskii Otchet. Moscow:
Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo, 1926.
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Makharadze

Two important letters attributed to Lenin are those to Trotsky, dated March 5,
1923, and to Budu Mdivani and Filip Makharadze, dated March 6, 1923 (LIV,
329-330; CW 45, 607-8)

There are a number of issues that cast doubt on the genuineness of these
letters. We will begin with the evidence that they were not composed on the
dates given in the texts. That in itself establishes that they could not be by
Lenin because on March 10, 1923, Lenin had his final stroke, which not only
further incapacitated him physically but also deprived him of the ability to
speak. After this date Lenin could not dictate anything. His political life was
over.

The Letter to Mdivani and Makharadze, dated March 6, 1923 *
Comrades Mdivani, Makharadze and others

Copy to Comrades Trotsky and Kamenev

Dear Comrades:

I am following your case with all my heart [vsei dushoi slezhu -
literally, "with all my soul”] | am indignant over Orjonikidze’s
rudeness and the connivance of Stalin and Dzerzhinsky. | am preparing
for you notes and a speech.

Respectfully yours,
Lenin
March 6, 1923

"I am preparing ..." suggests that the notes and speech mentioned were more
than just a vague idea. They imply an outline, or at least some indication for
future work. But there is nothing. Dmitri Volkogonov, who had complete
access to all archives, wrote in his biography of Stalin:

K coxanenuro, HU 3aMCOK, HU peur JIeHHH He MPUTOTOBHIL.
Unfortunately, Lenin did not prepare either notes or a speech.?
We know that this letter did exist at the time, because on March 7, 1923,

! See illustration #6a.
2 Volkogonov, Stalin. Tom 1. Moscow, 1991, p. 142.1 was guided to this citation by a note in
Sakharov, p. 341.
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Stalin wrote to Ordzhonikidze that he had learned of it from Kamenev:

S y3nan or 1. Kamenema, uro Mnbmu moceutaer TT. Maxapamse u
JIpyrMM IIMCbMELO, TZA€ OH COJMJIApPU3UPYETCA C YKIOHMCTAMU H
pyraet Tebs, T. JI3ep)KUHCKOTO ¥ MEHS.

I learned from com. Kamenev that Ilyich has sent to com. Makharadze
and to others a letter in which he expresses solidarity with the
deviators and scolds you, com. Dzerzhinsky and me. (lzv TsK 9, 1990,
151)

Kamenev mentions that Lenin had given him the letter to Mdivani and
Makharadze to transmit to them "and to others.” We will discuss this in the
chapter on the "ultimatum” letter. So Stalin believed that Lenin had sent this
letter, though he had not seen it himself.

Stalin continues:

BunuMo umeertcs uenb HalaBUTh Ha BOJIIO cbe3na Kommaptun I'py3un
B TOJIB3Y YKJIOHUCTOB. Hedero um roBopuTh, 9TO YKIOHHUCTHI, TOITYYHB
3TO MHCHMENO, WCIONB3YIOT €ro BOBCIO TPOTHUB 3aKKpanKoMa,
0cobeHHO TpoTHB Tebs 1 T. MscaukoBa. (I1zv TsK 9, 1990, 151-2

Apparently the aim is to put pressure on the will of the Congress of the
Com. Party of Georgia in favor of the deviators. Needless to say, the
deviators, having received this letter, will use it with a vengeance
against the Zakkraikom 4, especially against you and Comrade
Myasnikov.

Curiously, this proved not to be the case. Neither Mdivani nor Makharadze
made any reference to this letter from Lenin at the XII Party Congress of
April 17-25, 1923. °

Meanwhile, Lenin’s condition was poor and getting worse. Kotkin notes:

Only a few months before, Lenin was admonishing Mdivani and
Makharadze sternly. It was not clear Lenin was in any
condition to dictate letters. (Kotkin 490)

On March 6, the Doctors Journal records this:

When he awoke, he summoned a nurse, but he could almost not
converse with her, he wanted the nurse to summon Nadezhda
Konstantinovna, but he could not say her name ... Vladimir llich lay
with a confused visage, the expression on his face was frightening, his
eyes were sad, his look questioning, tears carne down from his eyes.
Vladimir Ilich is agitated, he tries to speak, but cannot find the words,
and he adds: 'Ah the devil, ah the devil, such an illness, this is a return
to the old illness’ and so on.®

3 *Trotsky's copy is reproduced in Fel'shtinsky, Komm. Opp. L, p. 20 of 168 in Online text edition.

4 Abbreviation of "Zakavkazskii kraievoi komitet, " Transcaucasus Regional Committee of the
Russian Communist Party (Bolshevik), later the All-Union Communist Party (bolshevik).

5 As far as we know today, they never mentioned it at all.

6 Kentavr October - December 1991.109.
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Interviewed by Aleksandr Bek in 1963, Volodicheva said:

. 0QUIMAJBHO CTaJI0 M3BECTHO, 4TO Biagumup WUiabuy 6
MapTa WJIH Jaxke y:Ke 5-ro Obl1 He B COCTOSSHUM HU YUTATh,
HM paboTaTb, HHU KOrO-TO MNPUHHUMATbh, HU UYTO-TO
NpeANpUHUMATD.’

... it became officially known that VIadimir llyich onMarch 6, or even
on March 5, was unable to read, work, accept anyone, or do anything.

This interview is titled "Towards a history of the last documents of Lenin." It
seems that neither Bek nor the editors of Moskovskie Novosti realized that
these remarks by Volodicheva undermine the validity of the letters supposedly
dictated by Lenin on March 5 and 6, 1923. As far as we know today, no one
else has noticed it either.

On March 6, the Doctors Journal States:

In the morning [after breakfast at 11 a.m.] Vladimir II’ich called com.
Fotieva and com. Volodicheva, to whom he dictated a few words, 1 Vi
lines in all ... He seemed unwell, but not too bad. (Kentavr, Oct-Dec.
1991, 109)

The letter to Mdivani and Makharadze is more than twice as long as 1 %
lines. Still, the doctor may not have been precise.

Lenin had suffered a seizure or similar episode. The Doctors Journal records
no more dictation or reading of any kind. On March 10, Lenin suffered a
third, terrible stroke. His days of working were over.

Mdivani spoke twice at the X1l Party Congress, on April 18 (evening session)
and April 23 (day session).® In his last remarks, he cited "The Question of
Nationalities or ‘Autonomization, ’” a text attributed to Lenin but so
inconsistent with the views Lenin had previously expressed that both
Sakharov and Stephen Kotkin reject it as a fabrication.® Its genuineness was
not questioned at the time, however. The views expressed in it, attributed to
Lenin, strongly affirmed Mdivani’s nationalist viewpoint.

According to the 1968 edition of the XII P.C. transcript, Mdivani cited (not
with complete accuracy) this essay of "Lenin” at some length, putting special
emphasis on the passages dealing with Georgia and the Caucasus. He was
interrupted by the Chair, who reminded him that a decision had been made
not to publish this essay yet. Mdivani replied that he was not publishing it, but
only citing certain passages from it. The Chair allowed Mdivani to make
references to this text, but not to summarize it, and Mdivani agreed. (XII
Party Congress, 496-7)

Makharadze spoke three times at the XII P.C.: in the day session of April 19;
in the evening session that same day; and in the day session on April 23, the

7K istorii poslednikh leninskikh dokumentov.” Moskovskie Novosti Apri] 23, 1989, p. 8.
8

9
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final day of the Congress. He made one allusion to "Lenin's teaching™ on the
national question (ibid. 170).

At the ciose of his first remarks, in which he outlined the dispute concerning
the national question, Georgia, and the Transcaucasus Federation,
Makharadze even said that he expected that Stalin would present "a complete
and very clear answer to these questions"” which would "put an end once and
for all” to what he termed "abnormal occurrences.”

A nymaro, yto T. CTaZIMH JacT HaM HCYEPIBIBAIOIIMKM U BIOJHE
SICHBIM OTBET Ha 3TH BOINPOCHI JJIsi TOTO, YTOGHI pa3 HaBCerja
U3KUTb T€ HEHOPMaJslbHble SIBJEHUs], KOTOPble Y HAac [0 3TOro
umeu mecto. (XII P.C., 174)

I think that Comrade Stalin will give us a complete and very
clear answer to these questions in order to put an end once and
for all those abnormal occurrences that have taken place in our country
before this.

Makharadze’s expression of confidence in Stalin here runs completely
counter to "Lenin's” alleged conviction that Stalin was to blame (in some way
which is never explained) for "Great- Russian chauvinism™ and so could not
be trusted on the Georgian issue. It also contradicts "Lenin's" remark in the
purported letter to Mdivani and Makharadze about "the connivance of Stalin.”
If Makharadze had in fact received this “Lenin” letter, he not only chose not
to mention the fact but also went out ofhis way here to contradict Lenin by
absolving Stalin of any blamel

In his second remarks Makharadze presented a declaration concerning the
situation in Georgia. In his third remarks (515-9) Makharadze also referred to
Lenin’s “The Question of Nationalities or 'Autonomization'." He specifically
reminded the Congress that Lenin had written about "Great-Russian
chauvinism™ and had been "the first to raise the banner of struggle" against

it.20

Neither Mdivani nor Makharadze hesitated to cite Lenin in defense of their
positions.!! Yet neither of them cited the purported letter to them of March 6,
1923. Why not? The text of that letter, which purported to be from Lenin
expressing his solidarity with them and opposition to Ordzhonikidze and
Stalin, might have been, in the eyes of the delegates, a strong argument in
their favor.

Trotsky did not mention it either - and one might have expected Trotsky to
cite this as clear evidence of Lenin’s distrust of Stalin. So what Stalin had
anticipated did not come to pass.

One logical conclusion might be that neither man had received that letter. But
this can hardly be the case, since on April 16, 1923, Trotsky sent "The
Question of Nationalities ...” plus Lenin’s letter to him of March 5, plus

10 Note 248, on p. 880 of the 1968 edition of the Transcript of the XII P.C., confirms that these
speakers meant Lenin’s essay “The Question of Nationalities
11 Other speakers referred to this essay as well - for example, Avel’ Enukidze (583-4).
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Lenin’s letter to Mdivani and Makharadze of March 6, to the Central
Committee (Izv TsK 1990, 9, 158).

I have received today the attached copy of a letter from Comrade
Lenin’s personal secretary, Comrade L. Fotieva, to Comrade Kamenev
concerning Comrade Lenin’s article on the national question.

Comrade Lenin’s article was received by me on March 5
simultaneously with three notes of Comrade Lenin, copies of which
are also attached.*?

The following day, April 17, in another letter to the C.C. Trotsky quoted,
though inaccurately, from the letter to Mdivani and Makharadze (Izv TsK 9,
1990, 160):

5. Kakue pacnopsikeHust OTAaHbI T. JIEGHUHBIM OTHOCHUTEJBHO €ro
CTaTbU U APYTUX JOKYMEHTOB 10 IPY3UHCKOMY JieJ1y («TOTOBJIIO
peyH U CTaTbU») 06 3TOM 51 HUYEro He 3HaJl.

5. What orders were given by Comrade Lenin regarding his article and
other documents on the Georgian case ("l am preparing speeches and
articles"), I knew nothing about this.

What Lenin actually said was ‘I'oToB/t0 1 Bac 3anucku U pedb” -"lam
preparing for you (plural) notes and a speech, " not “I am preparing speeches
and articles." Trotsky had the copy we have today - it was Trotsky who had
sent it to the Central Committee. Why did he get this so wrong?

We cannot explain why neither of the Georgians or Trotsky referred to
Lenin's very supportive letter to them during the XII Party Congress. But the
main question before us remains this: Did Lenin dictate this letter, and the
letter dated the previous day, March 5, to Trotsky?

From the letter to Mdivani and Makharadze:

I am indignant over Orjonikidze's rudeness and the connivance of
Stalin and Dzerzhinsky. (CW 45, 608)

What is odd about this is that Lenin had already received reports about the
incident in question - Ordzhonikidze's slapping Akakii Kabakhidze, a member
of the Georgian CP Central Committee - and neither of these reports blame
Ordzhonikidze, Dzerzhinsky, or Stalin. Aleksei Rykov, an eyewitness to this
incident, wrote the following account on February 7, 1923:

B Tudsuce Ha KkBapTHpe T. Op/PKOHUKH/[3€ B MOEM MPUCYTCTBUH
pasbIrpajcs cjaeAyroudid HHUUAeHT: /sl cCBUJIAaHUS CO MHOM Ha
KBapTUpy T. Op/axoHukua3e npuiiena 4ieH PKII u Mo#t ToBapwuil
no ccoelike B Cubupu Axkakuii Kabaxupase. Bo Bpemsi obGiero
pasroBopa T. Kabaxuzaze ynpekHys Cepro Op/PKOHHUKH/I3€ B TOM,
YTO y HEro ecThb KakKasi-TO JIOIlaJb U YTO TOBApULIH, CTOSIHE
HaBepxy, B TOM uucje T. OpJKOHUKHJ3E, B MaTepUaJbHOM

12 According to the editor’s note these are Fotieva’s letter to Kamenev dated April 16, 1923 (TsK
KPSS 9, 1990, 156) and the two letters to Trotsky and to Mdivani and Makharadze.
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OTHOIIEHHWU 0OeclevyeHbl ropasfo Jiyylle, YeM JApyrue 4YJeHbI
napTuu. B yacTHOCTH, OBIT KAKOW-TO Pa3roBOp O BJIMSHUHU HOBOU
TaMOXXeHHOM NOJMTUKHK B baTyMu Ha pocT foporoBusHel. OHy U3
¢pa3, mo-BUAMMOMY, OTHOCHTeNbHO TOro, 4ro Cepro
Op/KOHUKH/3e HAa Ka3eHHBbIH CYET KOPMHUT KaKylO-TO JIOLIA[b,
Axakuii Kabaxuase ckazas Cepro Ha yxo. Beien 3a aTuMm Mexay
HUMH pasropeJsiachb CJ0BeCHasl nepeGpaHKa, BO BpeMsi KOTOPOH T.
OpmxoHukugze yaapua Kadaxuase. [Ipy BMelaTesbCTBE MOEM U
MoeM >XKeHbl UHIUJIEHT Ha 3TOM ObL1 MpekpaiieH u T.Kabaxupaze
yimes ¢ kBapTupsl. [locse atoro Cepro Op/KOHUKH/A3€E TEPEXKUI
OYeHb CUJIbHOE HEPBHOE NMOTPSICEHUE, KOHUUBIIEECS UCTEPUKOH

In Tiflis, at the apartment of Comrade Ordzhonikidze in my presence,
the following incident occurred:

To meet with me, at the apartment of Comrade Ordzhonikidze carne
member of the RCP and my friend in exile in Siberia Akaki
Kabakhidze. During a general conversation, Comrade Kabakhidze
rebuked Sergo Ordzhonikidze that he has some kind of horse and that
comrades, standing above [in rank], including Comrade
Ordzhonikidze, in material circumstances are provided much better
than other party members. In particular, there's some talk about the
impact of the new customs policy in Batumi on the increase in high
cost. One of the phrases, apparently regarding the fact that Sergo
Ordzhonikidze on State funds is feeding some horse, Akaki
Kabakhidze spoke to Sergo in his ear. Following this, a verbal
skirmish broke out between them, during which Comrade
Ordzhonikidze struck Kabakhidze. With the intervention of myself and
my wife, this incident stopped and Comrade Kabakhidze left the
apartment. After that Sergo Ordzhonikidze experienced a very strong
nervous shock that ended with hysterics.

Rykov concluded with this summation:

On the merits of the incident ...I believe that Comrade Ordzhonikidze
was right when he interpreted those reproaches made to him by com.
Kabakhidze as a cruel personal insult. (250-1)

The other eyewitness, Georgii Davidovich Rtveladze, said much the same

thing:

The incident of the slap given by Comrade Ordzhonikidze to comrade
Kabakhidze was a private matter, not associated with factionalism.
[Kabakhjidze did not submit any written statement to the [Party]
Control Commission, and this incident was not considered by the
Central Committee of Georgia. (251)

Ordzhonikidze himself admitted hitting Kabakhidze while claiming that this
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was caused by a personal insult rather than any political disagreement.*3

On November 25, 1922, the Politburo accepted a proposal by the Secretariat -
Stalin’s office - to form a commission to study the situation in Georgia,
including, of course, the circumstances during which Ordzhonikidze had
slapped Kabakhidze. The decision was confirmed on November 30. This
means that Stalin himself had either made or approved the proposal that the
Georgian incident be investigated.

This commission (Felix Dzerzhinsky, chair, Dmitri Manuil’sky and V.S.
Mitskiavichius-Kapsukas, members) were to go to Tiflis, investigate, and
make a report. Lenin was at work on this day, and the previous day he had
received the report of the meeting of the 25", with the proposal for the
formation of the commission. Lenin was informed of this decision and of the
makeup of the commission, and made no objections. (252)

The commission spent four days in Tiflis. After his return in December, 1922,
Rykov spoke with Lenin by phone on December 9 (XLV 469; CW 42, 477)
and met in person with him on December 12. (XLV 470; CW 42, 478)
Presumably - assuming he really was interested enough - Lenin asked Rykov
about the incident between Ordzhonikidze and Kabakhidze, and Rykov told
him what he later wrote down on February 7, 1923. (254)

On the same day, December 12, Lenin met with Dzerzhinsky for 45 minutes.
Dzerzhinsky must have read, or at least summarized, his report for Lenin, or
why would he have met with Lenin after his return? There is no record of
what Lenin thought of Dzerzhinsky’s report. The Secretaries Journal does not
record Lenin's mood for that evening, but for the following evening,
December 13, notes that Lenin's mood was good and that he joked. (XLV,
471; CW 42, 478)

Another crucial point is this: Stalin had nothing whatever to do with this
incident in the first place! So how could Lenin have written that he was
"indignant... at the connivance of Stalin ...”?

At the end of January, 1923, Lenin appointed a group of three to study the
materials of the Dzerzhinsky commission and the Georgian affair. (346)
Sakharov argues that this body was heavily biased against the results of the
Dzerzhinsky commission, in favor of the "oid" C.C. of the Georgian Party,
against the steps taken by the Politburo, and especially against Stalin
personally. The "commission, " as it carne to be called, was composed of N.P.
Gorbunov, business manager (upravliaiushchii delami) of the Soviet of
People’s Commissars, the executive branch of the government, plus two of
Lenin’s secretaries, Lidia A. Fotieva and Maria I. Glyasser.

13 Sakharov cites Rykov's, Rtveladze’s, and Ordzhonikidze’s remarks from archival document.

Rtveladze’s and Rykov's accounts are confirmed in the recent textbook by Aleksandr lvanovich
Vdovin, SSSR. Istoriia velikoi derzhavy 1922- 1991 (Moscow: Prospekt, 2018), 30-31. While he does
not accept Sakharov’s contention that "The Question of Nationalities ...” is a forgery, Vdovin does

confirm these two accounts..
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Since the documents of this "commission" have not been published 1, like
Kotkin, have taken the account below from Sakharov, who had access to
these archival materials, specifically from Sakharov’s book Na rasput'e,
Chapter 2.3, "Use of the pseudo-Lenin texts of 'Lenin’s Testament’ in the
power struggle within the RCP (b) and the Soviet State.”

Contrary to the opinion established in historiography, no one ever gave
this group ... any official status or commissioned it for any investigation
into the political conflict in the Georgian Communist Party. No one ever
granted its members the right to audit the work of the commission of the
Central Committee of the RCP (b) which had investigated the conflict in
the Communist Party of Georgia.

The members of this "commission” themselves did not claim such rights.
Turning to the Politburo of the Central Committee for materials,
Gorbunov, Fotieva and Glyasser stated the purpose of their work as
follows: "a detailed study" of the materials. They did not call themselves a
“commission." Accordingly, the Politburo issued the documents of the
Dzerzhinsky commission "to study them on behalf of Comrade Lenin."
This wording says that the materials were issued for informing Lenin, and
not for independent political activity of any kind by this "commission” of
technical workers of the Council of People’s Commissars. In the same
way Glyasser described the task of this "commission” in a letter to
Bukharin on January 11, 1924: the commission was created "to
familiarize® ourselves with the materials of the commission of Comrade
Dzerzhinsky." To study a problem and issue a verdict on it, and to study
the materials on a problem and make a report about them - these are not at
all the same thing.

The name "commission” was assigned to this group later, in the process of
their work ... A commission of the Council of the People’s Commissars,
even one created by Lenin, in the political system of that day, could not
attempt to reconsider the conclusions of a commission of the Central
Committee of the RCP (b). In other words, the "commission" of
Gorbunov, Fotieva and Glyasser was neither a Party nor a political
"commission.” All that remained was an auxiliary, purely technical role
— to prepare material in order to bring it to the attention of Lenin in a
form convenient for him.

Officially, it appears, Lenin asked it to obtain the materials of the
Dzerzhinsky Commission and perhaps also to study and assess the decisions
of higher State and Party organs, including the C.C., Politburo, Orgburo, and
Secretariat In reality, this group set out to prepare a political attack on Stalin.

The surviving draft versions of the documents that it was preparing
indicate that in its activity this "commission” went far beyond the
boundaries of the "Georgian issue” as it was then understood, and
therefore also beyond the scope of the task assigned to them by Lenin
and about which the Politburo of the C.C. was informed.

14 Boldface in original.
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... the materials of this "commission” contain information that, first,
allows us to assert that their work was not supervised by Lenin, but by
someone else and, second, that these documents were not prepared for
Lenin. The latter is indicated, for example, by the following note ...
"Organize the mater[ial] not so much in defense of the deviationists as
in indictment of the great power chauvinists.” This record is dated
March 12, 1923. Therefore, it could not belong to Lenin, since he had
lost all power of speech by March 9-10 at the latest if not several days
before that Someone else had given these instructions to Gorbunov,
Fotieva, and Glyasser. Once again, we are led to wonder: For whom
was this "commission” really working?

The materials of the "commission™ also contain information indicating that it
may have still been conducting its work at the end of March, 1923. This is
indicated by the correspondence stored among the documents of the Lenin
secretariat between M. I. Glyasser, a member of this "commission, " who was
also the technical secretary of the Politburo, and Trotsky at a meeting of the
Politburo of the Central Committee of the RCP (b).

Glyasser’s note (March 26) and Trotsky’s response (March 28) are documents
related to the work of the Politburo (part of a set of documents related to the
meeting of the Politburo of the Central Committee on March 26, 1923).
Therefore, the very fact of finding it in the materials of the secretariat of the
chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars of the RSFSR needs to be
explained, among those documents that carne into it after Lenin had lost all
ability to work and, therefore, when the work of this "commission” had lost
all meaning. This note could appear among the materials of this
"commission" only if it was still functioning. For whom was it
working?

Moreover, there is reason to argue that this note is not relevant to this meeting
of the Politburo and was created "retroactively” - that is, that it was falsified.
This, obviously, explains the mistake made by the falsifiers (Trotsky and
Glyasser): Ordzhonikidze, whose speech at the meeting of the
Politburo is mentioned in a note, was not present at this meeting.
Consequently, this note is a fake, created no earlier than March 26, 1923. This
fact is important because it clarifies how and by whom the fakes designed to
serve the interests of those who led the fight against Stalin were introduced
into the document production of Lenin’s secretariat and into poiitical life.*

Glyasser’s Note

On January 25, 1923, the three “commission” members sent a message to
Stalin asking him for all the materials of the Dzerzhinsky commission for the
purpose of detailed and secret study. (347) It had no further powers.

15 Sakharov, Na rasput'e, Ch. 2.3, pp. 137-140.
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On January 11, 1924, in a letter to Bukharin, M.I. Glyasser wrote that Lenin

HasHauw1 k[omu]ccnro (@otueBa, ['OpOYHOB U 51) TSI O3HAKOMIICHHS C
Martepranamu K[omu]ccun T. JI3epIKHHCKOTO.

appointed a commission (Fotieva, Gorbunov, and me) to familiarize
ourselves with the materials of the commission of com. Dzerzhinsky.
(Izv TsK KPSS 9, 1990, 163)

Glyasser reported that on February 5, 1923, Lenin spoke to her at 7 p.m. for
20 minutes, giving her detailed directions about the commission on the
Georgian question. (348; XLV, 480-1; CW 42, 488-9). However, this is
contradicted by the Doctors Journal, which clearly States that Lenin dictated
in the morning, and to Volodicheva, not to Glyasser. After that, Lenin only
napped and read after dinner.® There is nothing about any meeting with
Glyasser or anyone else.

Evidently, therefore, this supposed meeting did not take place. Sakharov calls
it "this Glyasser note, fabricated as a diary [i.e. as a journal entry]” (349) both
because the Doctors Journal records no such visit with Lenin on that date, and
because the Secretaries Journal was left blank, with many entries obviously
filled in later and blank spaces for entries that were never filled in..

So Glyasser lied in the Secretaries Journal! Sakharov accounts for her entry in
the following way:

This Glyasser note, fabricated as a diary [i.e. as a journal entry], is
very important for understanding the history of the work of the so-
called "Lenin commission.” It serves as the only evidence of Lenin’s
aspiration to significantly expand the tasks originally assigned to the
"commission, " and, apparently, is intended to explain the appearance
among its materials some that go far beyond the limit of the functions
declared on the Politburo and fixed in its name.

Sakharov points to the importance of the discovery that Glyasser lied:

This entry by Glyasser largely devalues her testimony about Lenin’s
leadership of the commission’s work, contained in her letter to
Bukharin of January 11, 1924, that Lenin "already had his
preconceived opinion, literally guided our work and was terribly
worried that we would not be able to prove in his report what he
needed and that he will not have time to prepare his speech before the
congress."' (349)

16 Kentavr Oct - Dec., 1991, 100, 101, 113. The editors of the Doctors Journal add, in footnote 61 to
this date, that Lenin talked with Glyasser for 20 minutes at 6:15 p.m. But they admit that this
information comes from Glyasser’s own report in XLV 480.

17 Glyasser's words (Izv TsK KPSS 9, 1990, 163) are as follows: «Bn. M. cBoro craThio mo
HAIBOIIPOCY HAmMcan paHblle, 4YeM HasHaumwi k[omu]ccuio (Portmea, [opOyHOB U s1) st
o3HaKoMJIeHHsT ¢ marepuanamu k[omwu]ccum T. JI3epkunckoro. OH HMeEN yXKe CBOE IMPEAB3SITOC
MHCHHE, Hamiei paGOTOﬁ 6yKBaJ'lBHO PYKOBOAMJI M CTpalIHO BOJIHOBAJICSA, 4YTO MBI HE CyMEEM
JI0OKa3aTb B CBOEM [OKJIaa€ TO, 4YTO €My HaJI0 U OH HE YCIECT O0 CbhE3aa NOArOTOBUTH CBOC
BeicTyruieHne.» - "VI. 1l. wrote his article on the national issue before he appointed the commission
(Fotieva, Gorbunov and me) to get acquainted with the materials of comrade Dzerzhinsky’s
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Sakharov identifies the list of questions that, according to the editors of the
PSS, Lenin gave to Fotieva on February 1, to direct the work of the
"commission.”

J1. A. ®oTtueBol ObUIM 3amucaHbl ciaefywoolide ykasaHus B. U.
Jlennna: «1) 3a uro crapeiii LK KII Tpysun o6BuHMIN B
ykjaoHu3Me. 2) UTo MM BMeEHsJIOCb B BHHY, KaK HapylleHHe
HapTUHHON AUCHUILIMHBL 3) 3a YTO OOBUHSIIOT 3aKKpaWKoM B
nopassenun LK KII Tpysun. 4) @Pusnyeckue crnocoOsl
nofaBJieHus («6uoMexaHuka»). 5) Jlunusa LK (PKII(6). — Pen.) B
oTcyTcTBUU Bnagumupa Wiabuua u npu Biaaumupe Uinbude. 6)
OTHomeHHe KoMHcCcHMH. PaccMaTpuBajsia JiM OHA TOJIbBKO OGBH
Henus npotuB UK KII Tpysum wuam Takke U NOpPOTUB
3akkpaiikoma? PaccmaTpuBasa Jin OHa cay4al 6uomMexaHUKU? 7)
HacTosiee mnosnoxeHue (BblGOpHas KaMIIaHMUSl, MeHbIIEBHUKH,
noJiaBJjieHue, HalMOHaJ/IbHasi po3Hb). (XLV, 606-7)

Fotieva wrote down the following instructions, allegedly from Lenin:
“1) Why was the old C.C. of the C.P. of Georgia accused of
deviationism. 2) What breach of Party discipline were they blamed for.
3) Why is the Transcaucasian Committee accused of suppressing the
C.C. of the C.P. of Georgia? 4) The physical means of suppression
(‘biomechanics’). 5) The line of the C.C. (of the R.C.P. (B.)— Ed.) in
Vladimir llyich’s absence and in his presence. 6) Attitude of the
Commission. Did it examine only the accusations against the C.C. of
the C.P. of Georgia or also against the Transcaucasian Committee?
Did it examine the ‘biomechanics’ incident? 7) The present situation
(the election campaign, the Mensheviks, suppression, national
discord)” (CW 42, 620)*8

Sakharov doubts that this document is genuine, i.e. that these questions come
from Lenin, because the first three questions relate to facts long known to
Lenin. The fourth points to an attempt to link the assault by Ordzhonikidze
with the suppression of political opponents. But this
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requires an explanation, since all the eyewitness testimonies that carne
to Lenin, as was shown above, exelude such a connection. The sixth
question is formulated as if the author had not spoken with
Dzerzhinsky and Rykov about this story after their return from
Georgia. Only the fifth question — about the "line" of the Central
Committee under Lenin and in his absence — seems natural... (349)

This document is not dated, not signed by Lenin, and contains questions
whose answers Lenin already knew. if we accept Sakharov’s analysis here,
we are forced to one of two conclusions.

commission. He already had his own preconceived opinion, literally supervised our work and was
terribly worried that we would not be able to prove in our report what he needed and that he would not
have time to prepare his speech before the congress."

18 For some reason the PSS editors do not give a precise archival identifier for this document in the
Central Party Archives, Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the C.C., C.P.S.U.



106

107

Chapter 4. Letters to Trotsky and to Mdivani and Makharadze

(1) These questions are by Lenin. In this case he has forgotten a great deal
due to his illness. This can’t be completely ruled out. But if it is true, then the
political value of Lenin’s last writings, especially "The Question of
Nationalities ..." and the letters to Trotsky of March 5, 1923 and to Mdivani
and Makharadze of March 6, 1923, are of no value because they reflect a
significant deterioration of Lenin’s mental abilities.

(2) These questions are not by Lenin. In this case Fotieva - if, as the PSS
editors claim, she wrote them - is lying. This conclusion is strengthened by
the note in the Doctors Journal contradicting Glyasser’s claim (See above).

One might conceivably suggest that the secretaries and Krupskaya were
manipulating an ill and seriously confused Lenin into "saying" what they
wanted him to say. But the lucidity of many of Lenin’s other last writings
stands in contradiction to this supposition. Indeed, one argument that
Glyasser was lying is the intellectual quality of those of Lenin’s last writings
that are undoubtedly from him, and which show no signs of mental
deterioration.'® These documents could hardly have been written by someone
who was as confused as Lenin would have had to be in order to pose the
questions that, according to the PSS editors, Glyasser said that he asked the
commission to investigate.

An additional argument in favor of the theory that Glyasser was lying is that
Krupskaya did not bring forth the L2C until well after the XI1I P.C. was ended,
and that, as outlined in a previous chapter, the main elements of L2C were
expressed during the XII P.C. This deception on Krupskaya’s part could not
have taken place without the knowledge of Lenin’s secretaries, Fotieva,
Volodicheva, and Glyasser.

Nevertheless, the "commission™ found nothing to blame Stalin for. Sakharov
guotes from its conclusions:

The conclusion of the com[mission] (of Dzerzhinsky. - V.S.) was
reached even before leaving Moscow. If it were not for the authority of
the Central Committee, Makharadze would have a majority in the
party. There is a compromise (of Zinfov'ev] with Stalin). At their
congress® they send two authoritative comrades, Kuibyshev and
Bukharin or Kamenev. Disagree with the line of Ordzhfonikidze]
Zinoviev, Trotsky, Bukharin, Kamenev (hesitates). The letter is sent
with the majority abstaining.

Compromise [-] return part of the deviationists.
Zinoviev [thinks] - Ordzh[onikidze] must remain.

Stalin - you can [send him] to Turkestan for a year. (356)

¥ These are: 1. The dictation of December 23, 1923; 2."On giving legislative functions to Gosplan™
(December 27 - 29, 1922); 3. “Pages from a Diary;” (end of December, 1922 - beginning of January,
1923); 4. "On Cooperation;” (unfinished article, early January, 1923); 5. “On Our Revolution
(concerning notes by N. Sukhanov) (mid-January, 19223);" 6. The first draft of the article "On the
reorganization of the C.C. - W.P.I" (January 9-13, 1923); 7. "How we must reorganize Rabkrin’’
(January 19-23, 1923); "Better Fewer, But Better" (end of January to beginning of March, 1923).

2 A reference to the second congress of the Communist Party of Georgia.
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It was Stalin who had proposed the harshest penalty against Ordzhonikidze!
Turkestan could be regarded as a sort of punishment, a “party exile." If the
purpose of the “commission" was to find Stalin at fault, it failed to present
any evidence to support that.

There is no evidence that Lenin actually saw the "commission’s" report or
that it was read to him. But whether he did or he didn’t, how could he have
dictated (he couldn’t write) "I am indignant over Ordzhonikidze ’s rudeness
and the connivance of Stalin and Dzerzhinsky" when no one, not even the
"commission's"” report, concluded that Stalin had done anything wrong?

Either Lenin did dictate this letter to Mdivani and Makharadze, or he did not.
If he did, he had been seriously misinformed - even the “commission" had
found no evidence to blame Stalin. Plus the record in the Doctors Journal was
somehow incorrect in claiming that Lenin had dictated only 1 lines.

Or Lenin did not dictate the letter to Mdivani and Makharadze, and Fotieva
falsely cited the brief, 1 %2 line dictation mentioned by the doctor on duty in
order to claim that Lenin had done so. It would have been obvious within a
day or two that Lenin would never work again - in fact, he never recovered
the ability to speak. At this point, March 7 or 8, it would have been safe for
Krupskaya, with Fotieva’s connivance, to compose the short letter to Mdivani
and Makharadze and claim that this is what Lenin had dictated on March 6,
his final day of work. This is consistent with the other evidence of
Krupskaya's and the secretaries’ falsifications, and with Volodicheva's
statement to Aleksandr Beck in 1963 that Lenin was unable to do anything on
March 6 or even on March 5. Likewise, "The Question of Nationalities ..."
accuses Stalin, but without citing any evidence whatever. Was Lenin
informed of this? If he was, how could he write "... with the connivance of
Stalin ..”? If not, suggests Sakharov, for whom was this so-called

"commission” really formed, and to whom did it really report?
108

A final part of a report by the "commission” titled “On the conclusions of the
Dzerzhinsky commission, ” is dated March 3, 1923 and signed by Fotieva,
Gorbunov, and Glyasser, 2! Yuri. A. Buranov? a historian very hostile toward
Stalin, concluded that Lenin was made familiar with this document. But
Buranov had no evidence for this statement. There are no entries at all in the
Secretarles Journal for the days between February 14 and March 5 (XLV,
485-6).

However, the account in the Doctors Journal is detailed. It does not mention
any meeting by Lenin with any of the members of this commission:
Gorbunov, Fotieva, or Glyasser (Kentavr, 107-112). Therefore, there is no
evidence that Lenin saw this report, or even that the report was actually
completed by March 3.

2 This note, and all of the documents of this "commission, ” remain unpublished. Sakharov gives the
archival identifiers.

22 "K istorii leninskogo ’politicheskogo zaveshchaniia' (1922-1923 gg).” Voprosy istorii KPSS 4
(1991), 55; Yuri Buranov, Lenin's Will. Falsifiedand Forbidden. New York: Prometheus Book, 1994,
49,



109

110

Chapter 4. Letters to Trotsky and to Mdivani and Makharadze

The letter to Mdivani and Makharadze says: “I am preparing for you notes
and a speech." [Tomoefito dAn eac 3anucKU u pevb). Dmitri VVolkogonov,
who had full access to all archival materials, confirms that he could find no
trace of the notes or speech. It appears clear from the Doctors Journal that
Lenin was in no condition to write a speech.

*kkkk

All of this evidence - and I have greatly abbreviated Sakharov’s account, for
example, his detailed examination of the documents of the "commission, * all
of which are still unpublished - is consistent with only two possible
conclusions. Either Lenin was mentally addled on the days he asked the
"commission” to investigate matters that he already knew, but somehow had
all his wits about him and was his usual incisive self when he composed other
documents. Or the questions Lenin had supposedly given to the "commission™
were not his, and the "commission"” was not in fact working for Lenin at all,
but for someone else.

The report of the "commission" utterly failed to find Stalin at fault in any way
in the affair of the Georgian C.C. and Ordzhonikidze’s slap of Kabakhidze.
But this means that the letter to Mdivani and Makharadze contradicted even
the results of this obviously biased "commission.” In fact, the contents of the
letter, insofar as they blamed Stalin, are not supported by any evidence - not
by Rykov's and Rtveladze’s eyewitness accounts, not by the Dzerzhinsky
Commission, and not even by the "commission" of Gorbunov, Fotieva, and
Glyasser. It is completely unmotivated.

There was no evidence - even false evidence - presented to Lenin that accused
Stalin in any way. It is impossible that, if he were in full possession of his
faculties, Lenin could have condemned Stalin without any evidence whatever.
Yet there is none. That means that the letter to Mdivani and Makharadze
could not have been written by Lenin. It was written by someone who was an
enemy of Stalin’s - or on behalf of such an enemy.

* k k%
The Letter to Trotsky, March 5, 1923 2
Top secret
Personal

Dear Comrade Trotsky:

It is my earnest request that you should undertake the defence of the Georgian
case in the Party C.C. This case is now under "persecution" by Stalin and
Dzerzhinsky, and | cannot rely on their impartiality. Quite to the contrary. |
would feel at ease if you agreed to undertake its defence. If you should refuse
to do so for any reason, return the whole case to me. | shall consider it a sign

2 See illustration #6b.
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that you do not accept.
With best comradely
greetings,
Lenin
Dictated by phone
on March 5, 1923
(LIV, 329; CW 45, 607)

Concerning this letter to Trotsky and the letter to Mdivani and Makharadze
Sakharov notes:

Both letters (March 5 and 6, 1923) were sent by Trotsky to the Central
Committee of the RCP (b) on April 17 [sic - should be April 16, G.F.],
1923, which at his request sent them to all members of the Central
Committee. They were sent to Lenin too.?* Thus, the only trace of
the passage of these letters through Lenin’s secretariat is of
the texts received by the Party Central Committee from
Trotsky. (344)

In fact, the provenance of these documents is even more suspicious.

The original of the "report” by Volodicheva (typewritten text without
signature) dated March 5, 1923 does not have any traces of registration
(RGASPI. F. 35. Op. 2. D. 34. L. 3). Lenin's letter to Trotsky dated
March 5 and the "report” to Volodicheva (addendum to this letter)
were registered as a document that entered the Lenin Secretariat only
on June 15, 1923 (No. 16/12) (RGASP1. F. 5. Op. 2. D 34.L. 15; Op.4
4.D. 11. L. 89). It is interesting that (with the same number) the notes
"On the Question of Nationalities ..." received in the Lenin Secretariat
were registered at the same time. All these documents were
received as an attachment to the letter of Trotsky dated
April 16, 1923 (RGASP.F. 5. Op. 2. d. 34.11. 7-14; Op. 4. d. 11.1,
89; lzv TsK KPSS 1990, No. I, 158)%.

This fact is enough in itself to cast doubt on the bona fides of these letters -
that is, whether they originated from Lenin at all.
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All of the above leads us to the conclusion that there is no direct
and reliable evidence that Lenin sent Trotsky the "articles™
— The Question of Nationalities or 'Autonomization, " as well as the
letters dated March 5 and 6, 1923 (to Trotsky and Mdivani). Without
exception, all of the circumstantial evidence carries highly
contradictory information. The circumstances of introducing these

% 1zv TsK KPSS 9, 1990, 158.

2 Sakharov, 340, note. Sakharov’s last reference is incorrect He has Izv TsK KPSS 1991 No. 9 p. 58.
There is no issue No.9 of the 1991 run of this joumal. | have inserted the correct reference in the
quotation above.
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documents into politics not only do not remove doubts about Lenin's
authorship, but reinforce them. (344-5)

Trotsky says nothing about when he had received these materials. On April
16, 1923, Kamenev sent a letter to Lidia Fotieva, one of Lenin’s secretaries,
with a copy to the Central Committee, in which he stated:

More than a month ago com. Trotsky showed me an article by
Vladimir II’ich on the national question, with instructions - from your
words - of full and absolute secrecy ... This was, in my opinion,
already when Vladimir I’ich had been deprived of the
possibility of giving new orders. (Izv TsK 1990, 9, 157)

There is no evidence that Trotsky received "The Question of Nationalities ...”
from Lenin before Lenin was deprived of speech and could no longer work.
And therefore, there is no evidence that it carne from Lenin.

* The only copy of "The Question of Nationalities ..." comes not from
Lenin’s secretaria” but from Trotsky.

* Kamenev believes that Trotsky showed him this article after Lenin could no
longer speak. This would mean after March 10, when Lenin suffered his
third and final stroke, after which he could no longer work, or possibly
several days earlier. Therefore, Kamenev's letter cannot provide evidence
that Trotsky obtained "The Question of Nationalities ...” from Lenin.

At the XII Party Congress (April 17-25, 1923) there was indeed a lively
discussion of the "Georgian question.” The following delegates spoke on it:
Mdivani, Makharadze, Orakelashvili, Ordzhonikidze, Stalin, Kalinin, Sturua,
Ryskulov, Skrypnyk, Eliava, Rakovsky, Tsintsadze, Enukidze, Lukashin,
Zinoviev, Akhundov, Bukharin, and Radek.

But Trotsky failed to do what Lenin had, supposedly, asked him to do in the
letter of March 5 - to "undertake the defense of the Georgian case.” In fact
Trotsky failed to mention the Georgian case at alli It is true that, literally, in
the March 6 letter to Trotsky Lenin is portrayed as asking Trotsky to "defend
the Georgian case” in the Central Committee, and not at the Party Congress.?®
But the real debate, and the Party resolution, took place at the XII P.C.
Trotsky let it pass without even mentioning it

In bis inaccurate and, indeed, dishonest biography The Prophet Unarmed
Isaac Deutscher simply repeats Trotsky's excuse that he was being
"magnanimous" to Stalin. Deutscher takes all of his account of Trotsky’s
actions before and during the XII P.C. straight from Trotsky's own
autobiography or from Trotsky's biography of Stalin. But this makes no sense.
Why would Trotsky have disobeyed Lenin’s last request just to be generous
to Stalin?

% The account of these events in Isaac Deutscher’s biography, The Prophet Unarmed, 74-77, is

extremely inaccurate. For example, Deutscher States that "Lenin’s" “The Question of Nationalities ..."
was not made known to the Central Committee, and not published until 1956. In fact, as we have seen,
Trotsky distributed this document to the Politburo, who passed it to the Central Committee, and both
Mdivani and Makharadze referred to it directly during the X1 P.C.
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Deutscher also repeats the story, related by Trotsky, that Krupskaya had told
Kamenev that Lenin meant to "crush Stalin politically - ‘‘razgromit’ Stalina
politicheski.”” %’ But there is no evidence that Krupskaya made any such
remark. Volkogonov, who had access to archival documents that no one else
has even today, wrote: "I have no concrete facts about Lenin’s intention to
"crush" the Gensec."?®

2" Trotsky, My Life, Chapter 39, 'Lenin’s Illness"; Russian edition, Moscow: Panorama, p. 461.

2 «V MeHs HET KOHKPETHBIX JaHHBIX 0 Hamepenuu JlenwHa "pasrpoMuTs" renceka ». Stalin, Russian
edition, Book 1, p. 144). For some reason Volkogonov’s statement is omitted in the one-volume
English language edition (Boston: Grove Weidenfeld, 1988).
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"The Question of Nationalities or 'Autonomization™ is a text in three parts.
The First part is dated December 30, 1922, and the last two are dated
December 31, 1922. It was not sent to the Central Committee until much
later, on April 17, 1923.

This is true of all of the "anti-Stalin" writings attributed to Lenin as part of his
last works: they all appeared much later than the dates they were supposedly
dictated. This in itself is suspicious. But the reasons for suspecting that this is
not a genuine work by Lenin just begin here.

The Secretaries Diary has no entries for these days. It is blank between
December 29, 1922, and January 5, 1923. (XLV 474; CW 42, 482). The
Doctors Journal records two 15-minute dictations on December 30 and two
more dictation sessions of unstated length on December 31.* For December
30 the Doctors Journal records that Lenin was "very satisfied” with the first
dictation of 15 minutes, but not with the second. It States that on December
31 Lenin dictated twice, read what had been dictated, and was satisfied with
it.

The Doctor’s Journal does not record what was dictated. The editors of the
Doctors Journal assume it was "The Question of Nationalities ..." But their
statement is based on the dates on the three parts of the article. These sessions
would appear not to be enough time to dictate this article, let alone time for
revisions, especially since Lenin was not accustomed to dictating.

The first documents that record the existence of this article are the letters by
Lidia Fotieva of April 16, 1923: the first to Stalin, the second to Kamenev.
(Izv TsK 9, 1990, 155-6) In them Fotieva says that she is enclosing a copy of
Lenin’s article. However, the letter to Stalin is marked "Not sent, since com.
Stalin said that he is not going to get involved in this."

Fotieva wrote that Lenin said to publish it "somewhat later, ” and then fell ill.
Meanwhile, Fotieva States that she herself has been sick for two and a half
weeks. Fotieva did not enclose the article with the letter to Kamenev. She did
inform him that it had been "communicated" to Trotsky because Lenin had
wanted Trotsky to defend his viewpoint at the Party Congress (lzv TsK 9,
1990, 156), since they were in agreement on this question. In both letters
Fotieva States that Lenin dictated this article on December 31, though the first
of the three parts of this article - at least as we have it today - is dated
December 30.

In her January 11, 1924, letter to Bukharin Glyasser stated that Lenin "wrote"
- napisal - the article "The Question of Nationalities ..." and Glyasser adds

1VI KPSS 9, 1991, 46.
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"

that Lenin also "wrote” the note to Trotsky. Evidently she meant the note
dated March 5, 1923. (Izv TsK 9, 1990, 163) In his "Letter to the Bureau of
Party History" of 1927 Trotsky says that Lenin "wrote” the note to Mdivani
and Makharadze.? In his 1930 autobiography Trotsky calls the “note" - again,
the letter of March 5, 1923 - that he read to Kamenev "Lenin’s manuscript"
(rukopis’) (1991, 461). But there could have been no "writing, " and no
"manuscript"” - Lenin had not been able to write since December, 1922.

On April 16, 1923, in her unsent letter to Stalin, Fotieva asks that the article
be returned to her because it was the only copy that there was in Lenin’s
archive. (lav TsK 9, 1990, 156) In her letter to Kamenev of the same day she
says that the only copy of the article is still in Lenin’s "secret archive.”
Therefore, she did not send a copy to Kamenev. She does State that she
"communicated” it to Trotsky but does not specify how.

In her letter to the Central Committee dated May 18, 1924, Krupskaya said
that the only copy of Lenin’s article "on the national question” was in the
possession of Maria Il’inichna, Lenin's sister. (XLV 594) In 1929
Volodicheva wrote that five copies were made of all the materials that Lenin
dictated between December 20, 1922 and the beginning of March, 1923, after
which Lenin could no longer work or speak. (XLV 592)

The copy of the article eventually printed as Lenin’s “The Question of
Nationalities ...” is a copy of the copy that Trotsky said he had made from the
original that he claimed he had received from Lenin on March 5, 1923. On
April 16, 1923, Trotsky forwarded to the Central Committee copies of that
article, plus Lenin’s March 5, 1923 letter to himself (Trotsky), and Lenin’s
March 6, 1923 letter to Mdivani and Makharadze. (Izv TsK 9, 1990, 158) The
next day, April 17, 1923, in another letter to the Central Committee, Trotsky
claimed that on March 5 Lenin, "through Fotieva, ” had forbidden him to
communicate the article to the Politburo. (ibid. 160-1)

This means that the only extant copy of this article is, according to Trotsky, a
copy of a copy that he made because he had to return the original to Lenin’s
secretariat on the request of Glyasser. (ibid. 160) No original of "The
Question of Nationalities ..." is known today.

Sakharov has strong doubts that Lenin wrote "The Question of Nationalities
..."" Stephen Kotkin notes its political bias:

The counterdossier was blatantly tendentious. Just one example: it
omitted the salient fact that Pilipe Makharadze’s secret letter to the
Central Committee, with Kamenev’s response, had been leaked to the
emigre Menshevik Socialist Herald—i.e., the Georgians had divulged
State secrets. (Kotkin 489)

and rejects Lenin’s authorship altogether:

Why did Krupskaya not choose to show this document [the "Letter to
the Congress™] to the 12th Party Congress? She had brought forth the

2 Berlin, Granit, 1932, p. 83.
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"Notes on the Question of Nationalities, " a blatant forgery that had
failed to gain any attraction. (Kotkin 501)

Kotkin elaborates, drawing upon Sakharov’s analysis:

The article, titled "Notes on the Question of Nationalities, " departed
significantly from Lenin's lifelong and even recent views on
nationalities, advocating confederation ... Lenin’s alleged "Notes”
were dated December 30-31, 1922, and Fotiyeva later observed that
the long article had been dictated in two fifteen-minute sessions. The
typescript lacked a signature or initials. The existing evidence
strongly points to a maneuver by Krupskaya, and the staff
in Lenin’s secretariat, t0 forge what they interpreted as Lenin’s
will. They knew he was exercised over the Georgian affair;
indeed, they egged him on over it.

Kotkin then suggests that Krupskaya and the secretaries may have been in
league with Trotsky:

Trotsky might also have been complicit by this point.
Controversy ensued over his claim that he had received Lenin’s "Notes
on the Question of Nationalities" before the Central Committee had—
and, supposedly, before Lenin’s third stroke—but had inexplicably
held on to them. Lenin's purported dictation happened to dovetail with
views Trotsky published in Pravda (March 20, 1923). Even more
telling, Lenin’s secretaries had kept working on the counterdossier on
Georgia, for a report by Lenin to a future Party Congress, even after he
had his third massive stroke and permanently lost his ability to speak

. In fact, their counter-Dzierzynski Commission dossier
reads like a first draft of the "Notes on the Question of
Nationalities." (Kotkin 494)

There is another document that casts doubt on the date of composition of
"The Question of Nationalities ..." Sakharov quotes and analyzes it.

In the "Diary" of the secretaries there is one document that indirectly
indicates the date. We are talking about a piece of paper pasted in the
"Diary" with typewritten text entitled "memorandum (lit - For
memoryj” (RGASPI. F 5. Op. 1. D. 12. L. 34). It is published in the
PSS (XLV, 592) with minor changes. Since it is of great importance
for our topic, we present its text as it is stored in the archive:

Jlisg mamMsaTu:

B nucemMe 06 yBeIMYEeHUHM 4YHCJIA 4ieHOB lleHTpasbHOTrO
KomuTtera mnponyuieHo 06 OTHOIIEHHMH 4YJEHOB BeJUYEHHOrO
LenTpanbHoro KomureTta k Pabouye-KpecTbssHCKOM UHCIEKI[UU.

HaMeuyeHHEbIe TEMBI:

1. O LlenTpocorse U ero 3HaueHUHU ¢ Touky 3peHus H3Ila.
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2. O cootHomeHuu [naBmpodobpa ¢ 06IENPOCBETUTENBHOM
paboToi B Hapo/e.

3. O HalMOHAJILHOM BOIpOCe U 06 UHTEepHAlMOHaIM3Me (B CBSI3U
C MOC/IeJHUM KOH(JINKTOM B I'PY3UHCKOM NapTHH).

4. O HOBOM KHHre CTAaTHUCTHKH HApOJHOro o0G6pa3oBaHus,
BbllIe e B 1922 r.

Memorandum (lit "For memory™)

In the letter on the increase in the number of members of the Central
Committee, the relation of the members of the enlarged Central
Committee to the W.P.I. is omitted.

Intended topics [lit. "Subjects to consider”]

1. About Tsentrosoyuz [Co-operative Consumer Union] and its
meaning in terms of NEP.

2. On the relationship of Glavprofobr [Course of Vocational
Education] with public education work among the people.

3. On the national question and internationalism (in connection with
the latest conflict in the Georgian party).

4. About the new book [on] statistics of public education, published in
1922

The document is not signed, not dated, and does not have any annotation,
which makes it impossible to establish any relation between Lenin and this
record. The content of the part of the note designated as "Intended topics"
does not allow us to say anything definite about Lenin's authorship of this
document. Such a record could be made either at Lenin’s dictation or without
any participation by him.

The very fact of its appearance in the "Diary" needs to be understood. The
authors of the notes to the 45th volume of the Complete Works of V.I. Lenin
date it to December 27 or 28, 1922. If you adhere to the traditional version of
Lenin’s work on the notes "On the Question of Nationalities or on
'Autonomization’”> on December 30 and 31, 1922, then the time when the
note "For Memory" originated should be for the period between December
26th and 29th. However, in the Secretaries Journal (SJ) it was placed
after the "journal” entry for February 10, 1923.

Obviously, this was not accidental, as it allowed documenting Lenin’s interest
in national-state construction in February and supporting the falsified SJ notes
related to the work of the so-called “Lenin Commission” on the materials of
the conflict in the Georgian Communist Party. The falsified part of the SJ gets
an opportunity to indirectly certify Lenin's authorship of the "article” on the
national question, and the notes, in turn, become a witness to the authenticity
of the SJ (306-7, note)
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The Gorbunov-Fotieva-Glyasser “Commission”

At the end of January, 1923, Lenin appointed a body of three persons: N.P.
Gorbunov, business manager of the Soviet of People’s Deputies (the
executive body of the USSR), and two technical secretaries from Lenin’s
secretariat, Lidia Fotieva, and Maria Glyasser. There is no evidence that
Lenin gave this group - which did not call itself a "commission™ and had no
governmental or Party status - any powers.

Officially, it appears, Lenin asked it to obtain the materials of the
Dzerzhinsky Commission and perhaps also to study and assess the decisions
of higher State and Party organs, including the C.C., Politburo, Orgburo, and
Secretariat. In reality, this group set out to prepare a political attack on Stalin.

On January 25, 1923, the commission - we will use this name for convenience
- asked Stalin, and on January 27, the Secretariat, for the materials of the
"Georgian Commission." In a letter to Bukharin of January 11, 1924,
Glyasser described her duties as "to familiarize myself with the materials of
c[omm]ission of c[omrade] Dzerzhinsky." (Izv TsK 9, 1990, 163)

There is a lengthy entry in the Secretaries Journal for February 5, 1923, in
which Glyasser outlines in detail Lenin’s alleged instructions to her regarding
the tasks of the commission. Glyasser concludes by stating that she met with

Lenin for 20 minutes.® (348) Glyasser says that she met with Lenin at 7
o’clock, not specifying morning or evening. But the Doctors Journal States
that Lenin slept until 9 a.m., read and dictated - we are not told to whom or
about what - and then slept and read in the evening. There is nothing about
any meeting with Glyasser or anyone else.*

Evidently, therefore, this supposed meeting did not take place. Sakharov calls
it "this Glyasser note, fabricated as a journal, ” (349) both because the
Doctors Journal records no such visit with Lenin on that date, and because the
Secretaries Journal was left blank, with many entries obviously filled in later
and blank spaces for entries that were never filled in.

This fact devalues Glyasser's statement in her letter to Bukharin that Lenin
“already had his preconceived opinion, literally guided our work and was
terribly worried that we would not be able to prove in his report what he
needed and that he will not have time to prepare his speech before the
congress.”

“Why Didn’t Stalin React?”

In the Secretaries Journal for February 14, 1923, there is a note, written by

3 XLV 480-1; CW 42, 488.
4 Kentavr, Oct-Dec 1991, 101.
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Fotieva and supposedly dictated by Lenin.®

"Vladimir Ilyich’s instructions that a hint be given to Soltz (A. A.
Soltz, member of the presidium of the Central Control Commission,
R.C.P. (b)—Ed.) that he (Lenin) was on the side of the injured party.
Someone or other of the injured party was to be given to understand he
was on their side.

"3 moments: 1. One should not fight. 2. Concessions should be made.
3. One cannot compare a large State with a small one.

“Did Stalin know? Why didn’t he react?

“The name ‘deviationist’ for a deviation towards chauvinism and
Menshevism proves the same deviation with the dominant national
chauvinists.

"Collect printed matter for Vladimir Ilyich."

The editors note:

Between February 15 and March 4 no entries were made in the
Journal, (ibid.)

The fact that there are no entries between February 15 and March 5 means
that the note above could have been inserted there at any time.

The note is in several parts. First, the Author tries to influence Solts,
obviously behind the backs of the other members of the CCC and the CC. Did
Lenin really have so little confidence in the Party that he felt he had to go
behind its back, so to speak, to have his views taken seriously?

A second point asks why Stalin did not react, evidently to Ordzhonikidze’s
slap (point 1. "One should not fight.””) But Lenin knew the answer to this. He
knew that the Politburo had sent the Dzerzhinsky commission to investigate
the situation in the Georgian CP, including the business of Ordzhonikidze
slapping Kabakhidze. In fact, it was Stalin’s office, the Secretariat, that had
proposed to the Politburo to form such a commission.

So, Lenin knew that Stalin, as a member of the Politburo, had indeed
“reacted." Moreover, Lenin had heard Dzerzhinsky’s report and Rykov's
eyewitness account.

Sakharov quotes another note from the same archival file but as yet
unpublished. This note reads: "Organize the mater[ial] not so much in defense
of the deviationists as in indictment of the great power chauvinists." (351)%
This record is dated March 12, 1923. Therefore it could not belong to Lenin,
since he had lost the ability to speak by March 9-10 at the latest if not several
days before that. Someone else had given these instructions to Gorbunov,
Fotieva, and Glyasser.

5 XLV 607, note 293 to p. 485; CW 42, 621, note 614 to p. 493.
6 See Sakharov 700 note 65 to page 351, for the archival identifiers.
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Once again, we are led to wonder: For whom was this "commission™ really
working? Sakharov comments:

[17t is clear from the text that its author was little concerned with the
protection of the views of the Georgian national deviationists. He is
interested in something else - how to hurt Stalin, Ordzhonikidze and
other so-called "great power chauvinists, " in other words, the
supporters of the formation of the USSR as a federation with a strong
center.

This position is in harmony with the views of the author of the notes
"On the Question of Nationalities or on ‘Autonomization ’, ” but does
not have any basis in Lenin's writings. It is known that Lenin sharply
condemned the Georgian national deviationists for the fact that after
the October (1922) plenum they began to fight against the decisions of
the plenum on the formation of the USSR. (351)

The document Sakharov is referring to here is a telegram from Lenin to
Tsintsadze and Kavtaradze, dated October 21, 19227

TELEGRAM

TO K. M. TSINTSADZE AND S. I. KAVTARADZE
21/1X-22

Code

Tsintsadze and Kavtaradze, C.P.G. C.C., Tiflis

Copy to Orjonikidze, C.C. member and Orakhelashvili, Secretary of
the Transcaucasian Territorial Committee

I am surprised at the indecent tone of the direct wire message signed
by Tsintsadze and others, which was handed to me for some reason by
Bukharin instead of one of the C.C. secretaries. | was sure that all the
differences had been ironed out by the C.C. Plenum resolutions with
my indirect participation and with the direct participation of Mdivani.
That is why | resolutely condemn the abuse against Orjonikidze and
insist that your conflict should be referred in a decent and loyal tone
for settlement by the R.C.P. C.C. Secretariat, which has been handed
your direct wire message.

Lenin®

It is usually assumed that the "great power chauvinist" of the Fotieva note
dated February 14 was Stalin. But Stalin was not involved in the dispute in
Georgia involving Ordzhonikidze. Moreover, Lenin had never accused Stalin

" Rote Maksimovich Tsintsade was a communist and Georgian nationalist In 1923 he joined the Left
Opposition. The English language Wikipedia page takes all of its information from Simon Sebag
Montefiore, a completely unreliable source. Sergei Ivanovich Kavtaradze also became a member of
the Left Opposition, Imprisoned briefly during the 1930s, he was released and had a long career in the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
8 CW 45, 582; LIV 299-300.
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of Menshevism. Only one person is known who did this. In "The March,
1917, Party Conference, ” not published until the 1930s in Trotsky's book The
Stalin School of Falsification, Trotsky produces a text in which Stalin
supposedly proposed that the Bolsheviks unite with the Mensheviks under
certain conditions.®

Sakharov concludes:

So the instruction, which is clearly not Lenin’s, and at the same time is
completely in harmony with the text of the notes on the national
question, is a guideline for the members of the commission. Moreover,
it says that someone directed its work to prepare the "bomb for Stalin”
after Lenin had lost all ability to work. It is clear that this note is a
trace of political intrigue under the cover of Lenin’s name. (351)

Either “The Question of Nationalities ..." was dictated by Lenin, as Fotieva
claimed, or it was not and is therefore a forgery. If it was dictated by Lenin, it
contradicts Lenin’s long-held and well-known views so radically that it must
be due to confusion and forgetfulness because of Lenin’s disease. This is in
fact what speakers at the X1l Party Congress assumed.

A third possibility - that Lenin’s thinking had evolved, but in a logical,
intelligent manner - is excluded by the nature of the statements and fact-
claims in the article. Since others of Lenin’s last essays do not show signs of
mental deterioration, it follows that “The Question of Nationalities ..." is a
forgery. Following Sakharov’s sensible practice, | will refer to the author of
"The Question of Nationalities ..." as "the Author, " a person who may, or
may not, have been Lenin.

* The Author begins by saying he was “remiss ... for not having intervened
energetically and decisively enough in the notorious question of
autonomization, " so that "the question passed me by almost completely.”
He says that he "only had time for a talk with Comrade Dzerzhinsky" and to
"exchange a few words with Comrade Zinoviev.” But the Secretaries
Journal contains no discussions between Lenin and Zinoviev, only the
receipt of materials concerning other matters.

On December 12, 1922, Lenin had indeed met with Dzerzhinsky, presumably
to discuss Dzerzhinsky's report on the Georgian affair. If Lenin really had
been very concerned about the Georgian affair, he would certainly have
discussed it with Dzerzhinsky since he was fully informed about the
Dzerzhinsky commission’s appointment and trip to Georgia.

As we saw in a previous chapter, Lenin spoke by phone with Rykov on
December 9, 1922, and met with him on December 12, 1922. Rykov was an
eye-witness to the argument between Ordzhonikidze and Kabakhidze, and
witnessed the former slap the latter. Presumably, therefore, Lenin got a report
from Rykov on December 12. On February 7, 1923, responding to the

® This text is not found anywhere else. Other accounts of the meeting in which, according to Trotsky,
Stalin made this proposal, do not include this passage. Trotsky did not publish it in the early editions
of his book. It first appears in the 1932 Berlin edition.
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Gorbunov- Fotieva-Glyasser "commission” Rykov wrote the account which
we have quoted in full in the previous chapter.

Both Dzerzhinsky and Rykov were clear that (a) Ordzhonikidze had been
personally insulted and was only minimally to blame; and (b) the argument
was over a personal matter having nothing to do with the politics of Georgia
and the Caucasus.

Yet early in the articie the Author of "The Question of Nationalities ...
States:

From what | was told by Comrade Dzerzhinsky, who was at the head
of the commission sent by the C.C. to “investigate” the Georgian
incident, I could only draw the greatest apprehensions. If matters had
come to such a pass that Orjonikidze could go to the extreme of
applying physical violence, as Comrade Dzerzhinsky informed me, we
can imagine what a mess we have got ourselves into. Obviously, the
whole business of "autonomisation” was radically wrong and badly
timed. (CW 36, 605)

This statement is not logical. Even if one were to incorrectly assume that the
Ordzhonikidze - Kabakhidze dispute and the infamous "slap"” had been about
the Georgian situation, Ordzhonikidze’s losing his temper would not mean
that the whole policy was wrong. And in fact, we know that the dispute was
not about the Georgian affair.

* If Lenin’s mental abilities had sharply declined since his meetings with
Dzerzhinsky and Rykov on December 12, 1922, that would remove any
political significance from the article "The Question of Nationalities ..."
Perhaps the person (or persons) who fabricated this article either did not
know about these meetings, or did not know what was said in them. It
seems most likely that he or they did not know about Lenin’s meeting with
Rykov, since it is not mentioned.

* The Author speaks of "the notorious [pres/ovutiy] question of
autonomization." But Lenin had been very active at the X Party Congress of
March, 1921, where the resolution "On the next tasks of the Party in the
national question™ spoke of the autonomous republics and regions.° Part 5
of the resolution speaks of "the experience of Russia” - that is, the RSFSR -
in "confirming the expediency and flexibility of federation." The Russian
Federation (RSFSR) was built on the basis of "autonomization."

The article States: "Obviously the whole business of "autonomization" was
radically wrong and badly timed." But "radically wrong” and “badly timed"
are mutually exclusive terms. Something basically wrong cannot be "well
timed." It is impossible to attribute a formulation like this to Lenin - unless,
that is, Lenin’s mental faculties had been seriously depleted by his disease.
(319)

Sakharov notes that towards the end of 1922 representativos of some of the
autonomous republics of the RSFSR wanted their autonomous republics to be

10X Party Congress, 578; KPSS v rezoliutsiakh i resheniakh 1, 553-8.
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raised to the status of union republics, like the four founding republics of the
USSR in December, 1922: the Russian SFSR, Transcaucasian SFSR,
Ukrainian SFSR, and Byelorussian SFSR. That is, they protested
"autonomization." But this policy was just as much Lenin’s doing as it was
Stalin’s and, in fact, the policy of the Bolshevik Party.

* The Author writes that "Stalin’s haste and his infatuation with pure
administration, together with his spite against the notorious 'nationalist-
socialism' played a fatal role here." But where? Evidently, in the formation
of the USSR, which the Author has identified as

the notorious question of autonomization, which, it appears, is
officially called the question of the union of Soviet socialist republics.

This passage blames Stalin for the founding of the USSR. But the USSR had
been formed on the basis of a treaty. Lenin had certainly been involved in the
discussions leading up to its signing on December 30 and 31, 1922 - just
when this article was supposedly being written.

And again, the USSR was not founded on the basis of autonomization. That
was the RSFSR. But the Author of this article does not say that the existence
of the RSFSR is harmful, only that of the USSR. In reality "autonomization”
was a question in the formation of the RSFSR, not of the USSR.1

* The Author writes:

The political responsibility for all this truly Great-Russian nationalist
campaign must, of course, be laid on Stalin and Dzerzhinsky.

What "truly Great Russian nationalist campaign”? Lenin had already heard
from both Dzerzhinsky and Rykov that the Ordzhonkidze-Kabakhidze
argument, which led to Ordzhonikidze slapping Kabakhidze, was not about
the status of Georgia or the Transcaucasian Federation, much less about
"autonomization, ” but was a purely personal affair. Stalin was not involved
in this situation at all.

Here is how Anastas Mikoyan described this argument years later:

Once, one of the local deviationists, a certain Kobakhidze [sic],
allowed himself a gross attack against Sergo, almost accusing him of
corruption. He cited the following "fact" When Ordzhonikidze
returned to the Caucasus, the Highlanders as a sign of special love for
him and gratitude gave him a riding horse. According to Caucasian
custom, Sergo accepted the gift, but not counting this horse as his
personal property, he put it in the stable of the Revolutionary Military
Council, using it mainly for trips to ceremonial parades (in those days,
not only commanders, but also members of the revolutionary military
councils participated in parades. | myself well remember several cases
when Sergo, on horseback, participated in such celebrations). As a

1 In later years a number of the autonomous republics of the RSFSR were elevated to the status of
union republics - in 1924, the Uzbek and Turkmen, in 1929 the Tadjik, in 1936 the Armenian,
Georgian, and Azerbaijani, Kazakh and Kirgiz, and others later.
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member of the Revolutionary Military Council, Ordzhonikidze had
every right to a state-owned horse. He considered the horse he
presented to him such a state-owned horse (by the way, when Sergo
left Tiflis, this horse remained at the stable of the Revolutionary
Military Council). Kobakhidze distorted this whole business. To
accuse Sergo, a perfectly honest man, of corruption was more than
monstrous. Therefore, when he heard this, Sergo exploded, and, not
restraining himself, slapped the slanderer in the face. There was an
"affair." Dzerzhinsky, who, on behalf of the Central Committee of the
party, took charge of this, carne to the conclusion that Ordzhonikidze
was not guilty.*?

This Mikoyan memoir was published in 1971. There is no chance that he was
telling a false story in order to support Stalin, for Mikoyan had long been
hostile to Stalin. In fact, Mikoyan's speech to the XX Party Congress, in
February, 1956, was the first official statement to criticize Stalin, more than a
week before Khrushchev’s famous "Secret Speech.”*3

Mikoyan's statement here completely contradicts "The Question of
Nationalities ..." which in Mikoyan's day was unproblematically attributed to
Lenin. Lenin was still an unquestionable icon during the Brezhnev period,
when Mikoyan’s book was published, and writings like the "testament"” that
are very critical of Stalin were taken on faith as genuine and accurate. Yet
Mikoyan’s story implicitly gives the lie to the description of events in "The
Question of Nationalities."

Mikoyan's account reflects the consensus of Party leaders in the 1920s: that
this essay reflected not Lenin’s real views, but the effects of his illness, plus
perhaps misinformation. It was well understood - first, by Dzerzhinsky, on the
basis of his commission’s trip to Thbilisi, and to Rykov, an eyewitness, and
then by everyone else - that Ordzhonikidze had not committed any act of
"Great Russian chauvinism” in this dispute.

There is no reason to think that Lenin did not trust Dzerzhinsky’s report on
the findings of his commission, which almost entirely exculpated
Ordzhonikidze. Nor is there any indication, aside from this essay, that Lenin
had changed his opinion about Ordzhonikidze.

And what did Stalin have to do with any of this? He was not on the
Dzerzhinsky commission. The Gorbunov-Fotieva-Glyasser "commission, "
which did not even travel to Georgia but only reviewed the documents, found
nothing to blame Stalin for.

If the members of the commission were really faced with the task of
preparing a "bomb for Stalin” then they would have to admit that they
were unable to fulfill this task. I1ts members did not find anything that
could compromise Stalin by presenting him as covering up or
responsible for the inappropriate behavior of Ordzhonikidze. On the

12 Anastas Mikoyan, Dorogoi bor'by. Kniga pervaya. M: Izd. Politicheskoi Literatury, 1971, p. 433.
13 XXS'ezd KPSS14-25 fevralia 1956 goda. Stenograficheskii otchet. (Moscow, 1956) 1, 301-328.
Mikoyan attacked Stalin’s political line but did not mention him by name.
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contrary, it turns out that it was precisely Stalin who proposed to take
the strictest organizational measures against Ordzhonikidze. (355)

No documentary evidence confirms the thesis that the Dzerzhinsky
commission “had a conclusion" before leaving Moscow, although its
members, of course, might have had (since the conflict was long and drawn
out). The thesis about Ordzhonikidze being 20% at fault also suggests that
Zinoviev did not regard his guilt in this conflict as the main one.

Yet in "The Question of Nationalities ...” we read the following paragraph:

... exemplary punishment must be inflicted on Comrade Orjonikidze (I
say this all the more regretfully as | am one of his personal friends and
have worked with him abroad) and the investigation of all the material
which Dzerzhinsky’s commission has collected must be completed or
started over again to correct the enormous mass of wrongs and
biased judgements which it doubtlessly contains. The political
responsibility for all this truly Great- Russian nationalist campaign
must, of course, be laid on Stalin and Dzerzhinsky. (XLV, 361; CW
36, 610)

This paragraph contains some remarkable revelations. The Author claims that
the Dzerzhinsky commission’s material "doubtless contains" an "enormous
mass of wrongs and biased judgments.” But Lenin could not possibly have
believed this, or he would have acted much sooner. He had met with
Dzerzhinsky for 45 minutes upon the latter's return from Georgia, on
December 12. If Lenin had been so convinced that Dzerzhinsky ’s report was
fundamentally biased and wrong, why would he have waited 18 days before
doing anything?

As for this sentence, the English translation is subtly incorrect:

The political responsibility for all this truly Great-Russian nationalist
campaign must, of course, be laid on Stalin and Dzerzhinsky.

That the Author has already made up his mind, without any further
investigation, is clear from the previous sentence. But in fact, this sentence
reads as follows:

[loNMMTHYEeCKU-OTBETCTBEHHBIMK 332  BCIO 3Ty  IOUCTHUHE
BEJINKOPYCCKO-HALIMOHATUCTUYECKYIO KaMIIaHHIO0 caeayeTt
cAesaTh, KoHeyHO, CTanrHa U [l3ep>KUHCKOTO.

Of course, Stalin and Dzerzhinsky must be made politically
responsible for all this truly Great-Russian nationalist campaign.

If someone "must be made responsible, ” it follows that they are not
responsible - or, at least, that the writer does not care whether they were
really responsible or not. Not wishing, perhaps, to make Lenin appear unfair,
the English translator has tried to soften this implication with the words "must
be laid on.” But the implication remains: whatever "the investigation of all the
material which Dzerzhinsky's commission" may find, the Author has made up
his mind already: Dzerzhinsky and Stalin must be made responsible. It is
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impossible to imagine a Lenin with all his faculties intact making such
statements. (331-2)

Either the article "The Question of Nationalities ..." is a forgery, as both
Sakharov and Kotkin conclude. Or it is evidence that Lenin, in a weakened
State, his memory and reasoning powers impaired by illness, had been
manipulated by others. Whichever is the case, the question remains: Why? In
whose interest are these accusations against Stalin? Because only Stalin - not
Dzerzhinsky, and certainly not Ordzhonikidze - was a leading political figure.

Perhaps this note was therefore not included in the final text of the prepared
documents, because it did not contain any serious compromising information
either against Stalin or against Ordzhonikidze. In this connection, we note
that in the notes “On the Question of Nationalities or on 'Autonomization™
the reproaches addressed to Stalin and Ordzhonikidze also remained
unexplored and unargued. (356)

It also points to the purpose of the article: to attack Stalin. Who would want to
attack Stalin, and at the same time had the confidence of persons in Lenin’s
secretariat? Only two persons suggest themselves: Lenin’s wife, Nadezhda
Krupskaya, and Leon Trotsky. Krupskaya was soon to join the "New
Opposition.” Trotsky was Stalin’s main rival for the Party leadership

The following analysis of the "commission's" work is taken from Sakharov,
Na rasput'e, 140-143.

The first typewritten version of a document, supposedly prepared for
Lenin (it is not dated) ends with a very interesting conclusion:

In conclusion, our commission has decided that comrades from the
old composition of the Central Committee of Georgia pose the
question incorrectly and weaken their position when they say that
they have no fundamental disagreements with the Zakkraikom
group, but only tactical ones. Since the Zakkraikom, in its desire to
fight “deviation, " showed a deviation towards Great Power
chauvinism, which seems to us to be sufficiently clear from the
materials, the disagreements are political in nature and should be
put forward at the upcoming congress of the Communist Party.)

We must fully appreciate this proposal of the technical workers of the
Council of People’s Commissars, who here assume the responsibility
and courage to criticize not only the work of the commission of the
Politburo of the Central Committee of the RCP (b), but also the course
towards the formation of the USSR, which Zakkraikom and the new
composition of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of
Georgia carried out in accordance with the decisions of the October
(1922 ) Plenum of the Central Committee of the RCP (b), adopted in
accordance with the will of Lenin himself. The Zakkraikom of the
RCP (b), elected by the communist parties of Georgia, Armenia and
Azerbaijan, uniting and coordinating their activities, has already,
according to them, turned into a "group."

... [T]he members of the "commission" of the Council of the People’s
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Commissars in their confrontation with the Central Committee of the
RCP (b) took a much more radical and belligerent position than P. G.
Mdivani, Makharadze and other Georgian "national deviators." That is
the only way to understand their advice on how to develop an attack
against the decisions adopted by the Central Committee of the RCP
(b): to refuse formal recognition of the decisions of the October and
December (1922) Plenums of the Central Committee of the RCP (b)
and to openly attack them.

The technical workers of the Council of People's Commissars of the
RSFSR propose starting an escalation of the political struggle not only
within the Central Committee of the Party, but also in the Party. They
propose that the "national deviators” now reject as harmful the
disguise of their true position by talking about limiting disagreements
with tactical approaches and of solving the problem, and increasing the
pressure on the Central Committee and giving these disagreements a
fundamental character.

This conclusion contains a number of provisions that preelude the
possibility that this document was prepared for Lenin. What is the
point of Lenin’s blaming Lenin? Is it to urge him to approve the
behavior of those forces in the Party that violated decisions in which
he himself took an active part? Why should Lenin call for an
escalation of the political struggle at the Party congress against the
decisions with which he was satisfied? Finally, why does Lenin need
to prove that the disagreements between the Central Committee of the
RCP (b) and the “national deviationists" are fundamental if he, as the
author of the notes "On the question of nationalities or
‘autonomization’, " evaluated them in this way? What preceded
what? The note on the national issue or the first typewritten
version of the document of this ""commission”?

The same should be said regarding the assertion that "Zakkraikom, in
its desire to fight "the deviationists” showed deviation towards great

power chauvinism”. It echoes the well-known provision of the
notes “On the question of nationalities, or on
‘autonomization’, " That he who not only “dismissively
throws the accusation of ‘social- nationalism® (while he
himself is not only a real and true ‘social-nationalist’, but
also a rude Great Russian bully), who ... in essence violates
the interests of proletarian class solidarity."

In another document, critically assessing the work of the Dzerzhinsky
commission, the members of the "commission of the Council of
People’s Commissars" pose the task of "correcting incorrect and
biased judgments." In the notes "On the question of
nationalities ..."" this provision also exists and looks like this:
""to follow up on or investigate anew all the materials of the
Dzerzhinsky commission with a view to correcting the
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enormous mass of errors and biased judgments that
undoubtedly exist there."

At first glance, there is nothing surprising in this: members of the
commission, who knew Lenin's notes on the national question,
repeated the provision formulated in them, giving them a clearer
wording. The answer is simple, but the question is not simple.

Why do members of the commission inform Lenin about this as
something new for him, as about a conclusion drawn precisely by them
on the basis of the material studied, which Lenin knew to a large
extent? It would be possible to understand if all the assessments and
advice contained in these documents were addressed to anyone else,
but not to Lenin. Why do they prove to Lenin that the fighters
against deviation are themselves deviators if he had long
dictated this to Fotieva, * at whose disposal, according to
legend, was the very text of these dicta tions?

If we take on faith Lenin's authorship of these notes, we get a
ridiculous picture: members of the commission rewrite for Lenin the
provisions formulated by him, pass them off as their own, and offer
them to Lenin to be guided by them. Why convince Lenin of what he
himself convinces others?

If they borrowed this provision from a Lenin article, we would have
the right to expect that they would somehow indicate that their
conclusions confirm the conclusions made by Lenin. But in the context
of the document they prepared, it is clear that the members of the
commission are not reminding Lenin of his conclusion, they are trying
to convince Lenin of the truthfulness of this conclusion.

This means that this advice of the commission appeared
befare the notes ""On the question of nationalities ..."" were
created. The materials prepared by this "commission of the Council
of People's Commissars™ testify, first, that work on the first version of
the document prepared by it was carried out after Lenin had
completely lost the ability to work and even the power of speech.
Second, work on them preceded the creation of the text of
the notes '"On the question of nationalities ...” It can be
assumed that the provisions formulated by the members of the
commission or written down from someone else’s words later took the
form of "Lenin’s" notes "On the question of nationalities or
'autonomization’, " (and possibly the appearance of letters to Trotsky
dated March 5, 1923 and Mdivani et al. dated March 6, 1923).

There is reason to affirm that the materials of this "commission”
constitute tangible evidence of the history of the creation of the
pseudo-Lenin text known as the articles or notes "On the question of

sn

nationalities or on ‘autonomization’." They show the time and process

4 1n "The Question of Nationalities or 'Autonomization *.
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of creating the falsification, as well as its authors and its potential
customers. The history of its introduction into political
circulation provides additional arguments in favor of this conclusion.

Sakharov, citing the unpublished text of the "commission’s” report, States:

... the Zakkraikom, elected by the Communist Parties of Georgia,
Armenia and Azerbaijan, which unites and coordinates their activities,
has already become a "group” according to the members of the
commission. Did they themselves think of this or did they write under
someone's dictation?

Who could have stood behind the members of this “commission"?
Apparently, a significant political figure stood behind the technical
workers of Lenin’s secretariat. We cannot name anyone specifically
now, but it is noteworthy that later, in the course of inner- party
discussions, representatives of various opposition groups, including
Trotsky, more than once resorted to this method - declaring the
majority of the party opposing them a fraction and the party’s organs
under the control of the majority to be fractional bodies. (357)

The XII Party Congress, April 17 -25, 1923

Delegates to the XII Party Congress were surprised and puzzled by "The
Question of Nationalities ..." It did not express what they knew of Lenin’s
views.

Avel’ Enukidze:

Now about the letter of Comrade Lenin. Here, Comrade Mdivani, in
his speech, mentioned every second the name of Comrade Ilyich, and
he wanted to create the impression that Comrade Lenin purposely
wrote this letter in order to support his fellow deviators and justify
their entire policy. (Bukharin: "Of course, for this purpose.”) Not for
this purpose, Comrade Bukharin. Let me say here that we also
know a little bit of Comrade Lenin, and we also had to meet
with him on various issues, and in particular on the
Georgian issue. And | affirm here, comrades, and | hope
that when Comrade Lenin recovers, he will agree that many
times the questions that were raised here by fellow deviators
were known to him, but when they were properly covered
and clarified, he agreed with politics conducted there by
Comrade Ordzhonikidze. It could not be otherwise. The
general policy pursued by Comrade Ordzhonikidze was
outlined here. It was correct, and if there were complaints about
the way it was conducted in Georgia, the local conditions and the
chauvinistic attitude towards Russia that remained from the
Mensheviks were to blame. Comrade Stalin supported in every way
possible the comrades who complain of persecution here. mitigated
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their mistakes, instructively tried to correct them?®, and if Comrade
Stalin could be blamed for anything it is only in this, that for a whole
year he supported in every way a certain group of comrades, and after
the policy in relation to these comrades was necessarily changed, this
change, of course, seemed very sharp. Lenin really believed these
comrades, supported them, and his attitude towards them is in large
measure due to comrade Stalin. Most of the letter from Comrade Lenin
known to you is devoted to the general questions of our national
policy, and neither Comrade Stalin nor Comrade Ordzhonikidze, of
course, object to these general thoughts. As for the specific
questions raised in his letter, in particular this question, it
seems to me that Comrade Lenin became a victim of one-
sided, incorrect information. WWhen people come to a person
who due to illness is not able to follow the daily work, and say that
such and such comrades are offended, beaten, kicked out, removed,
etc., of course, he had to write a sharp letter like this. But everything
that is attributed to Comrade Ordzhonikidze in this letter,
had neither the slightest relation to the national question,
nor to the fellow deviators. This is a well-known fact,
comrades, and why embroil the question of Comrade
Ordzhonikidze's incident with one of the comrades, who was not
involved in the struggle between the draft devotees and Zakkraikom,
in questions raised by Comrade Lenin? (XII P.C., 589-90)

Stalin raised the issue in a different manner. He did not defend himself
against "Lenin's" - the Author’s - criticism of him. Rather, Stalin reiterated
the Bolshevik and Leninist position that colonies and oppressed nations must
have the freedom of political separation, while at the same time pointing out
that the socialists of the oppressed nations must "uphold and enforce”
organizational unity between workers of the oppressed nations with workers
of the oppressing nations.

140

Many here have referred to notes and articles by Vladimir ilyich. |
would not like to quote my teacher, Comrade Lenin, since he is not
here, and | am afiraid that maybe | will refer to him incorrectly and out
of place. Nevertheless, | have to quote one axiomatic point, which
does not cause any misunderstanding, so that my comrades have no
doubts about the specific gravity of the national question. While
analyzing Marx’s letter on the national question in an article on self-
determination, Comrade Lenin draws the following conclusion: "Marx
had no doubt as to the subordinate position of the national question as
compared with the "labour question."® There are only two lines, but
they decide everything. This is something that some irrationally

15 This is consistent with Makharadze’s remarks about Stalin at the XII Party Congress, quoted in an
earlier chapter.

16 Quoted from section 8 of Lenin’s 1914 essay “The Right of Nations to Self- Determination.” CW
20, 436.
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zealous comrades should have constantly before them.’

The second question is about Great Russian chauvinism and local
chauvinism ... Let me refer to Comrade Lenin here too. | wouldn't do
this, but since there are many comrades at our congress who quote
Comrade Lenin at random and distort him, allow me to read a few
words from a well-known article by Comrade Lenin: "The proletariat
must demand the right of political secession for the colonies and
nations oppressed by "their own” nation. Otherwise, the
internationalism of the proletariat would be nothing but empty words;
neither confidence nor class solidarity would be possible between the
workers of the oppressed and the oppressor nations.’’'® These are, so
to speak, the obligations of the proletarians of the dominant or
formerly dominant nation. Further he speaks of the duty of the
proletarians or communists of nations previously oppressed:

On the other hand, the socialists of the oppressed nations must in
particular uphold and enforce the complete and unconditional,
including organizational, unity of the workers of the oppressed nation
with the workers of the oppressing nation. Without this, given all the
sorts of tricks, betrayals and frauds of the bourgeoisie, it is impossible
to defend the independent policy of the proletariat and its class
solidarity with the proletariat of other countries. For the bourgeoisie of
the oppressed nations constantly turns the slogans of national
liberation into deception of the workers. (XI1 P.C., 650-1)

In the end, "The Question of Nationalities ...” had little or no effect on the
delegates to the XII Party Congress. No one questioned Lenin’s authorship, as
far as we know. But the criticism of Ordzhonikidze and of Stalin was not used
by any oppositionists for factional purposes, and no delegate suggested that

the USSR, recently formed, be changed in conformity with this essay.
142

17 Literally, “should have carved on their noses.”
18 Quoted from Lenin, "The Socialist Revolution and the Right of Nations to Self- Determination.”
Cw 22, 148. There is a somewhat different translation at
http://www.marx2mao.com/Lenin/SRSD16.html
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Chapter 6. The Ultimatum Letter

The official, or canonical, version of Lenin’s threat to break off relations with
Stalin is as follows:

* On December 21, 1922, Lenin dictated to Krupskaya a letter to Trotsky
concerning his desire to retain a State monopoly of foreign trade.

* On the evening of December 22 Stalin phoned Krupskaya and rudely
scolded her for violating the ban on having political discussions with Lenin.

* On December 23 Krupskaya wrote a letter to Kamenev protesting Stalin’s
treatment of her and asking for his and Zinoviev's protection against Stalin’s
rudeness.

* On March 5, 1923, Lenin learned of Stalin’s rudeness to Krupskaya and
dictated a letter to Stalin demanding that he apologize or he, Lenin, would
break off relations between them.

* On March 7, 1923, Stalin composed a note to Lenin withdrawing his
remarks but expressing confusion about the whole issue. This note is not
shown to Lenin.

This is the account related, with only minor variations, in Lenin biographies.
But there are major problems with this version of events.

Lenin’s Letter to Trotsky of December 21, 1922

TO L. D. TROTSKY

It looks as though it has been possible to take the position without a
single shot, by a simple manoeuvre.

I suggest that we should not stop and should continue the offensive,
and for that purpose put through a motion to raise at the Party congress
the question of consolidating our foreign trade, and the measures to
improve its implementation. This to be announced in the group of the
Congress of Soviets. | hope that you will not object to this, and will
not refuse to give a report in the group.

N. Lenin
December 21, 1922
(LIV, 327-8; CW 45, 606)
There are some problems with this letter.

* Krupskaya's signature on this letter is "N.K. Ul’yanova, " a version of her
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name that she never used before or afterwards.* She always signed her name
either “N.K.” or "N. Krupskaya." (LIV, 672)

* Lenin's signature is "N. Lenin." This had been Lenin's revolutionary
pseudonym in the years before the revolution. It was the reason for the early
rumor that the Bolshevik leader was “Nikolai Lenin." There was no longer
any need for Lenin to use it.

Indeed he had not used for many years, except for a single letter, dated
December 16, 1922, and published - for the first time - directly above the
December 21, 1922, letter to Trotsky in the PSS edition. But the Secretaries
Journal does not note any dictation by Lenin for December 16. (XLV, 472-3;
CW 42, 480-1) The Doctors Journal records no dictation during the period
December 19 - 22. So it is possible that this December 16 letter was
concocted after the fact, perhaps in an attempt to legitimate Lenin’s "N.

Lenin" signature on the purported December 21 letter to Trotsky.?
144

No original of this letter exists. Lenin’s archive has no carbon copy
("otpusk™).® Trotsky's archive has a copy, but with the note that this is a
"copy.” Moreover, the contents of this alleged letter contract the facts.

Kotkin summarizes the problem this way:

Trotsky claimed that on December 21 Lenin dictated a warm letter to
him ("with the very best comradely greetings”) via Krupskaya,
thanking Trotsky for winning the battle on the foreign trade monopoly.
But the alleged letter in Trotsky's archive is not an original but a copy
of a copy; the copy in Lenin’s archive is a copy of that copy. Lenin
certainly had reason to be pleased: the December 18 Central
Committee plenum had voted to uphold his position on keeping the
State foreign trade monopoly—the draft resolution is in Stalin’s hand.
The plenum had also voted for Lenin’s preferred version of the new
State structure, a USSR, which Stalin arranged. Finally, the plenum
had rejected Trotsky's insistence on a reorganization of economic
management under the State planning commission. Further doubts
about the December 21 dictation are connected with Krupskaya’s
manufacture of an incident on December 22 whereby Stalin, having
supposedly learned of Lenin’s alleged congratulatory dictation for
Trotsky the day before, phoned to berate her. Stalin would indeed get
angry at Krupskaya, but that would take place a month later, and, as
we shall see, the difference in timing is crucial. What we know for
sure is that on December 22, Lenin managed to dictate a formal
request (through Lidiya Fotiyeva) to Stalin for cyanide "as a
humanitarian measure." Right then, Lenin’s worst fears were realized:

! Sakharov cites examples of Krupskaya's signature on documents, of which | have verified these:
XLV 594; Izv TsK KPSS 1989, No. 2, 202; 205; 208; No. 3, 178, 179, 180; No. 5, 175, 179.180, 181,
182, 183, 184, 185; No. 12, 192; 1991, No. 3, 204, 205.

2 The entry in the Doctors Journal is ambiguous about the date of a letter Lenin had to dictate: whether
the dictation was on December 16 or on the previous day. The PSS editors assume that it was on the
previous day, December 15, when the Secretaries Journal does note the dictation of a letter to Trotsky.
8 Sakharov, Zagadki 22.
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during the night of December 22-23, he suffered his second massive
stroke. "Absolutely no movement, ” the doctors wrote, "neither of the
right arm nor of the right leg.” (Kotkin 484)

145
The Secretarles Journal does not note any dictation by Lenin between

December 16 and December 23. There is no entry for December 21. (XLV,
474). The Doctors Journal does not record any work by Lenin on this day,
stating simply that he "felt a little worse, " "his mood was a little worse
towards evening, ” "headaches at times, ” and "poor appetite." (VI KPSS 9,
1991, 45)

As published in the volume of Trotsky’s archive, the letter begins with this
note allegedly by Krupskaya:

JleB JlaBbI1OBHY.

[Ipod. Pepctep paspemns cerogHsa Braagumupy Wiabuuy
NpPOJAMKTOBATb NMUCbMO, U OH NPOJUKTOBAJ] MHe CJeAylollee
nucbMo K Bam:*

Lev Davydovich

Prof. Ferster today allowed Vladimir Ilyich to dictate a letter, and
he dictated to me the following letter to you:

Krupskaya justified her action here in taking dictation from Lenin by
claiming that Dr. Ferster had permitted it "today”, i.e. December 21. Doctors
Ferster and Kramer had visited Lenin the previous day, December 20 to
examine him. There is no record that any doctor saw Lenin on December 21.5
According to a letter from Stalin to Kamenev, Dr Ferster had "absolutely
forbidden" dictation by Lenin again on December 22.%

146
On December 18, 1922, the CC Plenum had assigned Stalin "personal
responsibility for isolating Vladimir Il'ich with regard to personal contacts
with [Party] workers, and correspondence.”

Pewenue [lnenyma K PKII(6) 18 fekabps 1922 r.

B cnyyae 3anpoca T. J/leHuHa o pewenuu [linenyMa 1 no Bonpocy o
BHelIHEH TOprosJje, No coraameHuto CTajJvHa C BpayaMy,
COOOIUTh €My TeKCT pe30JIIOLMU C JobaBjJeHUeM, YTO Kak
pe30JII01 s, TaK U COCTaB KOMUCCUH IPUHSATHI €JUHOTIACHO.

OT4YeT T. HpOCJIaBCKOFO 2 HY B KOEM Cjly4dae ceryac He nepenaBaThb
U COXPaHUTDb C TeM, YTOOBI nepeaaTtb TOorga, Korga 3To paspemar
Bpa4iu 110 COIJiallleHUIO C T. CTaJIMHBIM.

Ha 1. CTtasiHa BO3JIOXKUTb INepCOHAJIbHYK0O OTBETCTBEHHOCTbL 3a
HN30JIAHU IO BIIa,LII/IMI/Ipa Wibvya Kak B OTHOIIEHUH JIMYHBIX
CHOIIIEHUH C pa6OTHI/IKaMI/I, TaK U NEePpEeNnnCKH.

4Tu. Fel’shtinsky Komm. Opp. I,, Online edition, p. 44 of 168. (Originally published by “Terra, "
Moscow, 1990).

5 VI KPSS 9 (1991), 44-45.

€ 1zv TsK KPSS 12, 1989, 192.
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(LITA UMJT, ¢. 17, om. 2, 1. 86, 1. 5 11 06.; aBTOTpad Jl. A.
d®oTueroit).”

Decision of the Plenum of the Central Committee of the RCP (b)
December 18, 1922

In the event of a request by Comrade Lenin concerning decision 1 of
the Plenum on the question of foreign trade, with the agreement of
Stalin and the doctors, inform him of the text of the resolution with the
addition that both the resolution and the composition of the
commission were adopted unanimously.

Under no circumstances should report 2 of Comrade Yaroslavsky be
transmitted now, and it should be retained in order to transmit it when
the doctors permit it with comrade Stalin’s agreement.

Comrade Stalin is to be personally responsible for the isolation of
Vladimir llyich, both with respect to personal relations with workers
and to correspondence.

(CPA 1ML, f. 17, op. 2, d. 86, fol. 5 and rev.; handwritten by L.A.
Fotieva).

As published in Lenin’s PSS the text of the December 21, 1922 letter is taken
from a "typewritten copy, " i.e. not the original (L1V, 328). No original
exists. If it were genuine, Trotsky should have the original. Or, if he had
chosen, or been requested, to return the original for Lenin’s files, it should be
there. In Trotsky’s archive the letter is marked "kopia” (copy).®

Trotsky adds that the letter was written "in the hand of N.K. Ulyanova [i.e.
Krupskaya].”

(Hanucano pyko# H. K. YibsiHOBOI).

But the copy in Lenin’s archive is typewritten. (LIV 328; CW 45, 606) Where
is the handwritten original that Trotsky refers to?

According to Sakharov, the version in Lenin’s archive is a copy taken from
Trotsky’s copy - a "copy of a copy." It’s logical to think so - where else could
it have been copied from?

Adding up the facts given above, there is no evidence that this letter is
genuine - that Lenin actually dictated it - and a number of reasons to suspect
that he did not.

Kotkin adds:

The copy in Lenin’s archive has a handwritten note from Krupskaya to
Trotsky to answer Lenin by phone, but when that was written in
remains unknown (it may have been added to explain why there was
no written answer from Trotsky). (Kotkin 821 n.73)

"1zv TsK KPSS 12, 1989, 189, 191.
8 Fel'shtinsky, Komm. Opp. I, p. 44 of 168 in Online text version.
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The subject of this letter, the issue of the monopoly of foreign trade, does not
come up again in any of Lenin’s later writings. There is no evidence of any
“campaign” on this issue in concert with Trotsky.

These facts are in contradiction with Lenin’s supposed great concern over this
issue - a concern that, allegedly, contributed to his estrangement from Stalin.
Kotkin notes this:

Scholars have perpetuated Trotsky’s falsehood concerning retention of
the foreign trade monopoly that only he had won the day at the plenum
on Lenin’s behalf ... In fact, Krupskaya, on behalf of Lenin, had also
written to Yaroslavsky (a Trotsky foe), asking that he find someone to
substitute for Lenin at the December 18, 1922, plenum discussion,
given Lenin’s turn for the worse on December 16. It is noteworthy that
Trotsky was not given, nor did he request, a written-out copy of the
meeting protocols on the trade monopoly. (Kotkin 821 n.74)

The Secretaries Journal records the note to Yaroslavsky on December 14.
(XLV 417; CW 42, 479). Yaroslavsky himself wrote about his meeting with
Lenin on the question of the monopoly of foreign trade, which may have also
taken place on December 14, 1922. In this memorandum Yaroslavsky records
that when he told Lenin that he, Yaroslavsky, had reminded Trotsky of his
former Menshevism, Lenin had laughed out loud and said: “Trotsky will
never forgive you for that."®

S orBeTHN Toraa TpouKOMY, YTO HUKOT/IA He TIPUHAZJIEXKaJ
HU K KakoW JApyrod ¢pakuuu, KpoMme Jpakuuu
0OJIbIIEBUKOB, 4Yero oH, TpoIKHii, Npo cebsi cka3aTh He
moxeT. (IloMHIO, Kak ceHuyac, KaK HEPEKOCUJIOCH JIMIIO
Tpoukoro nmpu 3TOM, KaK OHO MEHSJIOCh BO BpeMsi MoeH
KOPOTKOMU peuH).

Winbuu pacxoxoTaJsicd BAPYTr CBOUM 3dpa3vuTE/IbHbIM CMEXOM.

—IloBTOopuTe, EMenbsaH, — cKasaJ OH, — Kak Bbel emy
CcKasaJli.

A nmoBTOpWMJI, 1 U1bKY CHOBA 3apa3uTeIbHO pacCMesIC.

—/la BbI ke ero MeHbIIEBUKOM Ha3BaJIH, Xa-Xa-xa! 3Toro ox
Bam Hukorga He npoctuT! HeT, Tpoukuil Takux Bellled He
3a0bIBaeT.

I then replied to Trotsky that | had never belonged to any other faction
except the Bolshevik faction, which he, Trotsky, cannot say about
himself. (I remember how now, how Trotsky's face was distorted at the
same time, how it changed during my short speech).

Ilyich suddenly burst out laughing with his infectious laugh.
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"Repeat it, Emelyan, ” he said, "just as you told him.
I repeated, and llyich again laughed contagiously.

- Yes, you called him a Menshevik, ha-ha-ha! He will never forgive
you for this! No, Trotsky does not forget such things.

In fact, Trotsky seems to have had nothing to do with the proposal and
passage of the resolution preserving the monopoly of foreign trade. The
handwritten draft of the resolution passed by the CC Plenum on December 18,
1922, survives. It is in handwriting similar to Stalin’s, so probably his, and
signed by Stalin, Zinoviev, and Kamenev. According to the description of this
document given by Sakharov, the document is in the same ink as Stalin’s
signature - more evidence that Stalin wrote it - while Zinoviev and Kamenev
signed with different ink, and Zinoviev made corrections. (215-6)

There exists a letter from Kamenev to Stalin in which Kamenev claims that
Trotsky had phoned him that same night to tell him that he had received a
letter from Lenin expressing satisfaction at the resolution on foreign trade.

JI. b. KAMEHEB 8— W. B. CTAJIMHY
[He no3dHee 22 dekabpsa 1922 2.]
Hocud,

CeroJiHs1 HOuYblo 3BOHUJ MHe Tp[oukuii]. CkasaJj, 4TO NMOTYyYUJ OT
Crapuka 3amucKy, B koTopod CT[apuK| BbIpakasi yJOBOJbCTBHE
NPUHATOH IUIeHyMOM™** pesosronuel o BhemTopre, npocwur,
ofHako, Tp[oukoro] chesaTb IO 3TOMYy BONpPOCY [JOKJaJ Ha
dpakuuu cbe3sa U MNOATOTOBUTH TeM MOYBY AJs MOCTAaHOBKHU
3TOro Bompoca Ha maprcbesje. CMbIC], BUAMMO, B TOM, YTOObI
3aKpenuTh cuio nosunuio. CBoero MHeHus Tp[oukui] He
Bblpa)kaJsl, HO IPOCUJ NlepeiaTh 3TOT Bonpoc B komuccuio LK no
npoBeJieHUIO cbe3ja. f eMy obeltan nepeaaTsb Tebe, YTO U Jiealo.

He Mor Te6e J03BOHUThLCS.

B MoeM fokJazie 1 UMel0 B BUAY IOpsUO NMPENOJAHECTH pelleHne
nsienyMa [IK 10

XKwmy pyky JI. Kam[eHes].

A umero B BUAY NpHUEXATb 3aBTpPa, no6o MaTepHuaJIoB AJid JOKJIaJad
TaKad Ky4a, 4YTO 4 B HUX TOHY U HE Cl'[paBJIHIOCb.lO

L. B. KAMENEV 8 -I. V. STALIN
[no later than December 22, 1922]
Joseph,

101zv TsK KPSS 12, 1989, 191.
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Tr[otsky] called me tonight. He said that he had received a note from
the Old Man [in Russian, "Starik™] in which Stfarik], expressing his
pleasure in the resolution on Vneshtorg adopted by the plenum.
However, he asks Tr[otsky] to make a report on this issue at the
congress fraction and thus prepare the ground for raising this question
at the party congress. The point, apparently, is to consolidate this
position. Trfotsky] did not express his opinion, but asked to refer this
issue to the Central Committee commission for conducting the
congress. | promised him to tell you what | am doing.

I couldn't get through to you by phone.

In my report | mean to passionately present the decision of the plenum
of the Central Committee.

I shake hands L. Kam[enev].

I mean to come tomorrow, because there are so many materials for the
report that | am drowning in them and cannot manage.

This would appear to confirm Lenin’s letter to Trotsky of December 21. But
there are problems with it. It is undated - the editors have inserted ‘‘[not later
than December 22, 1922]". Also, Kamenev says that Trotsky told him Lenin
had asked him to defend the position on foreign trade by making a report "at
the Congress fraction" and so prepare the ground for a discussion “at the
Party Congress.” The "Congress fraction" could refer to the Communist
fraction of the X All-Russian Congress of Soviets, held at the Bolshoi Theater
on December 22, 1922, as the purported letter of Lenin’s to Trotsky says. But
the XII Party Congress was held April 17 -25, 1923. Lenin was planning to
attend the Congress himself.

Judging from the letter's contents, it must refer to a commission to
prepare the forthcoming XII Party Congress. But we can find no trace
of the work of such a commission in the CC of the RKP (b).
According to the documents, the plan for the agenda of the Congress
were prepared in the Secretariat of the CC and then gone over in the
Politburo. Further preparation for the Congress was conducted in the
Politburo, the Secretariat, the Orgburo, and at the February and March
Plenums of the CC of the RKP (b). The question of the proposal
contained in the letter by Krupskaya for Trotsky was not raised at any
stage of this work. (Sakharov, Zagadki 23)

In any case, the basic question is not whether the purported letter from Lenin
to Trotsky of December 21, 1922 exists, but whether Lenin wrote it.

All this contradicts the tenor of the now-suspect letter of Lenin to Trotsky of
December 21, 1922, the contents of which suggest some kind of alliance. If
Lenin also asked a Stalin stalwart like Yaroslavsky to intervene on this
question, he clearly did not foresee any opposition. And, indeed, there was
none.

Therefore, the monopoly of foreign trade question cannot be seen as any kind
of alliance between Lenin and Trotsky. This too argues against the bona fides
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of the letter of December 21, 1922.

Krupskaya's name does not come up in either Kamenev's undated letter to
Stalin or in Stalin’s repiy. Therefore, there is no evidence that this letter was

the cause of Stalin’s supposed phone call to, and criticism of, Krupskaya.
153

Krupskaya’s Note to Kamenev of December 23, 1922

LEV BOR1SOVICH!

Because of a short letter which | had written in words dictated to me
by Vladimir II’ich by permission of the doctors, Stalin allowed himself
yesterday an unusually rude outburst directed at me. This is not my
first day in the party. During all these 30 years I have never heard from
any comrade one word of rudeness. The business of the party and of
I’ich are not less dear to me than to Stalin. I need at present the
maximum of self-control. What one can and what one cannot discuss
with I’ich T know better than any doctor, because | know what makes
him nervous and what does not, in any case | know better than Stalin. |
am turning to you and to Grigorii [E. Zinoviev] as much closer
comrades of V. I. and | begyou to protect me from rude interference
with my private life and from vile invectives and threats. | have no
doubt as to what will be the unanimous decision of the Control
Commission, with which Stalin sees fit to threaten me; however, |
have neither the strength nor the time to waste on this foolish quarrel.
And | am a living person and my nerves are strained to the utmost.

"N. KRUPSKAYA”!!
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The text in the PSS (see footnote) gives the date of this letter as December 23,
1922. But the editors of the PSS do not include the date as part of the text. If
the date is correct, Stalin spoke with Krupskaya the day before, December 22,
1922. But we can be sure that it is not correct. So it was added by the editors
of the PSS. Here Krupskaya claims the right to speak to Lenin despite the
resolution of the Central Committee. Sakharov notes that during the period of
their opposition to Stalin in later years, neither Kamenev nor Zinoviev
mentioned anything about Krupskaya's turning to them to protect her from
Stalin.

As we shall see, this dispute between Stalin and Krupskaya did not in fact
take place in December 1922. Only Krupskaya claims that it took place then.
All other accounts of this story put it later, in late January or early February,
1923. This suggests that the letter above was written later and predated, with a
view to linking this event with the letter to Trotsky.

1 Lenin, PSS LIV 674-5, at note 541. This edition omits the text that I have put in italics here. The
full Russian text was first published in lzv TsK 12, 1989, 192. This letter is not in the English
language 4" edition of Lenin’s Collected Works.
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Lenin’s sister Maria Il'inichna Ulyanova, who was very ciose to Lenin and
had witnessed the dispute between Krupskaya and Stalin, portrayed this event
very differently. She wrote

This incident took place because on the demand of the doctors the
Central Committee gave Stalin the charge of keeping a watch so that
no political news reached Lenin during this period of serious illness.
This was done so as not to upset him and so that his condition did not
deteriorate, he (Stalin) even scolded his family for conveying this type
of information.*?

So not just Krupskaya but Lenin’s whole family were "scolded" by Stalin.

Ulyanova speaks of a ban on giving Lenin political news. But this ban was
established only on December 24, 1922, after the dates that Krupskaya
claimed (December 21 for the letter to Trotsky, December 22 for Stalin’s
criticizing her). There is nothing in the C.C. resolution of December 18, 1922
forbidding persona) contacts with members of the Party leadership or with
Lenin’s family.

Here is the December 24, 1922 ban as quoted by Maria Il'inichna in a memoir
about Lenin:

BBuay sToro, a Take CYMTasACh C IOCTaBJeHHBbIM HWiabpudem
ynaptuMatymoM, Bpaun (Pepcrep, Kpamep, KoxeBHHKOB)
BblpaboTanu 24 Jgekabps Ha coBewmaHUM co CTaJUHBIM,
KameHeBbIM 1 ByxapuHBIM cllefylolee MOCTaHOBJIEHHUE:

«1. Bmagumupy Wiabuuy npegocTtaBisieTc NpaBO JAUKTOBATb
exxelHeBHO 5— 10 MUHYT, HO 3TO He JOPKHO HOCHUTh XapaKTepa
NepenyCcKy U Ha 3TU 3alIMCKU Biaagumup Unbnd He JoJkeH xKaTh
oTBeTa. CBUjaHUA 3aNpelialoTCA.

2 .Hu fapy3bs, HU [JoMalllHUE He JO0JDKHBI coo6UaTh Baagumupy
Wbuvy HUYEro u3 MOJUTHYECKON XHU3HHU, YTOOBI 3TUM He JjaBaTh
MaTepuasa JiJisl pa3MbIlJIEHUH U BOJIHEHU».13

In view of this, and also taking into account the ultimatum delivered
by Il'ich, the doctors (Foerster, Kramer, Kozhevnikov) drew up the
following resolution on December 24 at a meeting with Stalin,
Kamenev and Bukharin:

"1. Vladimir llyich is given the right to dictate 5-10 minutes daily, but
this should not bear the character of a correspondence and Vladimir
llyich should not wait for an answer to these notes. Personal meetings
are prohibited.

2. Neither friends nor family should communicate to Vladimir Ilyich
anything from political life, so as not to provide material for thought
and upset”

12 XLV 710; Izv TsK KPSS 12, 1989, 196. M.1. Ul’ianova's whole report of July 26, 1926, to the Joint
Plenum of the Centra) Committee and the Central Control Committee, is on 195-6.
13 1zv TsK KPSS 6 (1991), 193
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Ulyanova links this event with the "question of the Caucasus.” (Izv TsK 12,
1989, 198) She also links the clash between Stalin and Krupskaya with ""some
conversation between N.K. [Krupskaya] and V.I. [Lenin], ” not with a letter
to Trotsky.

It seems, one day coming to know about certain conversations between
N.K. and V.1, Stalin called her to the telephone and spoke to her quite
sharply thinking this would not reach V. llyich. He warned her that she
should not discuss work with V.1. or this may drag her to the Central
Control Commission of the party. This discussion deeply disturbed
N.K. She completely lost control of herself - she sobbed and rolled on
the floor. After a few days she told V.I. about this incident and added
that they had already reconciled. Before this it seems, Stalin had
actually called her to smooth over the negative reaction his threat and
warning had created upon her. She told Kamenev and Zinoviev that
Stalin had shouted at her on the phone and it seems she mentioned
the Caucasus business. (Izv TsK 12, 1989, 198)

Ulyanova does not comment on whether Krupskaya’s histrionic behavior -
like "rolling on the floor” - was appropriate. Kotkin suggests that Krupskaya
may have been "deliberately trying to stage a memorable incident, "
presumably for Ulyanova’s benefit. (Kotkin 488)

The main point is this: Ulyanova says Krupskaya told Lenin about this event
"after a few days” and during the time that the "Caucasus business” was being
discussed. These details are completely in contradiction with Krupskaya’s
account When, therefore, was Krupskaya’s letter to Kamenev really written?
In her statement of July 26, 1926, Ulyanova says that Lenin's reaction was a
moderate one.

Ilyich, who accidentally carne to know about this and who was also
always worried about such a strong regime of protection, in turn
scolded Stalin. Stalin apologized and with this the incident was settled.
(Izv TsK 12, 1989, 196)

The Russian word translated here as “scolded” - otchital - is somewhat vague.
But there is nothing here about a threat by Lenin to break off personal relations
with Stalin.

Ulyanova even suggests that Lenin's reaction was excessive:

It goes without saying that during this period, as | have indicated, if
Lenin had not been so seriously ill then he would have reacted to the
incident differently.

She concludes:

There are documents regarding this incident and on the first demand
from the Central Committee | can present them.

Thus | affirm that all the talk of the opposition about Lenin's relation
towards Stalin does not correspond to reality. These relations were
most intimate and friendly and remained so.
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There is nothing in Ulyanova’s account about any "rudeness" on Stalin's part.
We have no evidence that Krupskaya, who certainly would have known about
Ulyanova’s statement, ever protested what Ulyanova said.

What’s more, on December 22, 1922, Lenin called Fotieva to him and
dictated a secret note, "outside of the diary [journal]”, in which he requested
cyanide "as a humanitarian measure, mentioning the example of Paul
Lafargue, Marx’s son-in-law.” Fotieva does not State to whom the note was
addressed.! In 1926 Maria II’inichna, who was constantly at his side, stated
that the note was to Stalin.'® Lenin had previously, in the spring of 1922, 16
asked Stalin about obtaining cyanide for him, and Lenin did so again in
March, 1923. As Maria II’inichna noted, this argues against any estrangement
between Lenin and Stalin.
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In a letter to Zinoviev of March 7, 1923, Kamenev also relates this incident to
Georgian affairs (the congress of the Georgian party, scheduled for March
12), stating that he and Zinoviev have received copies of Lenin's "personal
letter” to Stalin.

Y3HaB, yto 'py3[uHCcKuUi] cbe3z Ha3HavyeH Ha 12 [MapTa], Ctapuk

BeCbMa B3BOJIHOBAJICS, HEPBHUYAJ U ... mocian CTaauHy (Komus
MHe U Tebe) MmepcoHaJbHOe MUCbMO, KOTOPOE Thl, HABEPHO, yKe
uMeemlb. CTaJiMH OTBETWUJ BecbMa CHAepaHHbIM W KHCJIbIM
U3BUHEHHUEM, KOTOpPOE BPsi/ JIM yA0BJeTBOPUT CTapHKa.

(Izv TsK 9, 1990, 151).

When the Old Man learned that the Georgian congress was set for
the 12" [of March], he became very excited and nervous, and ... sent
Stalin (copy to me and you) a personal letter, which you, undoubtedly,
already have. Stalin responded with a very restrained and sour
apology, which will hardly satisfy the Old Man.

This would have made no sense in December, 1922. Moreover, Kamenev's
description doesn't sound like the "ultimatum letter, ”” in which Stalin clearly
refuses to apologize.
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Boris Bazhanov, Stalin’s secretary, who defected to the West on January 1,
1928, wrote and rewrote memaoirs which are not at all reliable in many details.
But he does agree that the Krupskaya- Stalin-Lenin incident occurred in 1923,
not when Krupskaya claimed.

B auBape 1923 roga cekpetapiua JlennHa ®oTueBa 3anpocusia y
Hero WHTepecoBaBUIMe JleHWHAa MaTepuasbl MO TPY3UHCKOMY
Bonpocy. CrasuH wuX JAaTh oTkas3aaca ("He wMory 06e3
[onuT6iopo"].B Hawase w™aprta oH [CTasquH] Tak o6pyrasn
Kpynckyto, uyto oHa mnpubexana kK JleHUHy B cJje3ax, U

1 1zv TsK KPSS 6, 1991, 191, top of left column.
15 1zv TsK KPSS 12, 1989, 196.
16 Maria Ul'ianova's memoir about Lenin, Izv TsK KPSS 3 (1991), 185.
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BOSMYHLEHHbIﬁ JleHnH NpoAWKTOBAJI MHUCbMO CTaJ’II/IHy, 4YTO OH
mopbIBaeT C HUM BCAKHE JIMYHbIE oTHOIeHus.7

In January 1923, Lenin's secretary Fotieva asked him for materials on
the Georgian question that interested Lenin. Stalin refused to give
them ("l can’t, without the Politburo™). In early March, he [Stalin]
scolded Krupskaya so much that she ran to Lenin in tears, and the
indignant Lenin dictated a letter to Stalin that he would break off all
personal relations with him.

Bazhanov puts Stalin’s scolding Krupskaya in early March, but he mentions
Lenin’s request for Georgian materials and Stalin’s answer, which are clearly
related to January 24-29, 1923 in the Secretarles Journal.*® This was long
after the December 24, 1922, prohibition against Lenin’s receiving political
materials, which Stalin was appointed to oversee.

Molotov also talks about this conflict between Krupskaya and Stalin:
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Stalin implemented the decision of the secretariat and did not permit
Zinoviev and Kamenev to visit Lenin once this was prohibited by the
doctors. Zinoviev and Kamenev complained to Krupskaya. Outraged,
she told off Stalin. He responded, "Lenin should not have visitors.”
"But Lenin himself wants it!” Stalin: "If the Central Committee says
s0, we might not let you see him either.”*°

If Kamenev and Zinoviev were involved in this incident from the beginning,
that would help to explain why Krupskaya appealed to them in her letter to
Kamenev (above)

If indeed the Stalin-Krupskaya conflict was related to the struggle in the
Georgian CP concerning principled questions of nation-state building, that
might help explain why in reacting to Krupskaya’s position Stalin told
Molotov that to be Lenin’s wife "does not necessarily mean to understand
Leninism!" (MR 133) The question of the monopoly of foreign trade was not
a principled theoretical question but one of expediency, while the national
question was central to Bolshevik theory and politics, therefore to Leninism.
(Sakharov, Zagadki 28)

All accounts of the Stalin-Krupskaya conflict except for Krupskaya’s letter to
Kamenev cite the “Caucasus question" and place it at the end of January or
beginning of February, 1923. This means that Krupskaya’s version is a
serious distortion of reality - that she was deliberately lying. Lenin showed
renewed interest in the Georgian question no earlier than the end of January
1923. Fotieva, in Lenin’s name, asked for the materials of the Dzerzhinsky
commission on January 24. (XLV 476; CW 42, 484)

On February 1, 1923, Stalin appealed to the Politburo "to be relieved of the

17 Boris Bazhannov, Vospominaniia byvshego sekretaria Stalina. Glava 3. Sekretar’ Orgbiuro. At
http://www.hrono.ru/libris/lib_b/bazhan03.php  Reprinted from edition by "Knigizdatel’stvo
'Vsemirnoe slovo, ' Spb 1992.

18 See "Journal of Lenin’s Duty Secretaries, " CW vol. 42, 484-5.

19 Feliks Chuev. Molotov Remembers. Inside Kremlin Politics (Chicago: Dee, 1993), 132-3. Hereafter
MR.


http://www.hrono.ru/libris/lib_b/bazhan03.php
http://www.hrono.ru/libris/lib_b/bazhan03.php
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responsibility of monitoring the implementation of the regime established by
the doctors for com. Lenin." This would make sense if his confrontation with
Krupskaya had just occurred. The Politburo turned down his request.?’ Their
decision might be understood as approving Stalin's action, and thus deciding
against Krupskaya’s claim to be allowed to speak with Lenin whenever she
wished and about whatever she wished. And that might explain why
Krupskaya never referred to this incident again.

The “Ultimatum” Letter®
B. U. JIEHUH — U. B. CTAJIMHY 5 mapra 1923 .

Ctporo cexpeTHo.
JInuno.

Toapuiry Cranuny.
Komnus T1. KameneBy u 3MHOBBEBY .

YBaxaemsrii T. Cranua! Bel nMenn rpy0ocTh M0O3BaTh MOIO KEHY K
Tele-

tony u obpyrats ee. XoTs oHa Bam m BeIpasmma coriacue 3a0BITH
CKa3aHHOE, HO TeM He MeHee 3TOT (haKkT CTall M3BECTCH Yepe3 Hee e
3unoBbeBY 14 n KameneBy. 51 He HamepeH 3a0bIBAaTh Tak JIETKO TO, YTO
MpOTUB MCHA CACJIAHO, a HEYEro0 U TOBOPUTH, YTO CACITIAHHOC IIPOTUB
JKEHbl S CUMTAI0 CHeJaHHbIM M MpoTuB MeHdA. [loatomy mpomry Bac
B3BECUTH, COIJIaCHBbI JIN Bbr1 B34Th cka3zaHHOE Ha3aa U U3BBUHUTHCS WU
NpEANOYNTAETE TOPBATh MEX/Ly HAMH OTHOLICHHS.

C yBaxeHueMm JIeHuH.

5-ro mapra 23 roga

TOJ. V. STALIN
Top secret
Personal
Copy to Comrades Kamenev and Zinoviev
Dear Comrade Stalin:

You have been so rude as to summon my wife to the telephone and use
bad language. Although she had told you that she was prepared to
forget this, the fact nevertheless became known through her to
Zinoviev and Kamenev. | have no intention of forgetting so easily

20 npemnoxeHuu T. Cranuna. [Ipeanoxenne 1. CranuHa 06 0CBOOOXKIEHUH €ro OT 00s3aHHOCTEH
HaOII0aTh 3a MCIOJHEHHEM DPEXHMMa, YCTaHOBJIEHHOro Bpauamu aid B. M. JleHuna, oTKIOHMTB.”
Iportokon 3acemanus IlomutGropo #46, 1923 r. Cited in the newspaper Kommersant-vlast' No.3,
January 27, 2003. At https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/360899

2 See illustration #6¢ for two variants of this letter.
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what has been done against me, and it goes without saying that what
has been done against my wife | consider having been done against me
as well. I ask you, therefore, to think it over whether you are prepared
to withdraw what you have said and to make your apologies, or
whether you prefer that relations between us should be broken off.

Respectfully yours,
Lenin
March 5, 1923 2

Volkogonov ties the stress of Lenin’s agitation over Stalin’s alleged treatment
of Krupskaya to the seizure Lenin suffered on March 6 and his final,
devastating stroke of March 10. In his version Stalin ends up being guilty not
just of rudeness to Lenin’s wife, but of indirectly causing Lenin’s final and
permanent incapacitation.?

According to Sakharov who, as a professor at Moscow State University, had
special access to these documents during the 1990s, the archival copy is
typewritten and carries the words "written down by M.V.”?* We don’t know
how many copies were made, Lenin's sister Maria Ulyanova later wrote that
Lenin asked Volodicheva to send it to Stalin and to give her a copy in a sealed
envelope.?®

Lenin's secretaries, or perhaps just Volodicheva herself, typed a number of
copies at different times. Copies were presumably sent to at least Kamenev,
Zinoviev, and Trotsky. This is more evidence that an opposition conspiracy
against Stalin was in progress at this time.

The Secretaries Journal, entries by M. Volodicheva, fully records the story
about Lenin’s letters to Stalin and Trotsky.

March 5 (entry by M. A. Volodicheva).

Vladimir llyich did not send for me until round about 12. Asked me to
take down two letters: one to Trotsky, the other to Stalin; the first letter
to be telephoned personally to Trotsky and the answer given to him as
soon as possible. As to the second letter, he asked it to be put off,
saying that he was not very good at it that day. He wasn’t feeling too
good.

March 6 (entry by M. A. Volodicheva).

Asked about a reply to the first letter (reply over the telephone was
taken down in shorthand). Read the second letter (to Stalin) and asked
it to be handed to him personally and receive the answer from his own
hands. Dictated a letter to the Mdivani group. Felt bad. Nadezhda

22 Russian edition: LIV 329-30; lzv TsK 12, 1989, 192-3. English translation CW 45, 607-8.

2 Sakharov 395. See Volkogonov, Lenin t 2 (Russian edition, Novosti, Moscow, 1998), 342.

2 The published version (in Russian but not in the English translation) carries an exclamation point
after the words "Dear comrade Stalin.” Evidently, the Khrushchev-Brezhnev era editors wished to
impart to the letter a harsher tone towards Stalin.

% See Chapter 10.



165

Chapter 6. The ultimatum letters

Konstantinovna asked that this letter to Stalin should not be sent, and it
was held up throughout the 6th. On the 7th | said | had to carry out
Vladimir Ilyich’s instructions. She spoke to Kamenev, and the letter
was handed to Stalin and Kamenev, and afterwards to Zinoviev when
he got back from Petrograd. Stalin’s answer was received immediately
on receipt of Vladimir Ilyich’s letter (the letter was handed to Stalin
personally by me and his answer to Vladimir llyich dictated to me).
The letter has not yet been handed to Vladimir Ilyich, as he has fallen
ill. (XLV, 486; CW 42, 493-4)

The Doctors Journal records that Lenin did dictate two letters on March 5 to
Volodicheva. But it States that

The letters, according to Vladimir II’ich, did not upset him in the least,
since they were purely business letters, but as soon as the stenographer
left, Vladimir II’ich felt chills. (Kentavr, October-December, 1991,
108)

"Purely business letters" that "did not upset him in the least” does not
describe the "ultimatum" letter to Stalin. This raises the question: Did Lenin
dictate this letter at all?

* We know that someone in Lenin’s secretariat - it could only have been
Krupskaya - began to falsify Lenin’s article "How Should We Reorganize
the WP1?"

* We know that Krupskaya pre-dated the quarrel with Stalin, moving it from
late January-early February, 1923, when the Georgian national question was
in the foreground, to December 22, 1923.

* We know that Krupskaya released the "Letter to the Congress” only after
the XII Party Congress, and that its contents closely reflect some of the
speeches by oppositionists, and some of the discussions, at the X1l P.C, and
that this can hardly be accidental. Therefore, Krupskaya, perhaps in concert
with others, composed the L2C after the XII Party Congress, which ended
on April 25, 1923.

So we must pose the question: Was the "ultimatum™ letter really dictated by
Lenin? Or is it yet another fabrication by Krupskaya, perhaps together with
other persons?

Stalin’s Letter to Lenin of March 7, 1923 %

Stalin replied to Lenin:
T. Jlennny ot Cta/iMHa.

TosbKO JIMYHO.

% See illustration #7.
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T. JIeHuH!

Hegnenb naThk Hasaj s uMes Geceay ¢ ToB. H. KoHCT., KoTopyto g
CYMTAI0 He TOJIbKO Bare >keHOH, HO U MOUM CTapbIM MapTHHHBIM
TOBApHIIEM, U CKasas el (mo TesiedpoHy) MpHUOJ. CleAylollee:
"BpayH 3aNmpeTU/IU JaBaTh UbHUYy MOJUT, MHGOPMALMIO, CIUTAS
TaKOHW peXHUM BOKHEHIIUM CPeJICTBOM BbLIEUYUTD ero. Mexay Tem,
Bel, H. K., oka3biBaeTcs, HapyliaeTe 3TOT pexxuM. Hesb3s urpatb
»KHU3HBI0 Wibrya” v np. {l He cyKTalo, 4YTOGHI B 3THUX CJIOBAX MOXKHO
OBLJI0O YCMOTpPETh YTO- JU6GO Trpyboe WM HEMO3BOJHUTEJIbHOE,
npefnpyH. "mpoTuB" Bac, 60 HUKAKUX [JPYrUX LieJeHd, KpoMme
1eJIu ObICTpelilero B. BbI3JopoBJIeH S, 1 He IpecieioBas. bosee
TOro, 1 CYMTAJ CBOHUM J[OJIIOM CMOTPETh 3a TEM, YTOOBI PEKUM
npoBouicsa. Mou o6bsicHenusd ¢ H. K. moaTBepaniy, 4To HUYErO,
KpoMe MYyCThIX HeJ0pa3yM., He ObLJIO TYT, la U HE MOIJIO OBITh.
BripoueM, ecsiu Bel cuuTaeTe, 4YTO JJI1 COXpaHEHUs “OTHOIIEHHUH"
s IoJDKeH "B34Th Ha3a/|" CKa3aHHbIE BBIIIE CJIOBA, 1 UX MOTY B3SITh
Has3aJl, 0TKa3bIBasACb, OJIHAKO, IIOHATh, B UeM TYT [eJ0, TJe MOs
“BHHA" M 4ero COGCTBEHHO OT MEHS XOTAT.

To comrade Lenin from Stalin.
Strictly personal.
Comrade Lenin!

About five weeks ago | had a talk with com. N. Konst. [Natalia
Konstantinovna - Krupskaya’s name and patronymic], whom |
consider not only your wife, but also my old Party comrade, and told
her (on the telephone) approximately the following:

'"The doctors have forbidden us to give II’ich polit. information, and
consider this regimen a very important means of treating him.
Meanwhile you, N.K., as it turns out, are violating this regime. We
must not play with II’ich’s life, " etc. | do not think that in these words
it was possible to discern anything rude or impermissible, undertaken.
"against" you, because | did not pursue any other goals, except for the
goal of your quickest recovery. Moreover, | considered it my duty to
see that the regime was carried out. My explanations with N.K. have
confirmed that there is nothing in this but empty misunderstandings,
and indeed there could not be. However, if you consider that I must
"take back” the above words which I spoke for the sake of keeping our
"relationship, ” I can take then back. But I do not understand what the
problem here is, what my "fault" is, and what precisely is expected of
me.?’

Here Stalin relates the conflict with Krupskaya to the end of January or
beginning of February, 1923, "about five weeks” before his letter of March 7.

27 Not

in PSS or CW. First published in lzv TsK KPSS 12, 1989, 193. Also at

http://www.hrono.info/libris/stalin/16-47.php, from Volkogonov.
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This is consistent with Bazhanov's and Maria Ulyanova’s accounts and
contradicts Krupskaya’s. By that time the issue of the conflict within the
leadership of the Georgian Communist Party, not the monopoly of foreign
trade, was the focus of attention.

Krupskaya’s version represents only Krupskaya herself as a violator of the
ban on the transfer of political information to Lenin. It is understandable why
Stalin reprimanded her. But for some reason, according to Lenin’s sister, he
reprimanded the “family.” M.l. Ulyanova was not indignant about this,
perhaps because Stalin’s deed was considered justified, if not in form, then in
essence.

And by this she also informs us that it was not connected with the letter which
Lenin allegedly dictated to Krupskaya on December 21 for Trotsky. (394)
Therefore, the evidence shows that Krupskaya was lying by dating Stalin’s
reprimand to her - and to her alone - as having occurred on December 22,
1922, and as having to do with a purported letter from Lenin to Trotsky of
December 21.

According to Maria Ulyanova, Lenin was involved in settling this issue
between Krupskaya and Stalin, but it did not escalate to the point where Lenin
threatened to break relations with Stalin.

beut omun wHIMACHT Mexay JleHnHbiM U CTalUHBIM, O KOTOPOM T.
3WHOBBEB YIIOMSIHYJ B CBOCH PEUU U KOTOPBIH UMEN MECTO HE3aJ[0JIT0
no motepu Mnpuuem peun (Mapt 1923 r1.), HO OH HOCHJ YHCTO
JIMYHBII XapaKTep M HUKAKOI0 OTHOIIEHHS K MOJUTHKE He MMeEJI.
OT0 T.3MHOBBCB XOpPOIIO 3HACT, W CCHUIATBCSI HA HETO OBLIO
COBEPIICHHO HAIpacHO. [Ipon30mén 3TOT HHIMACHT Oaromaps ToMy,
yro CranwH, KOTOpOMY TO TpeOOBaHHIO Bpaded OBLIO MOPYYICHO
IMneaymom LK crmenute 3a TeMm, uToOBl Wmbnday B 3TOT TSDOKENBIH
nepuo] ero OoJe3HW HE COOOIIa M MOJIUTUYECKUX HOBOCTEH, Y4TOOBI
HE B3BOJIHOBATH €T0 M HE YXYAIIUTH €TO TOJIOKCHUS, OTYUTAT €ro
cemelinpix (umrait: Kpymckyio - JI.B.) 3a mepemauy Ttakoro poma
HOBOCTeW. Vbud, KOTOPBIN CIydaifHO y3HaJI 00 3TOM, - a TaKOTO poJia
pexuM obeperaHusi ero BOOOIIe BCETJa BOJHOBAN, - B CBOIO OYepelb
ortuntan Cranuna. T. CranvH HM3BUHWICSA, W J3TUM HUHIUAEHT OBLI
ucueprnan.?

There was an incident between Lenin and Stalin which comrade
Zinoviev mentions in his speech and which took place not long before
llyich lost his power of speech (March, 1923) but it was completely
personal and had nothing to do with politics. Comrade Zinoviev knew
this very well and to quote it was absolutely unnecessary. This incident
took place because on the demand of the doctors the Central
Committee gave Stalin the charge of keeping a watch so that no
political news reached Lenin during this period of serious illness. This
was done so as not to upset him and so that his condition did not
deteriorate, he (Stalin) even scolded his family for conveying this type

2 1zv TsK KPSS 12 (1989), 196.
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of information. llyich, who accidentally carne to know about this and
who was also always worried about such a strong regime of protection,
in turn scolded Stalin. Stalin apologized and with this the incident was
settled. What is there to be said - during this period, as | had indicated,
if Lenin had not been so seriously ill then he would have reacted to the
incident differently. There are documents regarding this incident and
on the first demand from the Central Committee | can present them.
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This is what the evidence that we have reviewed so far shows. Why did
Krupskaya move this incident to December 22, 1922, instead of when it really
happened, at the end of January or beginning of February, 1923? Possibly in
order to link it to the "Addition" to Lenin’s supposed "Letter to the Congress,
" where "rudeness" is said to be a characteristic of Stalin that poses a political
danger on the part of the General Secretary of the Party. It was not a perfect
"fit” - the L2C says that Stalin’s "rudeness" is tolerable in relation to Party
members but not to non-Party members, and Krupskaya was a Party member.
Nevertheless, it fixed “rudeness” as an attribute of Stalin’s - an attribute not
alleged by anyone else.

Those able to read Russian will note that, in the version published in lzv TsK
12, 1989, 193, there is a heading: "To Comrade Lenin from Stalin. Strictly
personal.” But in the original, reproduced photographically in volume two of
the Russian edition of Volkogonov’s biography of Lenin, between pages 384
and 385, there is no heading.?® According to Sakharov, these are the words of
a note on Central Committee letterhead that is kept together with Stalin’s
letter. (Sakharov, Zagadki 34) There is no evidence - e.g., a date - on the note
to prove that it accompanied Stalin’s letter or, perhaps, has nothing to do with
it. Why was it - dishonestly, of course - printed as a part of Stalin’s letter?
Perhaps to give the letter a great sense of authenticity?

Volodicheva daimed that she took down Stalin’s reply under dictation.*® This
is the document reproduced by Volkogonov. The handwriting appears to be
consistent with Volodichva’s and is cursive, as would be expected if taken
down by dictation. Indeed, in 1967 Volodicheva told Aleksandr Bek that she
had been so upset that she herself was surprised at her "scrawl" [karakuli].! It
is not signed by Stalin.
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But a second text of this letter exists, which has not been photographically
reproduced. Sakharov describes this text as written "in even, calm
handwriting ... signed with a signature characteristic of Stalin.””% (399) This
"Stalin version" is kept among the materials of Lenin’s secretariat in an
envelope together with Lenin’s letter of March 5 on which is written: "Letter
of V.1. of 5/111/23 (2 copies) and answer of com. St[alin], not read by V..
Len[in]. The sole copies." (Sakharov, Zagadki, 34) How could this letter exist

2 | have put it Online at
https://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/stalintolenin030723.jpg

30 XLV486; CW 42, 494,

31 A. Bek. "K istorii poslednikh leninskikh dokumentov.” Moskovskie novosti 17 (1989), 9.
32 See illustration #11, in Volodicheva’s "scrawl."

33 Sakharov identifies this text as RGASPL. f. 2. op. 1. d. 26004.11.3-6.
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if Volodicheva took Stalin’s answer in dictation? Its existence casts doubt on
Volodicheva’s account.

There are further problems with the copies of the "ultimatum” letter in
Lenin’s archive.

Three copies of the letter are preserved in the archive, all with the
same contents. Differences in the arrangement of the texts on the page
show that they were typed at different times, as do the differences in
the notation of the addressees. On one copy the notation that copies
were sent to L.B. Kamenev and G.E. Zinoviev are lacking, but on two
other copies this note does appear - in the upper right corner beneath
the words "To comfrade] Stalin is written "Copy to c[omrades]
Kamenev and Zinoviev.” In addition, on one of these copies this
superscription was typed at the same time as the text, while on the
other it was not - the text is thicker, obviously typed with a different
ribbon). So one copy of the letter was sent to Kamenev and Zinoviev.
But Volodicheva stated that two different copies were send to them.

The note about the personal nature of the letter is formulated
differently ("personal”; "personal, as is the inscription of verification
("Written down by V.M.", “Accurate M.V.").

The notation "Accurate” on the letters means that what we have here is
not the original, but a copy ... That is not surprising, but it raises some
questions. When, by whom, and why was a copy made, if there were
copies of the original? Why, on the originals, were the addressees
typed at a different time than the text? If the letters were sent to three
addressees, and one (as was the practice) remained for the archive,
why are there so many texts in the secretariat? All this suggests some
work by Lenin’s secretaries to make multiple copies of the text of this
secret and personal letter. (Sakharov, Zagadki 31-2)
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According to Sakharov, who cites archival sources, neither Lenin’s
“ultimatum" letter nor Stalin’s reply are registered in Lenin’s secretariat (i.e.
as they were produced) nor as entering into Lenin’s archive. One logical
explanation is that they were placed in Lenin’s archive much later than March
1923, when the registration books were no longer in use.

Then there is the matter of the blanks, the stationery on which the two “Stalin
replies" are recorded. Sakharov States that blanks like that on which the
"Stalin version™ is written may be found in the archives available to him, but
that he has not found any blanks like the one on which Volodicheva’s version
is written. (Sakharov, Zagadki 36)

The contents of the letter raise questions. The "ultimatum” letter demands an
apology. But in this letter Stalin only agrees - reluctantly - to "take back"
what he said, but no more. VVolkogonov points out that the "ultimatum” letter
addresses Stalin as "respected” (uvazhaemiy) and ends "respectfully, Lenin”
(s uvazheniem, Lenin), and calls Stalin’s tone "disrespectful."%*

34 Volkogonov, Lenin, t. 2, 343.
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It turns out that in a certain sense Zinoviev and Kamenev are central
figures in this story. This agrees with Molotov’s testimony that the
conflict between Stalin and Krupskaya took place because of them.
Krupskaya appealed to their protection concerning the talk with Stalin. In
the "ultimatum™ letter it is specifically stated that Lenin has dictated it and
demands from Stalin an apology because Zinoviev and Kamenev were
informed about Stalin’s rudeness to Krupskaya. (Sakkharov, Zagadki 34)

Sakharov is referring to two texts. First is this passage from Krupskaya's letter
to Kamenev, dated December 23, 1922:

A ob6pamarock k Bam u k [puropuio, kak 6oJiee OGJIU3KUM
ToBapuuaM B. W, u mnpoumy orpagute MeHs OT Trpy6oro
BMeEIIATeJbCTBA B JINYHYIO )KU3Hb, HEIOCTOMHON 6paHu U yrpos.35

I appeal to you and to Grigory [Zinoviev - GF], as the closest
comrades of V.1., and ask you to protect me from rude interference in
my personal life, unworthy abuse and threats.

The second text is this passage in Felix Chuev’s book of interviews with
Molotov:

Stalin implemented the decision of the secretariat and did not permit
Zinoviev and Kamenev to visit Lenin once this was prohibited by the
doctors. Zinoviev and Kamenev complained to Krupskaya. Outraged,
she told off Stalin. He responded, "Lenin should not have evisitors."
"But Lenin himself wants it!” Stalin: "If the Central Committee says
so, we might not let you see him either.”’%®

Sakharov continues:

Volodicheva ineludes among the witnesses of Lenin's work on the
"ultimatum’’ letter M.l. Ulyanova. But Ulyanova "refuses” this
“honor, ” and indicates that she knows about this story from
Krupskaya. What’s more, she doubts that Krupskaya saw this letter ...
(Zagadki 32)

Here too Sakharov refers to two documents. The first is to Aleksandr Bek’s
interview 1963 interview with Volodicheva;

Soon a troubled Maria II’inichna approached her [Fotieva] and said:
"Vladimir 1I’ich is worse. What did he dictate to you?"
She took the letter from the distraught VVolodicheva ...%7

The second is to Ulyanova’s second document about Stalin’s relationship with
Lenin.

% "N.K. Krupskaya to L.B. Kamenev. 22 December, 1922." Izv TsKKPSS 12 (1989), 192. The first
publication of his letter, in Lenin, PSS, L1V 674-5, omits the direct appeal to Zinoviev as well as to
Kamenev.

3% Molotov Remembers. Conversations with Felix Chuev. Ed. and Intro. Albert Resis. Chicago: Dee,
1993, 132-133.

87 nStenografistka I’icha, " Sovetskaia Kultura January 1, 1989, p. 3.
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After returning home and seeing V.I. distressed N.K. understood that
something had happened. She requested Volodicheva not to send the
letter. She would personally talk to Stalin and ask him to apologize.
That is what N.K. is saying now, but | feel that she did not
see this letter and it was sent to Stalin as V.I. had wanted.*®

He also notes, correctly, that Stalin disavows what Krupskaya said. Rather
than apologizing, Stalin insists that he did nothing wrong. That is, in this
letter Stalin does not apologize on principle, clearly stating that he does not
understand why he should do so.

Suppose that Stalin had received the "ultimatum” letter, but that he was
puzzled, even irked, by it, because, in fact, he had already apologized, as
Maria Ulyanova later wrote that he did.

llyich, who accidentally carne to know about this and who was also
always worried about such a strong regime of protection, in turn
scolded Stalin. Stalin apologized and with this the incident was
settled.

Assuming that Ulyanova’s account is truthful, suddenly, on March 7, 1923,
Stalin received a second demand for an apology. That would account for the
tone of this letter of March 7, and for his failure to apologize again.

Another possibility is that Stalin did not receive the "ultimatum” letter, and
therefore was not responding to it.

One cannot exclude, for example, that its appearance was inspired by
rumors or stories that Lenin continued to express dissatisfaction with
Stalin’s conflict with Krupskaya, that Lenin had forgotten that
reconciliation had already taken place, that it would be good to write
him a few words about the conflict and reassure him ... In this case, the
fact that Stalin's letter was written as if he knew nothing about the text
of the "ultimatum” letter and did not answer it receives a natural
explanation. (Sakharov 400; cf. Sakharov, Zagadki 37)

Sakharov, who had access to archival documents, questions Lenin’s
authorship of the "ultimatum" letter.

There exists a "Journal of Vladimir 1I’ich’s directives” ("Journal of
registration of outgoing mail by V.I. Lenin™), in which annotations
were made from September 7, 1920, until January 16, 1924. In it
there is no information about any letters sent by Lenin on
either March 5 or 6, 1923, including to Stalin. Separate from
the registration of incoming and outgoing correspondence in Lenin’s
secretariat there was conducted a registration of documents sent from
the secretariat to Lenin’s personal archive: "Journal No. 4 of the
registration of documents of the Archive of V.I. Lenin” that was
maintained from December 19, 1922 until April 16, 1923. But here

38 1zvestiia TsK KPSS12 (1989), 199. Russian text and English translation are an appendix to the
present book.
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too there is no record of entry into Lenin’s Archive of the
“ultimatum” letter or Stalin's response to it ... There exists still
another journal of registration of documents of Lenin’s Archive
containing notes from January 9 to July 9, 1923. But there too
neither these letters nor the envelope are registered.
(Sakharov, Zagadki 35)

Sakharov adds further evidence that Lenin’s correspondence has been
tampered with.

Meanwhile, in this journal other documents related to Lenin are
mentioned. On March 5 a "note to com. Tuchkov dated March 1, 1923,
concerning church collections" is registered, on March 7 - "VI. 11. 's
article 'Better Fewer But Better’, ... (Sakharov 274; Sakharov, Zagadki
35-6)

The letter to Tuchkov and other documents listed by Sakharov (273) are not
in Lenin’s PSS. Sakharov concludes: "These facts show that we essentially
know very little about Lenin’s work during this final period." It appears likely
that Lenin’s final letters were, in reality, these as yet unpublished documents.

Sakharov plausibly explains the absence of the "ultimatum" letter from the
journals of Lenin’s secretariat and archive.

How can we explain the presence of the "ultimatum” letter and Stalin’s
reply among the materials of Lenin’s archive, and the absence of the
registration of the passage of their passage through Lenin’s secretariat
and entry into Lenin’s archive? We must assume that these letters
entered Lenin’s Archive much later than March 1923 - after the
registration books had already been removed from use and it was no
longer possible to write them in “after the fact, " but it was possible to
add the envelope with the letters to the materials of the document
collection ("fond”) that was being formed. (Zagadki 36)

All of these contradictory details suggest that that Lenin did not dictate the
"ultimatum" letter. On the evidence we have today, it is more likely that
Krupskaya drafted this letter, perhaps with the help of Lenin’s secretarles.
The word "rude" in it would be echoed in Krupskaya’s fabricated letter to
Kamenev, post-dated to December 23, 1923, and in the "Addition, "
documents that were not composed until sometime after the XII Party
Congress. This kind of intrigue in Lenin’s Secretariat, headed by Krupskaya,
would also explain why Stalin’s letter was not shown to Lenin.

Twelve days later Lenin asked Stalin for poison to end his life. According to
the canonical story Lenin, in the "ultimatum™ letter, had threatened to break
relations with Stalin, and had not seen Stalin’s reply. Yet he asked Stalin the
kind of favor that only one devoted friend would ask another - to help him
die. This story, challenged by no one, would make sense if Lenin did not send
the "ultimatum® letter.
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KameneV’s Letter to Zinoviev of March 7, 1923

CoBepIieHHO] ceKp[eTHO]
7.111.[1]923 1. 4 yaca.
Joporoii I'puropui,

Yezxao uyepe3 2 yaca. /liig OpHUEeHTHPOBKU coobmaw Tebe
cnenytomue] dakTel. Y3HaB, yTo ['py3[HHCKUI] Ccbe3s Ha3HavYeH
Ha 12 [maprta], CTapuk BecbMa B3BOJIHOBAJICS, HepBHHYAJI U 1)
nocsiaa TpouKoMy MHUCbMEHHYI0 NPOChOY «B3SITh HA Ce0s 3aIIUTY
IPY3UHCKOrO] Ziejia B MapTHU: TOrAa s 6yAy CHokKoeH». TpouKui
peLIMTeIbHOr0 OTBETA He AaJjl. BbI3biBas BYepa HOYbIO MEHs /s
COBelaHHus, 2) HamucaJa YU JajJ MHe s nepefadyu «MauBaHH,
Max[apagze] u gp.» (konus Tpoukomy u KameHeBy) nucbMo B 2
CTpOKH daKTHUYecKou cosaugapusanuu ¢ MpauBanu u K ° wu
nesaByupoBaHus Cepro, Ct[anuna] u J|3[epkuHCKOro], 3) mocasn
CtasvHy (Komvs MHe U Te6Ge) epcoHalbHOE MUCbMO, KOTOPOE ThI,
HaBepHO, y»ke uMeellb. CTaJIMH OTBETUJI BeCbMa CAEpPKaHHbIM U
KHUCJILIM U3BUHEHUEM, KOTOPOE BPsiJ JiK YA0BJIeTBOPUT CTapuka.

S mpusoxKy Bce cuJIbl AJ1d JOCTHXKeHUs HAa KaBkase Mupa Ha mouse
pellleHUH, KOTOpble 06'beAUHUIN Obl 06e rpynisbl. [losarar, 3Toro
MOXHO OyZeT Jo6GUThCS. Boloch, UTO 3TO yXe He Y[ OBJIETBOPUT
CtapuKa, KOTOpbIH, BUAUMO, XOYeT He TOJIbKO MUpa Ha KaBkase,
HO Y olpe/ie/IeHHBIX OpraHU3alMOHHBIX BBIBO/IOB HABEPXY.

A nymato, Te6e He06X04MMO OBITE B MOCKBE 3TO BpeMs U JiepXKaTh
cBs3b c[0] MHOU B Tudauce. Cbesy otaoxeH Ao 15 [anpess], 1 3To
JlaeT BO3MOXKHOCTb ellle pa3 O6CYyAUTb BCce BO3HHUKAIOIIHE W3
COBOKYIHOCTH IepevHceHHbIX GaKTOB BbIBOAbL. JKaselo, 4To He
MOTY /10 OT'be3/ia IOr0BOPHUTD C TOOOM.

Kmy pyky.
JI. Kamenes
ABTorpad3?
Top secret
7.111.1923 4 o'clock
Dear Grigorii:

I am leaving in 2 hours. To bring you up to date | am reporting to you the
following facts. Upon learning that the Georgian Congress was scheduled for
12 [March], the Old Man was very excited and nervous, and 1) he sent

¥ J1zv TsK 9, 1990, 151.
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Trotsky a written request "to assume the defense of the Georgian business in
the party: then I will be calm.” Trotsky did not give a decisive answer. He
called me yesterday night for a meeting, 2) he wrote and gave me for
transmission to Mdivani, Makh[aradze] and others (a copy to Trotsky and
Kamenev) a letter in 2 lines [of] actual solidarity with Mdivani and Co. and
disavowing Sergo, St[alin] and Dz[erzhinsky], 3) he sent to Stalin (a copy to
me and to you) a personal letter, which you probably already have. Stalin
responded with a very restrained and sour apology, which is unlikely to
satisfy the Old Man.

I am making every effort to achieve peace in the Caucasus on the grounds of
decisions which would unite both groups. | believe that this is achievable. |
am afraid that this will no longer satisfy the Old Man, who apparently wants
not only peace in the Caucasus, but also certain organizational conclusions at
the top.

| think that it is essential for you to be in Moscow at this time and to maintain
contact with me in Tiflis. The Congress is postponed until the 15 [of April],
and this makes it possible to once again discuss all conclusions arising from
the totality of the facts listed [above]. | regret that | can't talk to you before
you leave.

With a handshake,
L. Kamenev
Autograph*®
This letter contains some puzzling details.

* Kamenev says that he has seen Stalin’s reply to Lenin’s letter to him. But
Kamenev mentions nothing about the most important and dramatic issues in
the "ultimatum” letter: Stalin’s alleged rudeness to Krupskaya and Lenin’s
threat to break off relations with Stalin.

* Kamenev States that Stalin replied to Lenin’s letter with "a very restrained
and sour apology.” We know that Stalin dictated his reply to Volodicheva.
Therefore, Volodicheva either showed Stalin’s reply to Kamenev or
summarized it for him.

* The published version of Stalin’s letter contains the header "strictly
personal.” Granted, this is not on the original but on a note filed with the
copies. Still, it is clearly a personal letter. Yet Kamenev either saw it, or had
it read to him. Why? What was Volodicheva's motive in doing this?

We know that Krupskaya, who was in charge of Lenin’s secretariat, had
some kind of conspiracy under way. She had predated her argument with
Stalin from later January - early February, 1923, to December 22, 1922, and
must have been a party to the attempted falsification of the article about the
WP1 in January, 1923.

40 In the author’s own handwriting.
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* Kamenev's letter says that Lenin "wrote and gave to me” the letters. But
Lenin could neither write nor give anyone anything.

* Kamenev States in this letter that he met with Trotsky "yesterday night" -
that is, March 6, 1923 - for a meeting. This is in apparent contradiction with
Kamenev's letter to Fotieva of April 16, 1923.

16.1V.[1]923.
Tos. ®oTuesa,

Ceviyac mostyuus Bamy 3anucky. BoJsiee Mecsiia ToMy Hasaf
T. TPOLIKM MOKa3bIBaJ MHe cTaTbio Biaagumupa Wibuya no
HallMOHAJIbHOMY BOTPOCY, YKa3biBasi — c¢ Bamux cioB— Ha
HIOJIHYI0 ¥ a6COJIIOTHYI0 CEKPETHOCTD €€ U Ha TO, YTO OHA HH
B KOEM CJIyyae He MOJJIEXXUT OrJIAalleHHI0 He TOJIbKO MyTeM
nevyaTH, HO ZiaXke ¥ IyTeM yCTHOM nepegayu. bpuio 3To, mo-
MoeMy, yKe Torja, korjga Biaagumup Wibuy 6bU1 JIUIIEH

BO3MO>KHOCTH /jlaBaTh HOBbIE pacnops:KeHus.+1
180

Comrade Fotieva

I have just now received your note. More than a month ago, Comrade
Trotsky showed me an article by Vladimir Ilyich on the national
question, pointing out —from your own words— its complete and
absolute secrecy and that it should in no way be published not only by
the press, but even by oral transmission. In my opinion, this was
already when Vladimir Illyich was deprived of the
opportunity to give new orders.

Here Kamenev is claiming that he received "The Question of Nationalities ..."
from Trotsky after March 10, 1923. Did Kamenev meet with Trotsky another
time in early March, 1923? There is no record of another meeting.

* Kamenev also writes that Lenin "apparently wants not only peace in the
Caucasus, but also certain organizational conclusions at the top." (ibid.) At
the top of the Georgian Communist Party? Presumably, but we can’t be sure.
He can’t mean the removal of Stalin as Gensec since this issue is only raised
in the so-called "Addition” dated January 4, 1923, 42 and it was not disclosed
until the summer of 1923. Nor do we know where Kamenev got this
impression. The only place these claims could have originated is from the
Gorbunov-Fotieva-Glyasser “Commission.”

* Strong evidence that this letter could not have been written on March 7,
1923, is the fact that Lenin had no visitors on March 6 or March 7. The
entries for those days in the Doctors Journal are

4 1zv TsK KPSS 9, 1990, 157.
42 Unless this Kamenev letter was written much later.
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lengthy and detailed. None of his secretaries record passing any note from
Lenin on to Kamenev or anyone else.*

* How could Lenin have given Kamenev the letter to Stalin "yesterday night"
- the night of March 6-7 - when KamenevV's letter to Zinoviev is dated March
7, 4 p.m.? Volodicheva says that she did not give the letter to Stalin until
March 7. How could Kamenev already have Stalin's reply? Volodicheva does
not say that she gave it to Kamenev befare giving it to Stalin. Again,
according to VVolodicheva, she gave the letter to Zinoviev "afterwards", "when
he got back from Petrograd.” (CW 42, 494; XLV 486) How could Kamenev
have written to Zinoviev that "you probably already have" Stalin's reply,
when Zinoviev is said to have gotten the letter "afterwards, " i.e. after
Kamenev got it?

For all these reasons Sakharov suggests that this letter by Kamenev to
Zinoviev, although dated March 7, 1923, was not really written at this time. A
much later date - say, around the time of the XIII Party Congress in May,
1924, or the XIV Party Congress in December, 1925 - might account for
Kamenev’s saying that Lenin "wrote" and "gave" the letter, when Kamenev's,
and most other people's, memory of precisely when Lenin had lost the ability
to write, then to dictate and finally to speak, had faded and the precise timing
of all these events was no longer clear in the memories of those persons
involved.

We have already noted that the letter Kamenev describes here does not sound
like Lenin’s "ultimatum” letter. Nor do we know why Kamenev was,
evidently, privy to Stalin’s reply - unless perhaps it reflects the "New
Opposition™ (also called the "Platform of the Four") of Zinoviev, Kamenev,
Krupskaya, and Sokol’nikov against Stalin in 1925.

Lenin’s Request to Stalin for Poison, March 17, 1923

On March 10, 1923, the Doctors Journal notes a sharp decline in Lenin’s
health. His speech could not be understood. When the nurse, Ekaterina
Ivanovna Fomina, carne in, Lenin said to her smertel'niy tok, "deadly
currentAt first the doctors thought this meant that Lenin believed his spasm to
be fatal. At one point he managed to say nado dat' - "you must give ..." The

43 Kentavr, Oct-Dec. 1991, 109-110.
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doctors thought he meant valerian [a sedative], and Lenin said Da, da.*

On March 17, after trying and failing to say something intelligible, somehow
- Volkogonov says that it is not clear how those around Lenin figured this out
- Lenin asked for potassium cyanide. Our information about this fact comes
from two of Stalin’s letters. The first was apparently written on March 17:

3uH., KameHeBy.

Tonpko uTo BhI3Basa MeHsA Hagexoka KoHCTaHTHMHOBHA u
cooblIMIa B CEKPETHOM Mopsifke, 4To Wabuu B "ykacHOM"
COCTOSIHUHM, C HUM NPHUINAJKU, «HE XOUYET, He MOXET JI0Jibllle
)KUThb W TpebyeT IMAHUCTOTO KaJus, 0053aTeJbHO.»
Coob6musia, 4To mMpo6oBasia AAaTh KaJHUW, HO "He XBaTUJIO
BBIEPKKHU”, BBUAY yero TpebyeT "noaaep:xku CtaanHa".

CtanuH*

To Zin, Kamenev:

Nadezhda Konstantinovna just called me and told me in confidence
that Ilyich was in a "terrible" State, he had seizures, "he doesn’t want
to and cannot live longer and definitely needs potassium cyanide." She
said that she tried to give potassium, but "did not have enough strength
[vyderzhki, lit. "endurance”], " which is why she requires "Stalin’s
support

Stalin

Zinoviev and Kamenev wrote their reactions on the letter and apparently
returned it to Stalin: "This cannot be in any way. Ferster gives hope - how can
you? Anything but that! Impossible, impossible, impossible!”

The second is provisionally dated March 21)*

Ctporo cekpeTHO.

UYnenawm Ilos. Bropo B cy660Ty 17 MapTa T. YabsHoBa (H.K.)
coob1uia MHE B NOPsIIKE apXUKOHCIHPATUBHOM ,lIPOCHOY
Ba. Unbuya CtanuHy" o ToM, 4T06b! 51, CTayvH, B35 Ha cebs
00653aHHOCTb JOCTaTb u INepejaTb Biu. Hiabudy mnopuuto
LJMaHUCTOro Kaaus. B 6ecesie co MHoU HK. roBopuna, Mmexay
npouuyM, yrto ,Bia. Wapuu nepexuBaeT HeWMOBepHbIe
CcTpaZaHus", 4TO ,Jajblle XXUTh TaK HEMBICJUMO", U YIIOPHO
HacTauBaJa ,He 0TKa3biBaThb UibHuy B ero npocnbe”. BBugy
oco6oi HactonuuBoct H.K. u BBuAY Toro, uro B. Wiabuu

4 Kentavr, Oct-Dec. 1991, 113.
5 Volkogonov, Lenin t 2, 346-7.
46 The handwritten copy is not dated. The accompanying typewritten copy is dated March 21, 1923.

See https://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/stalinleninpoison23.pdf
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Tpeb6oBasn Moero corjacus (B.M. ABakabl BbI3bIBaJ K cebe
H.K. Bo BpeMsi 6Gecenbl co MHOM u c BOJIHEHUEM TpeboBaJ
"corsiacusi CtanunHa"), 1 He cYeJ BO3MOXHBIM OTBETUTh
0TKa30M, 3asaBUB: ,[Ipoiy B. Msibr4a yCIOKOUTHCA U BEPUTE,
YTO, KOTZA HYXHO OyJeT, s1 6e3 KoseGaHUW HCIOJIHIO ero
Tpe6oBaHue". B. UbuY 1eHCTBUTEJIBHO YCIIOKOUJICS.

JlomkeH, oJHAKO, 3asiBUTb, YTO y MeHS He XBaTUT CHJI
BBINOJIHUTH NPOChOY B. WibKua, 1 BIHYK/AEH 0TKA3aThCd OT
3TOM MHUCCHH, KaK Obl OHA HU Obl1a F'yMaHHA U HEOOXOAMMA,
0 YeM U JOBOXY 0 cBeAeHuUs yieHoB 1. Bropo LIK.

N.Ctanun+

Top secret
To the members of the Politburo.

On Saturday, March 17, Comrade Ulyanova (N.K.) informed me very
secretly of Lenin's request to Stalin "that I, Stalin, take upon myself
the responsibility to get and transfer to Vladimir Ilyich a dose of
potassium cyanide. In an interview with me, N.K. said, among other
things, that "VI. llyich was experiencing incredible suffering, "that it
was unthinkable to continue living like that, " and stubbornly insisted
"not to deny Ilyich his request." Due to N.K.’s special persistence and
because Ilyich demanded my consent (V.. twice called N.K. to
himself during the conversation with me and with feeling demanded
"Stalin’s consent"), | did not consider it possible to refuse and said: "I
ask V. llyich to calm down and to believe that when it is necessary, |
will fulfill his demand without hesitation.” V. llyich really did become
calmer.

I must, however, State that | lack the strength to fulfill V. llyich's
request, and | am forced to abandon this mission, no matter how
humane and necessary it is, and | bring it to the attention of members
of the P. Bureau of the C.C.

J. Stalin

Members of the Politburo read this letter of Stalin’s. Tomsky wrote on it: "I
read [it]. I believe that Stalin’s "indecision” is correct. We need to discuss this
strictly among the members of the Politburo. Without secretaries (tech.).”
Zinoviev, Molotov, Bukharin, Trotsky and Kamenev wrote - "Read [it]”’

Concerning this incident, Sakharov remarks:

If Lenin had given Stalin an ultimatum and demanded an apology from

47 Volkogonov, Lenin 12, 346-7 (Russian edition).
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him to Krupskaya and had not received satisfaction (and he had not
received it), then he would have no reason to turn to him with such a
request. The same can be said about Krupskaya, who forwarded
Lenin’s request to him. It is necessary to explain the behavior of Stalin
too. He acted as if there was no ultimatum letter, as if he did not know
about it. (404)

Lenin never did see Stalin’s reply of March 7, 1923, in which he “took back”
his remarks to Krupskaya. This is recorded as a footnote to Stalin’s reply:

[lucbMmo B. U. JlenuHa u oTBeT U. B. CTasiMHa XpaHWJIUCh B
oduIMabHOM KOHBepTe YIpaByieHUs JejamMyu COBHApKOMa,
Ha KOTOpPOM 6bLJ10 moMedeHo: «Ilucbmo B. U. ot 5/1I1—23 r.
(2 3k3.) u orBer T. Ct[aninHaA], He mpoyuTaHHbIA B. U.
JleH[uHbIiM]. EnvHCcTBeHHbIe 3K3eMIUIApbI». OTBeT H. B.
CTanuHbBIM 6bLJI HamMMcaH 7 MapTa TOTYaC MOCJe BpPy4eHHsI
emy M. A. BosioguueBoii nucbMa B. U. JleHuHa. Pen.48

The letter of V.1. Lenin and the answer of 1.V. Stalin were stored in an
official envelope of the Office of the Sovnarkom’s Affairs, on which
was written: "Letter of V.. of 5/111-23 (2 copies) and answer by
com. St[alin], not read by V. I. Len[in]. The only copies."

The answer by 1.V. Stalin was written on March 7 immediately after
the delivery to him by M.A. Volodicheva of the letter of V.I. Lenin.
Ed.

"The only copies"? What about the copy that Maria Ulyanova says was given
to her in a sealed envelope? None of this kind of commentary can be trusted.

V.1. asked Volodicheva to send it to Stalin without telling N.K. about
it and to give me a copy in a sealed envelope.*®

Sakharov draws the obvious conclusion:

Consequently, neither Lenin’s ultimatum letter nor Stalin’s non-
response letter put an end to their relationship. Indeed, the last act of
their relationship was Lenin’s appeal to Stalin for poison on March 17,
1923 — an act that speaks not of a threat of breaking off their
relationship from a personally offended person, but of a friend's call
for help, a request to make a terrible moral sacrifice - to help his friend
die. This fact is indirect evidence against the desire of Lenin to break
off relations with Stalin because of the reassessment of his qualities as
a person and a politician. (404)

Conclusion

8 Jzv TsK 12, 1989, 193, footnote.
49 This document is discussed in a separate chapter.
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On the evidence, the "Ultimatum Letter" must be a forgery. Krupskaya lied
about the argument between herself and Stalin. Lenin’s criticism of Stalin for
scolding not just Krupskaya but Lenin’s family - as stated by Ulyanova - took
place about a month earlier than March 5, 1923. Stalin’s March 7 reply
reveais that he did not understand why he was being asked to apologize yet
again. Stalin’s reply was not given to Lenin because doing so would have
exposed the phony "Ultimatum Letter." Lenin’s asking Stalin for poison less
than two weeks later argues against any intention of Lenin’s to cut off ties
with Stalin.

The reason for the existence of two very different copies of Stalin’s letter to
Lenin remain a mystery.
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Chapter 7. Trotsky on the Testament

Trotsky’s booklet On the Suppressed Testament of Lenin is dated December,
1932. Trotsky also discussed the "testament” in his autobiography My Life
and in The Stalin School of Falsification. These works were published after
On the Suppressed Testament of Lenin, so we will use the earlier work here.
Trotsky’s essay, published within this booklet, is titled "On Lenin's
Testament." References are to the online English language edition.!

This work is full of false statements. We will note them in the course of
commenting on Trotsky’s use of Lenin’s last works.

The first official reading of the testament in the Kremlin occurred, not
at a session of the Central Committee ... but in the Council of Elders at
the Thirteenth Congress of the party on May 22, 1924. It was not
Stalin who read the testament, but Kamenev in his then position as
permanent president of the central party bodies.

According to Trotsky, Karl Radek told Emil Ludwig that Stalin had read the
"Letter to the Congress" at this Central Committee meeting. Trotsky heatedly
denied this.

Trotsky also claimed:

At that time the party apparatus was semi-officially in the hands of the
troika (Zinoviev, Kamenev, Stalin) -as a matter of fact, already in the
hands of Stalin. The troika decisively expressed themselves against
reading the testament at the Congress ...

... The troika introduced, through one of its henchmen, a resolution
previously agreed upon with the provincial leaders: the document
should be read to each delegation separately in executive session; no
one should dare to make notes; at the plenary session the testament
must not be referred to. With the gentle insistence characteristic of her,
Krupskaya argued that this was a direct violation of the will of Lenin,
to whom you could not deny the right to bring his last advice to the
attention of the party.

In Trotsky’s version, the “troika" (as he calls, at this point in time, Zinoviev,
Kamenev, and Stalin) "decisively expressed themselves against reading the
testament at the Congress.” But Krupskaya "insisted, ”” and then the text was
read aloud at the Council of Elders (sovet stareishiri) by Kamenev. So
Trotsky portrays Stalin (and others) as trying to avoid any reading of the L2C
before the C.C. or the Congress and ignoring Lenin’s wishes as expressed by
Krupskaya.

Assuming that Sakharov has quoted accurately from the archival documents
he cites, Trotsky’s version of events is false. After Krupskaya’s formal

1 On line at https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1932/12/lenin.htm


https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1932/12/lenin.htm
https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1932/12/lenin.htm
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presentation of the "Letter to the Congress’’ to the Central Committee, the
C.C. committee on the acceptance of the documents of Lenin issued this
decision: "To bring these documents to the attention of the next Plenum of the
C.C., with the proposal to bring them to the attention of the Party Congress."
(579)

The C.C. decision was signed by Zinoviev, A. Smirnov, Kalinin, Bukharin,
Stalin, and Kamenev. This means that Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Stalin were in
favor of bringing the "testament™ before the Congress without any reservation
that the documents be read by delegation.

Trotsky:

The mere fact that the troika was able to transgress the will of Lenin,
refusing to read his letter at the Congress, sufficiently characterizes the
composition of the Congress and its atmosphere.

This too is false. At the XIII Party Congress the L2C was read by delegation.
At least one delegation (the Kirghiz) asked that it be read to them a second
time. Kumanev and Kulikova claim that "stormy discussions of the
documents in the 'testament’ in some delegations (for example, the Ukrainian)
were not heard by the whole Congress.”? But in an article published
subsequent to his book Sakharov publishes some texts from archival materials
that contradict this.

According to Stalin, after the reading of the "testament” "in all
delegations of the Congress without exception”, "the presidium of the
Congress asked the Plenum of the Congress if the "testament” had
been made known to all members of the Congress and whether anyone
at all requests discussion of it, at which the answer of the Plenum of
the Congress was: "the testament has been made known to all and
there is no need to discuss it at the Congress." No protests on this
account “concerning possible irregularities were stated at the

Congress."
Kamenev confirms this:

When the delegations read through this letter, I, as chairperson at the
Congress at that moment, asked the Congress whether the congress
wishes, in addition to a reading in the delegations, to read the
"testament” in the open session of the Congress. And the Congress
said that it was satisfied with the reading in the delegations and does
not require a reading at the Congress." (Sakharov, Opaseniia 5-6)

In his book Sakharov wrote that there were no documents from this Congress
about the discussion of the "testament” and no copy of the exact wording of
the resolution taken. But in a later article Sakharov publishes the resolutions
of two delegations concerning the "testament.” Both State that Lenin’s fears
concerning Stalin had not been confirmed in practice.® According to Stalin, all

2 Viktor Kumaneyv, Irina S. Kulikova, Protivostoianie. Krupskaia-Stalin. (M: Nauka, 1994), 60.
8 Sakharov, Opaseniia 6-8. The delegations were (1) the Volga Region (Povolzh’e) and the Central
industrial region (Kazakhstan); and (2) the united session of the Ural, Siberian, Far Eastern, Bashkir,
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the delegations of the Congress voted that "the testament was known to all
and that there was no need to discuss it.”’# Citing an archival document,
Sakharov claims that Stalin declared that all present, including Trotsky, voted
not to publish the testament (584-5)
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Trotsky wrote:

As long as there remained a glimmer of hope for Lenin’s recovery,
Krupskaya left the document under lock and key. After Lenin’s death,
not long before the Thirteenth Congress, she handed the testament to
the Secretariat of the Central Committee, in order that through the
party Congress it should be brought to the attention of the party for
whom it was destined.

... It was here [at the Council of Elders session in May, 1924] that the
oppositional members of the Central Committee first learned about the
testament, | among them.

Here Trotsky is deliberately lying. In a previous chapter we showed that the
"Characteristics" had been revealed to the Politburo not in May, 1924, but a
year earlier, in late May or early June, 1923. The "Addition" was known to
Bukharin and others in July, 1923. We should recall that in his letter of
August 7, 1923, Stalin told Zinoviev that the "letter of Ilich's about the
secretary ... is unknown to me.” "The Question of Nationalities or on
‘Autonomization’ plus the letters to Trotsky of March 5, 1923, and to
Mdivani and Makharadze of March 6, 1923, were given by Trotsky to the
Central Committee in April, 1923. But Trotsky’s readers in 1932 would have
had no way to know any of this.

Trotsky:

Upon his first acquaintance with the document, in the Secretariat, in the
circle of his closest associates, Stalin let fly a phrase which gave quite
unconcealed expression to his real feelings toward the author of the
testament ... Unfortunately, this winged phrase cannot be quoted in print.

How would Trotsky know what Stalin had said "in the circle of Stalin's
closest associates'? No source is cited, so Trotsky is lying again.

Trotsky also lies about the "ultimatum™ letter:

If Stalin actually was following Lenin up to his death, how then
explain the fact that the last document dictated by Lenin, on the eve of
his second stroke, was a curt letter to Stalin, a few lines in all,
breaking off all personal and comradely relations?

This can only be a deliberate lie. The last lines of the “ultimatum” letter read:

I ask you, therefore, to think it over whether you are prepared to
withdraw what you have said and to make your apologies, or whether

and Viatka delegations.

4 Stalin, "To all members and candidate members of the Politburo and the Presidiium of the C.C.C.”
Stalin. Sochineniia v 16 tomakh. T. 16. Letter of June 17, 1925. In English translation in Stalin's
Letters to Molotov. (Yale University Press, 1995) 78.
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you prefer that relations between us should be broken off. (CW 45,
608)

We have shown in a previous chapter that there is strong evidence that this
"ultimatum” letter is a fabrication. Even if it were genuine, Lenin had not
broken off relations with Stalin in this letter. But Trotsky’s readers would
have had no way to know that Trotsky was lying. This means, especially,
Trotsky’s own followers, the only persons who believed whatever Trotsky
wrote.
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Trotsky goes on to claim that

Nobody considered Stalin a theoretician, and he himself up to 1924
never made any pretense to this vocation. On the contrary, his weak
theoretical grounding was too well known in a small circle.

In fact, Stalin had attracted Lenin's attention precisely because of his
theoretical writing. Kotkin writes:

Lenin considered himself one of the party’s top experts on national
affairs. But Jughashvili surprised him with his own work on the
nationalities, prompting Lenin to write to Gorky, "We have a
marvelous Georgian who has sat down to write a big article for
Enlightenment, for which he has collected all the Austrian and other
materials.” ... the work was significant for confronting a crucial aspect
of revolution in the polyglot Russian empire and largely repudiating
the views of the Austro-Marxists and their Georgian Menshevik
emulators. (Kotkin 103)

Trotsky knew this, of course. But probably few people outside the Bolshevik
Party leadership did or could know it.

Trotsky: “Stalin is not acquainted with the West; he does not know any
foreign language.” But so what? Trotsky had lived long years abroad, with
plenty of opportunity to study European languages. Meanwhile, Stalin had
worked within Russia, mainly in clandestine work within Georgia. His native

language was Georgian, which Trotsky did not know.®
194

Stalin’s life before the 1917 Revolution was spent mainly as an organizer.
Trotsky States plainly that he respected Sverdlov for this very quality:

Sverdlov was "before all and above all an organizer.”

It is likely that few people outside the Bolshevik Party itself knew about
Stalin’s long career as an underground organizer of class struggle for the
Party. Stephen Kotkin calls Stalin an organizer (Stalin vol. 1, 227)

We has already seen that Trotsky lost no opportunity to insult Stalin, even if
he had to lie outright to do it. Here is another example:

... during the life of Sverdlov, Stalin played no leading role in the party

5 Stalin did study foreign languages: Latin, in school, German when he was abroad, and Esperanto. He
was also well read in Marxism and European classical literatura in Russian translation. B.S. llizarov.
“Stalin. Shtriki k portretu na fone go biblioteki i arkhiva.” Novaia i Noveishaia Istoriia 3, 4 (2000),
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machinery - either at the time of the October Revolution or in the
period of laying the foundations and walls of the Soviet State.

In fact, just the opposite is the case. Sverdlov died on March 16, 1919. Before
this:

* In 1907 Stalin was a delegate to the V Party Congress in London.

* After 1910 he was plenipotentiary ("agent”) of the Central Committee for
the Caucasus.

* In 1912, on Lenin’s proposal, Stalin was co-opted onto the C.C. and the
Russian bureau of the C.C.

* From autumn, 1912, until spring, 1913, Stalin was one of the main
collaborators in Pravda, the First mass-circulation Bolshevik newspaper.

* Between his return to Petrograd in February, 1917, and Lenin’s arrival in
April, Stalin was one of the leaders of the C.C. and of the Petrograd
Committee of the Bolshevik Party, and member of the editorial collective of
Pravda.

* In June, 1917, Stalin was elected as Bolshevik delegate to the First All-
Russian Congress of Soviets of Workers and Soldiers Deputies, and also
elected to the All-Russian Central Executive Committee and member of the
Bureau of this same body.

* On August 5, 1917, he was elected member of the "narrow staff” of the
Central Committee. This body later evolved into the Politburo. Trotsky was
not a member.®

* On October 10, 1917, Stalin was elected member of the Political Bureau
(Politburo), created "for political leadership in the Corning period.”

* On October 16, 1917, he was elected member of the Military-
Revolutionary Center, which joined the Petrograd Military- Revolutionary
Committee.

* On November 29, 1917, Stalin became a member of the Bureau of the C.C.
of the Party, together with Lenin, Trotsky, and Sverdlov.

Trotsky must have thought that he could risk such a blatant lie because in
1932, when this pamphlet was published, few people except the elite stratum
of "Old Bolsheviks” would have known about Stalin’s Party career during
these years.

Trotsky continues:

Stalin was also not included in the first Secretariat which replaced
Sverdlov.

This is true - but so what? Trotsky wasn't in it either. The members of the first
Secretariat after Sverdlov's death were Elena Stasova and Nikolai Krestinsky,

¢ Both Stalin and Trotsky were elected to every Politouro from October 10 (23), 1917, until Trotsky
was dismissed from the Politburo on October 23, 1926.
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on March 25, 1919. Evgenii Preobrazhensky was added on April 5, 1920. On
March 16, 1921, upon Sverdlov’s death, a new secretariat was elected, whose
members were Viacheslav Molotov, Vasilii Mikhailov, and Yemelyan
Yaroslavsky. On April 3, 1922, the new C.C. elected Molotov, Valerian
Kuibyshev, and Stalin to the Secretariat, with Stalin as General Secretary.
Lenin had proposed Stalin and strongly supported his candidacy.

In 1932, aside from experts on Soviet affairs almost no one would know any
of this. Trotsky, of course, did know it Trotsky’s evident intention was to
falsely suggest that Stalin was in relative obscurity, not in the Party leadership
at this time.

Trotsky Lies About Stalin’s Being Chosen as General Secretary

When at the Tenth Congress, two years after the death of Sverdlov,
Zinoviev and others, not without a hidden thought of the struggle
against me, supported the candidacy of Stalin for General Secretary -
that is, placed him de jure in the position which Sverdlov had occupied
de facto - Lenin spoke in a small circle against this plan, expressing his
fear that "this cook will prepare only peppery dishes.” That phrase
alone, taken in connection with the character of Sverdlov, shows us the
differences between the two types of organizers: the one tireless in
smoothing over conflicts, easing the work of the Collegium, and the
other a specialist in peppery dishes - not even afraid to spice them with
actual poison. If Lenin did not in March 1921 carry his opposition to
the limit - that is, did not appeal openly to the Congress against the
candidacy of Stalin - it was because the post of Secretary, even though
"General, " had in the conditions then prevailing, with the power and
influence concentrated in the Political Bureau, a strictly subordinate
significance. Perhaps also Lenin, like many others, did not adequately
realize the danger in time.

This is completely false. Trotsky was present at the X Party Congress, where
Lenin proposed Stalin for the new post of General Secretary and fought hara
to get him selected. | have documented this extensively in the Introduction to
my book Trotsky's ‘Amalgams’ and in Chapter 1 of my book Trotsky's Lies.
In the same chapters | discuss in detail how Trotsky lied frequently, over
many years, about the "cook ... peppery dishes” story. Trotsky is deliberately
lying here too.

Trotsky Lies About the Publication of “How To Reorganize
the WPI”

On January 23, through Krupskaya, Lenin sent for publication in
Pravda an article on the subject of his proposed reorganization of the
central institutions. Fearing at once a traitorous blow from his disease
and a no less traitorous response from the Secretariat, Lenin demanded
that his article be printed in Pravda immediately; this implied a direct
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appeal to the party. Stalin refused Krupskaya this request on the
ground of the necessity of discussing the question in the Political
Bureau. Formally this meant merely a day’s postponement. But the
very procedure of referring it to the Political Bureau boded no good.
At Lenin's direction Krupskaya turned to me for cooperation. |
demanded an immediate meeting of the Political Bureau. Lenin's fears
were completely confirmed: all the members and alternates present at
the meeting, Stalin, Molotov, Kuibyshev, Rykov, Kalinin and
Bukharin, were not only against the reform proposed by Lenin, but
also against printing his article. To console the sick man, whom any
sharp emotional excitement threatened with disaster, Kuibyshev, the
future head of the Central Control Commission, proposed that they
print a special issue of Pravda containing Lenin’s article, but
consisting of only one copy.

This is a lie. According to the Secretarles Journal Lenin put the finishing

touches on the article on January 23, 1922, in a 45- minute dictation.
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January 23, (entry by M. A. Volodicheva).

Vladimir Ilyich sent for me between 12 and 1 o'clock. Once more
glanced through the article mentioned above and made slight changes.
Asked me to insert them in his copy and ours and give one to Maria
llyinichna for Pravda. Article corrected and handed to Maria
Ilyinichna before 3 o’clock. (CW 42, 484; XLV 476)

The article was in fact printed on January 25, less than two days after Lenin
submitted it

At the Unified Plenum of the C.C. and the Central Control Commission on
October 26, 1923, Stalin explained the situation this way:

2) Why did the PB members hesitate to print Lenin's article on the
WP1? ... The thing was this: in the article in 3 places there was a
mention of the danger of a split. They were afraid that the party would
be disoriented. And there was no shadow of disagreement in the PB.
We found a way out: to send to the provincial committees at the same
time as the article a notice from all members of the PB that there was
no shadow of schism. (lzv TsK 10, 1990, 185)

In a question-and-answer at the Party conference of the Khamovniki raion” on
March 4, 1924, Stalin said:

Your first question:

"Did the Politburo really not want to print an article by Ilyich and want
to print a special issue of Pravda for llyich?"

199
My answer: The Politburo unanimously decided to immediately
publish Comrade Lenin's article on the WPI. Three was no talk, and
moreover, no suggestions on printing a special issue of Pravda for
llyich at the Politburo meeting. it is possible that in a private

" Part of the city of Moscow.
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conversation before the Politburo meeting such conversations took
place, but | have no reason to say anything definite about this.

Your second question:

"If that was the case, then the commission asks to indicate in detail
why this question arose and whether it was at a meeting of the
Politburo or in private conversation?”

My answer:

Since there was not and could not have been a proposal for a special
issue of Pravda for Ilyich at the Politburo, that disposes of the second
question. The question of the publication of an article by ilyich arose at
all at a meeting of the Politburo in connection with the alarm that was
raised among the members of the Central Committee by the phrase in
Ilyich’s article about a split in the Central Committee. The members of
the Politburo rightly believed that Ilyich’s phrase about a split in the
Central Committee might raise concern in the party for the integrity of
the Central Committee, which is why it was necessary to send a
special circular to local organizations along with the publication of
Ilyich’s article (Izv TsK 11, 1989, 190, 192)

In order to allay fears of a split that might arise from reading Lenin’s article
the Politburo sent a letter to all provincial and oblast’ Party committees to
explain that three was no threat of any split It was drafted by Trotsky and
signed by all the Politburo members. (Izv TsK 11, 1989, 179-180) But
Trotsky’s readers of 1932 would have had no way of knowing any of this.

Valerian Kuibyshev, who was not a Politburo member, had fleetingly made
such a proposal. He explained this to the Khamovniki Party conference on
February 23, 1924. Here are the relevant parts of his remarks

I answer the questions posed by your letter of 11/11-24 on the article
by Ilyich about the WP1.:

1) The Politburo at a meeting where the issue of Comrade Lenin’s
article was discussed decided to put Comrade Lenin’s article in the
next issue. The article was published the next day. Thus, the question
of "whether the Politburo really did not want to print an article by
llyich" cannot be answered otherwise than categorically in the
negative.

After giving some more details Kuibyshev admitted that he had indeed made
such a suggestion:

... In this nervous atmosphere, created due to fears for Ilyich’s health, I
repeat, I didn’t really get acquainted with the article as a whole, | had a
thought: "If Ilyich is sick and the disease is reflected in the article, and
if Ilyich needs to show this article printed, then why not compose
special number of Pravda?" | expressed this idea. But these were
volatile thoughts aloud. | immediately abandoned this thought. 1 did
not repeat it anymore, | did not insist on discussion. (Izv TsK 11,
1989, 188-9)
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According to the Secretaries Journal the finished article was handed to Mania
Ulyanova, not "through Krupskaya, ” as Trotsky claimed.

In the plan for the article point 13 gives responsibility for training new
members of the WP1 to the Secretariat, Stalin’s office, as does the completed
article.® There is no evidence that Lenin "demanded” that the article be
published immediately or that he "feared” a negative reaction from Stalin.
Nor did the article reflect poorly on Stalin’s work as commissar of the WPI,
since he had left that post nine months earlier, either on April 22 or May 6,
1922.° Here Trotsky is lying once more.

The documentary evidence shows that no one in the Politburo opposed the
publication of Lenin’s article or the changes proposed in it. Trotsky himself
drafted, and also signed, the unanimous Politburo letter to reassure the Party
that there was no danger of a split.

The word “‘split’” is mentioned four times in the article. The passage that
concerned the Politburo is this one:

I also think that in addition to the political advantages accruing from
the fact that the members of the Central Committee and the Central
Control Commission will, as a consequence of this reform, be much
better informed and better prepared for the meetings of the Political
Bureau ... there will also be the advantage that the influence of
purely personal and incidental factors in our Central
Committee will diminish, and this will reduce the danger of
a split. (XLV, 387; CW 33, 485)

No “Polemic” of Lenin with Stalin

Trotsky wrote:

In the autumn of 1922, we were preparing the transformation of the
Soviet State into a federated union of national republics ... Stalin, on
the other hand, who in his position as People’s Commissar for
Nationalities directed the preparatory work, was conducting in this
sphere a policy of bureaucratic centralism. Lenin, convalescing in a
village near Moscow, carried on a polemic with Stalin in letters
addressed to the Political Bureau.

This too is a lie. Trotsky does not say which article of Lenin's he means, but it
was probably "On the Establishment of the U.S.S.R." addressed to Kamenev
for the Politburo.'® Lenin says that Stalin "tends to be too hasty, " but notes
that Stalin has withdrawn his proposal that all the Soviet lands should enter
the RSFSR as autonomous republics and instead join with the RSFSR as

8 CW 42, pp. 434, 439; 482.
® The Russian Wikipedia page on Stalin gives the former date, that on the WPI gives the later date.

10 CW 42, pp. 421-3.
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equal, union republics. That is in fact what happened.

The article is phrased in comradely terms. It was not "polemical." Even
Trotsky admits that "In his first remarks on Stalin's project for the federated
union, Lenin was extremely gentle and restrained.” Where then is the
"polemic"?

Trotsky continues:

Stalin’s verbal concessions did not quiet Lenin in the least, but on the
contrary sharpened his suspicions. "Stalin will make a rotten
compromise, " Lenin warned me through his secretary, "in order then
to deceive.” And that was just Stalin's course.

Trotsky first made this claim in a letter to the members of the C.C. and the
C.C.C. on October 23, 1923.1* But there is no independent evidence that
either Lenin’s secretary or Lenin himself ever said this.

This letter by Trotsky was intended to counter a letter by the other Politburo

members, which read, in part:
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Com. Trotsky in his "letter-platform" speaks more diplomatically. He
outwardly polemicizes only against the current majority of the
Politburo, while his closest associates are well aware that the same
charges that are now being brought against us were brought by com.
Trotsky against the majority of the Politburo, headed by com. Lenin, a
year ago and earlier. These urgent questions were discussed several
times in the Politburo during the period when com. Lenin was
working. And none other than com. Lenin, by the end of 1921,
introduced to the Politburo a decision on the appointment of com.
Trotsky to the Ukraine as plenipotentiary of the People’s
Commissariat of Food, a decision that was subsequently quashed, but
which was caused precisely by the intolerable situation that was
created by the constant declarations of com. Trotsky against the
majority of the Central Committee. (Izv TsK 7, 1990, 187)

Trotsky goes on to refer to "The Question of Nationalities ..." which we have
discussed in a previous chapter. It is clearly not by Lenin.

Did Stalin Try To Isolate Lenin For His Own Purposes?

Trotsky claims:

Stalin tried to isolate the dangerous supervisor from all information
which might give him a weapon against the Secretariat and its allies.
This policy of blockade naturally was directed against the people
closest to Lenin.

Trotsky is lying. He knew the real situation. We have already pointed out that

1 Jzv TsK KPSS 10, 1990, p. 172.
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on December 24, 1922, Stalin was assigned by the Politburo to "isolate”
Lenin from political news that might upset him. Trotsky was a Politburo
member at that time:

Assign to com. Stalin personal responsibility for isolating Vladimir
Ilyich, both in relation to personal relations with employees and
correspondence, (Izv TsK 12, 1989, 191)

On December 24, 1922, doctors Ferster, Kramer, and Kozhevnikov, in
consultation with Politburo members Stalin, Kamenev, and Bukharin, issued
the following directive:

"1. Vladimir llyich is given the right to dictate daily for 5-10 minutes,
but this should not be in the nature of correspondence, and Vladimir
llyich should not wait for an answer to these notes. Meetings are
forbidden.

2. Neither friends nor family should inform Vladimir llyich concerning
anything political, so as not to give material for thought and
excitement."

Time for dictation to a stenographer was set at five to ten minutes, first
once, then twice a day for 10 minutes each. (Izv TsK 6, 1991, 193;
XLV, 710)

Did Lenin Try to Create a “Bombshell Against Stalin”?

Trotsky:

We should remember that at that moment there already lay on Lenin's
writing table, besides the testament insisting upon the removal of
Stalin, also the documents on the national question which Lenin’s
secretaries Fotieva and Glyasser, sensitively reflecting the mood of
their chief, were describing as "a bombshell against Stalin."

Neither Lenin nor any of his secretaries record this phrase- literally, “a bomb
against Stalin.” Only Trotsky claims that he heard it. If he did, why did he
wait until 1927, in his "Letter to the Bureau of Party History (l1II), ” to make
this claim? It would have carried more weight earlier.

On the national question Vladimir Ilyich was preparing for the Twelfth
Party Congress a decisive attack upon Stalin. Of this his secretaries
told me in his name and at his direction. The phrase of Lenin that they
repeated oftenest of all was: "Vladimir Ilyich is preparing a bomb
against Stalin."

If there was a plan to create a “bombshell against Stalin" it would have been
by the Gorbunov-Fotieva-Glyasser "commission." But this commission was
unable to find any evidence against Stalin. On the contrary, they uncovered
the fact that it was Stalin who suggested the harshest penalty against
Ordzhonikidze. We have also studied the evidence that the Letter to Mdivani
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and Makharadze, like "The Question of Nationalities ..." is not by Lenin.

Was “Better Fewer, But Better” Directed Against Stalin?

Trotsky writes:

On March 4, 1923, Pravda published an article famous in the history of
the party, Better Less but Better. This work was written at several
different times. Lenin did not like to, and could not dictate. He had a
hard time writing the article. On March 2 he finally listened to it with
satisfaction: "At last it seems all right." This article included the
reform of the guiding party institutions on a broad political
perspective, both national and international. Upon this side of the
question, however, we cannot pause here. Highly important for our
theme, however, is the estimate which Lenin gave of the Workers' and
Peasants' Inspection. Here are Lenin’s words:

Let us speak frankly. The People’s Commissariat of the WPI2
does not enjoy at the present moment a shadow of authority.
Everybody knows that a worse organized institution than our
Commissariat of the WPI does not exist, and that in the present

circumstances you cannot expect a thing of that Commissariat.
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This extraordinarily biting allusion in print by the head of the
government to one of the most important State institutions was a
direct and unmitigated blow against Stalin as the organizer and
head of this Inspection.

Trotsky's statement is false. As we saw above, Stalin had left the post of
commissar for the WPI almost eleven months earlier.

Trotsky added:

In the article Better Less but Better Lenin openly pointed out that his
proposed reform of the inspection, at whose head Tsuryupa had not
long ago been placed, must inevitably meet the resistance of "all our
bureaucracy, both the Soviet and the party bureaucracy.” In
parenthesis Lenin adds significantly, "We have bureaucratism not only
in the Soviet institutions but also in the party." This was a perfectly
deliberate blow at Stalin as General Secretary.

Trotsky is lying again. However the problem of bureaucracy is defined, it is
the responsibility of all the Party leaders, especially the Politburo and
Orgburo, to deal with it. Stalin was one of those Party leaders - but so was
Trotsky.

12 The Workers and Peasants Inspection (WPI).
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Trotsky’s Lie About Radek

Towards the end of his essay Trotsky attempts to discredit Karl Radek.

Still, where did that fantastic tale come from about how I leapt from
my seat during the reading of the testament, or rather of the "six
words” which are not in the testament, with the question: “What does
it say there?" Of this I can only offer a hypothetical explanation. How
correct it may be, let the reader judge.

Radek belongs to the tribe of professional wits and storytellers. By this
I do not mean that he does not possess other qualities. Suffice it to say
that at the Seventh Congress of the party on March 8, 1918, Lenin,
who was in general very restrained in personal comments, considered
it possible to say:

I return to Comrade Radek, and here | want to remark that he has
accidentally succeeded in uttering a serious remark ...

And once again later on:

This time it did happen that we got a perfectly serious remark from
Radek ...

Once again, Trotsky is lying. Lenin did make these two remarks - but about
David B. Ryazanov, not Radek. These exact passages can be found in the
transcript of the VII Party Congress, * on March 8, 1918, and in Lenin’s
Collected Works.

We know that Trotsky was deliberately lying here, because he quotes the
exact words that Lenin spoke. Trotsky must have had the text in front of him
as he wrote.

Why would Trotsky do this? Anyone who bothered to check the transcript of
the Vil Party Congress - and this would not have been hard to do in any large
city in the USSR, or even abroad, in a research library with a good Russian
collection - could have discovered that Trotsky was not misremembering - he
was deliberately lying.

After finding many such deliberate lies in Trotsky’s writings and exposing
them, with evidence in Trotsky’s 'Amalgams' and Trotsky’s Lies, we asked the
same question: Why would Trotsky take the chance of being exposed as a
liar? Evidently, he believed that no one would bother to check.

And as it turned out, Trotsky was correct! It appears that for 80 years no one
checked those of Trotsky’s statement about Stalin that could have been
checked even at that time. The power of anticommunism, and especially anti-
Stalinism, is so great that negative statements about Stalin are readily
accepted as true without any attempt to verify them.

13 Sed'moi ekstrennyi s"ezd RKP/b/. Mart 1918 goda. Stenograficheskii otchet. Moscow, 1962, p. 109;
CW 27, 110. Online at http://www.marx2mao.com/Lenin/ESC18.html (page 110).
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Trotsky Sums Up

Thus it would be no exaggeration to say that the last half year of
Lenin's political life, between his convalescence and his second illness,
was filled with a sharpening struggle against Stalin. Let us recall once
more the principal dates. In September 1922 Lenin opened fire against
the national policy of Stalin. In the first part of December he attacked
Stalin on the question of the monopoly of foreign trade. On December
25 he wrote the first part of his testament. On December 30 he wrote
his letter on the national question (the "bombshell”). On January 4,
1923, he added a postscript to his testament on the necessity of
removing Stalin from his position as General Secretary. On January 23
he drew up against Stalin a heavy battery: the project of a Control
Commission. In an article on March 2 he dealt Stalin a double blow,
both as organizer of the Inspection and as General Secretary. On
March 5 he wrote me on the subject of his memorandum on the
national question: "If you would agree to undertake its defense, | could
be at rest." On that same day he for the first time openly joined forces
with the irreconcilable Georgian enemies of Stalin, informing them in
a special note that he was backing their cause "with all my heart" and
was preparing for them documents against Stalin, Ordzhonikidze and
Dzerzhinsky. "With all my heart” - this expression was not a frequent
one with Lenin.

This paragraph is the proverbial “tissue of falsehoods."

* Lenin did not "open fire” on Stalin’s national policy. By the time Lenin
wrote, on September 26, 1922, Stalin had modified his initial
"autonomization" plan to the plan of creating the USSR from four equal
republics. Lenin agreed with hm.

* What "attack™ against Stalin "on the question of the monopoly of foreign
trade” "in the First part of December [1922]" does Trotsky mean? On
December 13, 1922, Lenin dictated by telephone a letter to Stalin on this
question, but there is nothing in it hostile towards, or even in the least
critical of, Stalin.*

* The reference to January 23 is to "How To Re-organize the WPL" We
showed above that this is in no way an attack on Stalin, who had not headed
the WPI for more than eight months.

* March 2 refers to "Better Fewer But Better.” But this article contains no
criticism of Stalin.

The other writings to which Trotsky refers here are the "Characteristics"
(December 25); "The Question of Nationalities ..." (December 30); the
"Addition” (January 4), the letters to Trotsky and to Mdivani and Makharadze

14 CW 33, 455-459; PSS XLV 333-337.
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of March 5 and 6, 1923, and the “ultimatum" letter of March 5. We have
examined all of them in previous chapters. The evidence is strong that they
are forgeries, that Lenin never wrote them.

Why So Many Lies?

In Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’ and Trotsky’s Lies we demonstrated that Trotsky
lied a great deai. The reader will probably wonder: Why did Trotsky lie so
much? After all, he had the "testament” documents in his favor. Aside from
whoever fabricated them, no one at the time thought that they were fakes. It is
true that they did not have much effect on the Central Committee or the Party
Congresses. The C.C. members appear to have believed that these articles
reflected diminished capacity and/or misinformation on Lenin’s part due to
his illness. But they surely helped to solidify Trotsky's own followers around
him both within and outside the Soviet Union.

It quickly became clear that Trotsky's efforts to follow Lenin as Party leader
would not succeed. Already by the end of the XII Party Congress Trotsky’s
chances of gaining the leading position in the Bolshevik Party appeared to be
remote.

But the lies of Trotsky’s that we have exposed here, along with those we
discovered and examine in Trotsky's ‘Amalgams’ and Trotsky's Lies, were
very useful to Trotsky in building his clandestine, ultimately terrorist,
organization inside the Soviet Union and his network of supporters abroad.
Even now, more than eighty years after Trotsky’s death, they continue to
sustain the Trotskyist movement.

They have also proven useful to openly pro-capitalist anticommunist writers.
Trotsky did not hesitate to ally himself and his followers with even the most
rabid anticommunists, fascists and Nazis included. > Today Trotskyists
continue to repeat the lies of anticommunist "scholars” insofar as those lies
are directed against Stalin.

15 See my books on Trotsky, especially New Evidence of Trotsky's Conspiracy. Kettering, OH:
Erythros Press & Media, LLC, 2020 and Furr, Grover, with Vladimir L. Bobrov and Sven-Eric
Holmstrom, Trotsky and the Military Conspiracy. Soviet and Non-Soviet Evidence with the Complete
Transcript of the "Tukhachevsky Affair” Trial. Kettering, OH: Erythros Press and Media, LLC, 2021.
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Moshe Lewin's 1968 book Lenin's Last Struggle was made possible by the
Khrushchev-era attacks on Stalin. These attacks began in Khrushchev’s 1956
"Secret Speech." There followed several years during which attacks on Stalin
seemed to abate somewhat.

But during the XXII Party Congress in October, 1961, attacks on Stalin, now
voiced by other speakers, grew even more ferocious. From that point until his
ouster by the Central Committee in October 1964 Khrushchev sponsored a
flood of pseudo-historical articles and books attacking Stalin. These works
seldom cite primary source evidence to support their allegations of crimes by
Stalin. When they do, they distort those sources, usually by significant
omission. We know this today because many of these sources have become
public. But the striking omission and the falsifications by Khrushchev and his
followers continue to be ignored by both Soviet and Western anticommunist
scholars.

Khrushchev’s speech, and the subsequent flood of anti-Stalin fabrications
disguised as history, appeared to vindicate Leon Trotsky. Trotsky had
attacked Stalin since the early 1920s, and with increased vigor after his exile
in 1929. Indeed, some of the intimations of crimes leveled by Khrushchev and
his followers against Stalin, such as raising the suspicion that Stalin had been
responsible for the 1934 murder of Sergei M. Kirov, seem to have been
copied from Trotsky.

Even though Khrushchev did not “rehabilitate’” Trotsky, Soviet history
during and after Khrushchev ’s time seemed to tacitly confirm many of
Trotsky’s accusations against Stalin. In addition to providing large stores of
anti-Stalin accusations for overtly anticommunist writers, Khrushchev’s
attacks on Stalin breathed new life into the Trotsky movement around the
world. David North, a leading American Trotskyist, writes: "The discrediting
of Stalin was, to a great extent, a vindication of Trotsky."*

In 1968 Moshe Lewin? published Lenin’s Last Struggle (LLS). It is no
exaggeration to call LLS a crypto-Trotskyist work. It provides a narrative that
weaves Lenin’s last writings, and especially the documents of the "testament,
” into a story that closely follows Trotsky’s own dishonest and self-serving
narrative by depicting Trotsky as Lenin’s choice to be his successor.

Lewin accepted the version of Lenin’s "testament" as it is documented in the
Khrushchev-era volumes of the fifth Russian edition of Lenin’s works, the

! David North, In Defense of Leon Trotsky. Oak Park, IL: Mehring Books, 2010, p. 28.

2 Lewin was a mainstream anticommunist historian of the Soviet Union who had been in the Red
Army and had worked in a factory and a collective farm. A Zionist, he emigrated to Israel, and later to
France.
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Polnoe Sobranie Sochineniy, or PSS. Sakharov has shown that these volumes
were edited in a tendentious, anti-Stalin manner.

Lewin frames his narrative of Lenin’s last six months of activity before his
final, devastating stroke of March 10, 1923, around Trotsky’s account in the
1937 translation of Trotsky’s essay collection The Stalin School of
Falsification. We don’t know why Lewin chose to ignore Trotsky’s essay "On
Lenin’s Testament, " the work we have examined in a previous chapter.

Like Trotsky, Lewin narrates the story of Lenin’s last months
chronologically. He does not question the dates on the documents - a crucial
point. Lewin also accepts the remarks of the editors of the PSS volumes
without reservation.

Lewin goes beyond uncritical acceptance of Trotsky’s account of Lenin’s last
months. He provides narrative links to force the series of documents into a
story fine. At times Lewin invents meetings or documents in order to fill in
blank spots needed for his narrative.

At other points, Lewin simply has recourse to falsehoods that could have been
exposed in his day but were not.

All of Lewin’s inventions and falsehoods are tendentiously anti- Stalin, as
befits his obvious anti-Stalin bias. As a result, some are explicitly pro-
Trotsky.

Documents Not Mentioned by Lewin

A number of importan! documents available to researchers today were not
published at the time Lewin wrote.
* Stalin’s reply to the "ultimatum” letter of March 7, 1923;

* the "Journal of Doctors on Duty”’;?

* Maria Ulyanova’s statement of 1926;
* Lenin's request of March 17, 1923, to Stalin for poison;

* many other documents first published in the Gorbachev-era series Izvestiia
Tsentral'nogo Komiteta KPSS.

Nor could Lewin study the documents in Soviet archives to which Sakharov
had considerable, though far from complete, access.

Lewin’s main error is his uncritical acceptance of the Khrushchev- Trotsky
version of Lenin’s last writings - the "testament™ and related documents. In
this chapter we will indicate places where Lewin falsifies or invents in order
to make his anti-Stalin / pro- Trotsky narrative flow more smoothly.

3 in this book we refer to it as ‘Doctors Journal.’
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Lewin’s “Chronology of Events” (pages XiX - XXiv)

Under May 15 [1922] Lewin writes:

[Lenin’s] Letter to Stalin suggesting a decision of the Politburo to reconfirm
as inalterable the principle of State monopoly of foreign trade. Stalin
resists.

Lewin wishes to establish opposition by Stalin to Lenin’s ideas. But Lewin is
lying here. In reality, Stalin did not "resist" at all. Instead, he agreed with the
monopoly of foreign trade, although he believed that it would not be possible
to maintain it.

At this stage | am not opposed to the strict prohibition of measures
that would lead to the weakening of the monopoly of foreign trade. |
think however that such a weakening is becoming inevitable. (LLS 37,
XLV 548)*

Under October 11 [1922] Lewin States:

Lenin meets Trotsky. They discuss the monopoly problem and
common fight against bureaucracy.

This is a deliberate falsehood - in plain language, a lie. The passage in the
chronology in volume XLV of Lenin’s Russian works contains no reference
to any "common fight against bureaucracy.”

Lenin talks with L. D. Trotsky regarding the discussion at a meeting of
the plenum of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) on October 6 of
the question of the monopoly of foreign trade and the decision of the
plenum on this issue. (XLV 689)

Lewin’s statement is not only false - he has invented it. Lewin invents a
discussion about "bureaucracy, ” no doubt to "save" Trotsky’s account of an
(undated) meeting with Lenin to form a "bloc” against "bureaucracy" - that is,
against Stalin. But in the text of his book (38) Lewin does not repeat his claim
that the Lenin- Trotsky "common fight against bureaucracy” was discussed on
October 11.

What is going on here? Lewin is trying to make room for a meeting between
Trotsky and Lenin during which Lenin proposes a 'bloc" with Trotsky against
bureaucracy. Trotsky told this story many times. In "On Lenin’s Testament”
Trotsky intimated that such a meeting took place in October, 1922:

In October he [Lenin] returns to the Kremlin and officially takes up his
work ... At this time occurred the "conspiratorial" conversation

* The translation in Lenin’s Collected Works 4 edition is: "I have no objections to a ‘formal ban' on
measures to mitigate the foreign trade monopoly at the present stage. All the same, | think that
mitigation is becoming indispensable.” CW 42, 600, note 476.



Chapter 8. Moshe Lewin

between Lenin and me in regard to a combined struggle against Soviet
and party bureaucratism, and his proposal of a "bloc" against the
Organization Bureau - the fundamental stronghold of Stalin at that
time.

In The Stalin School ofFalsification, at section 65, Trotsky writes as follows:

Vladimir Ilyich reflected a moment and — here | quote him verbatim
— said: "That is, | propose a struggle with Soviet bureaucratism and
you are proposing to include the bureaucratism of the Organization
Bureau of the Party." [Stalin as General Secretary was at the head of
this Bureau. - L. T.]

"I laughed at the unexpectedness of this, because no such finished
formulation of the idea was in my mind.

"I answered: 'l suppose that's it.'
"Then Vladimir llyich said: "Very well, then, I propose a bloc.’
"I said: 'It is a pleasure to form a bloc with a good man.'

"At the end of our conversation, Vladimir Ilyich said that he would
propose the creation by the Central Committee of a commission to
fight bureaucratism in general, ' and through that we would be able to
reach the Organization Bureau of the Central Committee.

Here Trotsky concludes by saying that nothing carne of this purported bloc:

At that we parted. | then waited two weeks for the bell to summon me
but Ilyich's health became continuaily worse and he was soon confined
to bed. After that Vladimir Ilyich sent me his letters on the national
question through his secretaries. And so that work was never carried
through.

Contradicting the account in "On Lenin’s Testament” Trotsky here implies a
meeting with Lenin later than October, 1922, because Lenin remained active
long after the earlier date.

After his exile from the USSR, in his autobiography My Life, published in
1930, Trotsky explained that this event was Lenin’s way of selecting him,
Trotsky, as his successor.

He planned to create a commission attached to the Central Committee
for fighting bureaucracy. We were both to be members. This
commission was essentially to be the lever for breaking up the Stalin
faction as the backbone of the bureaucracy, and for creating such
conditions in the party as would allow me to become Lenin’s deputy,
and, as he intended, his successor to the post of chairman of the Soviet
of People’s Commissaries. (377)

By 1932 Trotsky has backed off from this claim and simply insists that this
meeting did occur:

The fact of this conversation as well as its content soon found their
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reflection in documents, and they constitute an episode of the
party history undeniable and not denied by anyone.

Trotsky is bluffing. This supposed "meeting"” was never a part of "the party
history.” By "undeniable and not denied by anyone, ” Trotsky appears to
mean something like this: "Now that Lenin is dead, and the conversation was
just between Lenin and me, no one can disprove it" Trotsky wanted people to
believe him, and Lewin does believe him.

At the beginning of December Lenin asked Trotsky to come and
see him again. In the course of the conversation he suggested that a
"bloc against bureaucracy" should be formed and that Trotsky should
join a special committee whose purpose would be to lead such a
struggle. Lenin also suggested that Trotsky should become one of his
deputies in the government. On this occasion, Trotsky expressed his
long-held conviction - it was probably the basis of his previous
criticisms of the Workers' and Peasants' Inspection which at the time
had so irritated Lenin - that the struggle against bureaucracy should
begin with the elimination of the evil from among those most likely to
foster it, namely the Party, and more particularly the Party leadership.
(LLS 67-8)

Here, Lewin’s documentation for these statements is Trotsky alone:

See Trotsky's account of this conversation in The Stalin School of
Falsification, pp. 73-74, and Deutscher, The Prophet Unarmed, pp. 66,
68-69. Once again Trotsky refused to become Lenin's deputy, but with
less conviction than before.

Moreover, Lewin’s claim that Lenin suggested a "bloc against bureaucracy"
with Trotsky in December 1922 contradicts his own and Trotsky’s previous
claim that Lenin made this suggestion in October 1922.

Dmitri Volkogonov, an anticommunist Soviet and Russian historian very
hostile towards Stalin who during the 1980s and 1990s had full access to all
"closed” archives, does not believe Trotsky’s claim.

The dubiousness of Trotsky’s version is revealed by what Lenin
actually wrote. Lenin had absolutely no need of any sort to form a
‘bloc’ with Trotsky against Stalin. His authority was indisputable.®

Lewin: November (first part):

Numerous complaints from Georgia to Moscow against
Ordzhonikidze.

Tsintsadze's letter reaches Lenin and arouses his suspicions against the
Stalin-Ordzhonikidze line in Georgia.

But Lewin does not document any of these claims. The chronology in PSS,
XLV that Lewin uses does not mention “numerous complaints from Georgia,
” or in fact any complaints. Lewin never mentions any letter by Tsintsadze.

5 Stalin. Triumph and Tragedy. (New York: Grove-Weidenfeld, 1991), 89.
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Lidia Fotieva does not mention such a letter in her memoir about Lenin,
which Lewin often cites.

And what is the "Stalin-Ordzhonikidze line? Lewin later mentions "...
‘nationalist deviation, ’ a charge that Stalin and Ordzhonikidze were
constantly leveling at the Georgians." (45) But Lewin does not document
Stalin’s doing this even one time, much less “constantly." This is the only
passage where the term "nationalist deviation” is mentioned in Lewin’s book.
Another lie by Lewin!

For November 24, 1922, Lewin’s chronology has:

Lenin, suspicious, abstains from voting on the composition of the
investigation commission on the Georgian affair.
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This is taken from the Secretarles Journal for November 24, which States:

The question of the composition of the commission in connection with
the statement by the C.C. of Georgia was handed to Vladimir Ilyich
from the Politbureau for voting. Vladimir llyich did not vote. (CW 42,
467)

But this is what Lewin claims:

We do not know whether he intended in this way to express some
doubt as to the impartiality of the commission, whose three members -
Dzerzhinsky, Lozovsky and Kapsukas-Mitskevitchius - had been
proposed by Stalin, but it is clear at least that he had become
suspicious of his first informants and was seeking other sources of
information on which to base an opinion. (LLS 58)

Here is Sakharov's description of the manner in which the Dzerzhinsky
commission was formed:

The Politburo on November 25 accepted the proposal of the Secretariat
of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) to create a commission for
"urgent consideration of the application” and "outlining the measures
necessary to establish a lasting peace in the Communist Party of
Georgia." It included F.E. Dzerzhinsky (chairman), D.Z. Manuilsky
[not Lozovsky, as Lewin has it], ® and B.C. Mitskevicius- Kapsukas.
Lenin was aware of the matter, and if he were against the adopted
decision, he could and should have definitely declared his protest.
There was time for this, since the results of the "poli" vote by
telephone were subject to approval at the next meeting of the
Politburo, and only after that it was formalized in a special protocol.
The confirmation took place at a meeting of the Politburo on
November 30 in the presence of Bukharin, Zinoviev, Kamenev,
Kalinin, Molotov, Stalin, Trotsky. If we take into account that Lenin
worked on November 30, and the day before, on November 29, he

& Jeremy Smith confirms that the second member was Manuii'sky. Smith, "The Georgian Affair of
1922. Policy Failure, Personality Clash or Power Struggle?” Europe-Asia Studies 50, 3 (1998), 532.
Richard Pipes agrees: The Formation of the Soviet Union (Harvard U.P. 1997 [1954]), 281.
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received the minutes of the meeting of the Secretariat of the Party
Central Committee dated November 25 with proposals regarding the
goals and composition of the commission, then all grounds for
believing that Lenin was against the composition of the commission or
that he was bypassed in addressing this issue are dispelled. (252)

What’s more, we have evidence that Lenin did approve of the commission's
membership. At the XIlI P.C. (April, 1923) Avel’ Enukidze said the
following:

As for the Dzerzhinsky commission, I must say the following. All
these complaints and cries that were spoken of here, carne here, and
then the Central Committee decided to send a commission there. At
first it was suggested to me to go there as chairman or member of the
commission, but | stated that | had recently returned from Georgia,
knew the State of affairs, knew these comrades with whom, by the
way, | am connected by friendship and years of previous work, and
already had a certain attitude towards these issues. | considered the
policy of the deviating comrades to be wrong. | then refused to go
there ... Another commission was chosen, chaired by
Comrade Dzerzhinsky. Lenin specially then asked me: ""Do
you think this commission is suitable?'" | answered frankly
and now confirm that the commission was very pertinent
and reputable. No serious commission could bring a
different solution. (XI1 P.C., 590)

There is no evidence that Lenin was "suspicious” here. There is not even any
evidence that Stalin had "proposed" the members of the Dzerzhinsky
commission.

Therefore, Lewin has "made it up” - invented it. Why? The most obvious
explanation is that Lewin’s narrative requires a Lenin who was steadily
growing more and more suspicious of Stalin and thereby justify his, Lewin’s,
uncritical reliance on Trotsky’s writings.

Under December 12 [1922] Lewin States:

Proposition to Trotsky to defend, at the next CC session, their common
opinions on the foreign trade monopoly.

This is false. Lenin wrote about this in a letter to Stalin on December 15. Two
days earlier he had also dictated a much longer letter, again to Stalin, about
defending the monopoly of foreign trade. (XLV 333-338; CW 33, 456-459)

For January 24, 1923, Lewin States:

Lenin asks for the dossiers of the Dzerzhinsky commission findings.
The Politburo is reluctant. (xxiii)

But on page 94 Lewin writes:

On January 24, after finishing and sending off to Pravda his article on
the Workers' Inspection, Lenin called Fotieva and asked her for the
documents of Dzerzhinsky's commission of inquiry in Georgia. He did
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not know that this question was about to be discussed at the Politburo.
The next day he asked again whether Stalin or Dzerzhinsky had sent
him the papers.

Lewin can find no evidence that the Politburo was "reluctant" to send Lenin
the materials. He is fabricating - in plain language, lying - yet again.

Fotieva’s memoir (1967, reprinted in 1990) States that on January 27 she
asked Dzerzhinsky for the materials, and he told her that Stalin had them.
Stalin was not in Moscow, but on January 29 Stalin told her by telephone that
he would need permission of the Politburo. On January 30 Lenin called her
and told her that Stalin had told him he would get him the materials.” We
should recall that on December 24, the Politburo had put Stalin in charge of
keeping political materials away from Lenin because of his illness.

Lewin’s Chronology

January 25, 1923:

The Politburo session endorses the conclusions of the Dzerzhinsky
commission on the Georgian affair which whitewashes Ordzhonikidze
and condemns Mdivani and the Georgian CC.

In the text Lewin says the same thing:

Meanwhile, the Politburo approved the conclusions of the commission,
condemned the Georgians once again, and whitewashed
Ordzhonikidze and Stalin. (LLS, 94)

Ordzhonikidze's slapping Kabakhidze was over a personal insult It had
nothing to do with the issue of Georgian independence. We have discussed
this issue thoroughly in a previous chapter.

However, the Khrushchev-era edition of Lenin’s works says nothing about
this. Evidently, this is why Lewin assumed that Ordzhonikidze was trying to
force his decisions on the Georgians. But Lewin was wrong. He made this
assumption - and dishonestly states it not as his assumption but as a fact - to
conform to the other elements of his anti-Stalin, pro-Trotsky position.

And what did Stalin have to do with this? We have seen that "The Question of
Nationalities ...” does indeed blame Stalin but gives no reason, cites no
evidence, for doing so. This is one of many details that exposes "The
Question of Nationalities ...” as a forgery, not authored by Lenin.

Even Fotieva’s account does not claim that Dzerzhinsky's report
"whitewashed" Stalin. Lewin has fabricated - lied about - this too.

February 1, 1923:

" Fotieva, L.A. "Iz vospominaniia o V.I. Lenine. (Dekabr’ 1922 g. - mart 1923 g.), Vospominaniia o
Lenine (Moscow, 1990), t. 8, 202-3,
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The Politburo yields to Lenin's demand and turns over to him the
commission's papers.

We have just seen that Fotieva’s account States that it was Stalin who, with
the permission of the Politburo, gave Lenin the Dzerzhinsky Commission's
materials.

March 3, 1923:

Lenin's private investigation committee submits to him its findings on
the Georgian affair.

This is false. This claim does appear in the chronology in the PSS.® But
Lewin - who was a historian, and should have known better than to take
“authorities” at the word - should have pointed out that there is no evidence
that this occurred. The Secretaries Journal has no entries for March 3, or for
any date between February 14 and March 5. The entry in the Doctors Journal
(unavailable to Lewin) makes it clear that on March 3 Lenin received no
materials, did no dictation, and received none of the members of the
"commission.” His sole activity was reading "the corrections of his new
article, " but was able to read only two pages before saying that he was too
tired to read any more.

So there is no evidence that Lenin saw the findings of this “commission.” But
there is evidence that he could not have seen them. Referring to archival
materials, Sakharov States that the document of February 1, 1923, in which
the Politburo turned the Dzerzhinsky Commission’s materials over to Lenin,
also says

postpone the question of a report to com. Lenin until
Prof. Ferster’s conclusion. (347)

There is no record that Dr. Ferster agreed.

Lewin:
March 6, 1923:

Kamenev hears from Krupskaya that Lenin intends to crush Stalin
politically. (LLS, xxiv)

Here Lewin is not being honest with his readers. In the text he States:

There is every reason to believe Trotsky when he says that one
of Lenin's secretaries, probably Glyasser, told him that VIadimir llich
was preparing a "bomb” against Stalin. (LLS, 103)

Of course, for any honest historian, there is never any reason for "believing"
one of his sources, especially such a biased and interested source as Trotsky.
Lewin refers here to this passage in Trotsky’s The Stalin School of
Falsification:

On the national question Vladimir Ilyich was preparing for the Twelfth

8 XLV 714. The English 4 edition of Lenin's works has no corresponding chronology.
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Party Congress a decisive attack upon Stalin. Of this his secretaries
told me in his name and at his direction. The phrase of Lenin that they
repeated oftenest of all was: “Vladimir Ilyich is preparing a bomb
against Stalin.”

Lewin takes Kamenev’s involvement from another Trotsky passage, this one
in Isaac Deutscher's biography.

Krupskaya sought advice befare making up her mind and, as so often,
it was to the amiable Kamenev that she turned. This was how he
learned that Vladimir Ilich was planning "to crush Stalin politically."
(LLS 103)

Deutscher:

About the same time Trotsky learned from Kamenev that Lenin had
written a letter to Stalin threatening to ’break off all personal relations'.
Stalin had behaved in an offensive manner towards Krupskaya when
she was collecting information for Lenin on the Georgian
affair; and when Lenin learned about this, he could hardly contain his
indignation. He decided, Krupskaya told Kamenev, 'to crush Stalin
politically".®

But why cite Deutscher? He just took this from Trotsky’s autobiography My
Life.20

However, this passage is revealing in another way. Trotsky and Deutscher
connect the "ultimatum" letter with Krupskaya "collecting information for
Lenin on the Georgian affair." This suggests at least two things. First, it
directly contradicts Krupskaya’s letter to Kamenev dated December 23, 1922,
where Krupskaya ties Stalin’s rebuke to a letter by Lenin to Trotsky of
December 21, 1922 concerning the monopoly offoreign trade. This is further
evidence that Krupskaya predated Stalin’s rebuke, as we have discussed in a
previous chapter.

Second, we have no other information that Krupskaya was "collecting
information for Lenin on the Georgian affair.”" It was the Gorbunov-Fotieva-
Glyasser "commission” that was doing that. As we pointed out, this was in
effect a two-person effort since Gorbunov was not active in this regard. So
Trotsky’s and Deutscher’s implication is that Krupskaya was guiding the
work of this "commission, " since Fotieva and Glyasser, secretaries in Lenin’s
secretariat, would not have acted independently from Krupskaya.

In his hostile biography of Stalin Dmitry Volkogonov wrote:

(0]
Y MeHs HeT KOHKpEeTHBIX JaHHbIX o HaMepeHHUM JleHMHa
"pa3rpoMuTh" reHceka.ll

I have no concrete facts about an intention of Lenin’s to "crush” the

° Deutscher, The Prophet Unarmed, p. 75.

10 Russian edition, Moscow: Panorama, 1991, p. 461. For other editions, see chapter 39, "Lenin’s
Iliness."”

11 Stalin. Politicheskii portret. T. 1. Vozhdi Moscow: Novosti, 1998, p. 144.
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Gensec.

Lewin accepts as true many fact-claims that are to be found only in Trotsky’s
works. That might be understandable - though it still would be just a
hypothesis, not evidence - if Trotsky could be trusted to tell the truth. But as
we have seen in a previous chapter and demonstrated in other books, Trotsky
lied a great deai. Nothing that Trotsky says should ever be accepted as
truthful. It must always be verified. Doing so often reveais yet another lie by
Trotsky.

But Lewin makes no attempt at verification. Trotsky is the only source for the
stories about "a bomb for Stalin" and for Krupskaya’s telling Kamenev that
Lenin wanted to “crush Stalin politically.”

Moshe Lewin’s Fabrications

The statements of Lewin’s that I call "fabrications” here can also be
reasonably termed "lies." These are statements made either by ignoring
evidence to the contrary, or invented - fabricated - to abet Lewin’s anti-Stalin
thesis, which is also Trotsky’s, and similar to Khrushchev ’s as well.

There is not enough space here to identify and confute all Lewin's
fabrications, so here I have selected some important and typical examples.

As Lenin was losing his capacity for work and the conduct of affairs
was slipping increasingly from his hands, Stalin was gaining in ease
and assurance, often in opposition to Lenin. (LLS, 35)

Lewin gives no example to support this claim. As far as we can determine, no
such evidence exists - nothing of the kind occurred. Again, Lewin is
deliberately lying.

Throughout his book Lewin tries to show that Stalin was opposing Lenin. He
can do so only when he draws upon the contested documents of the
"testament” as evidence. When Lewin makes this claim elsewhere he is
forced to do so without any evidence.

Lenin: “I Propose”; Lewin: Lenin “Demands”

Concerning Lenin’s insistence on maintaining the State monopoly
on foreign trade, Lewin writes:

Lenin was most annoyed and wrote to Stalin demanding that the
monopoly principle be reaffirmed and that all projects of a contrary
nature be dropped at once. (35)

But was Lenin "most annoyed™? Lewin's source is a letter to Stalin of May 15,



228

229

Chapter 8. Moshe Lewin

1922. It begins with these words:

t. Cranun! Ilpensararo, BBHAY CEro OMNPOCOM YJIEHOB
[TonuT6I0pO MPOBECTU AUPEKTUBY...

Com. Stalin! I propose, in view of this, to get a directive passed by the
Politburo by poli ...*2...

Lenin’s language here shows no sign of annoyance. The official English
translation uses the word "please” instead of "I propose, " which is what
Lenin actually wrote. Lewin is trying to create - fraudulently - the appearance
of a quarrel between Lenin and Stalin where there was none. Throughout this
book Lewin does this kind of thing - fabricates "facts" to conform to his bias.

Lewin continues:

It was perhaps on this occasion that Lenin discovered that the Gensek
was not at all in agreement with him and was asserting his own point
of view with increasing assurance. (LLS 37)

Here Lewin’s anti-Stalin bias shows up very clearly. All the Politburo
members "asserted their own points of view.” Lenin was not surrounded by a
bunch of yes-men. And Lenin disagreed with Trotsky more than with anyone
else. "No one had given him more grief” than Trotsky. (Kotkin 414)

Lewin:

Between December 12 and 15 the two men [Lenin and Trotsky]
corresponded with each other at great length ... (39)

This is a lie. In reality, on December 13, Lenin wrote Trotsky, along with
others. On that same day, December 13, Lenin wrote to Stalin on the question
of the monopoly of foreign trade. This letter could perhaps be described as "at
great length” since it occupies 4% pages in the PSS. On December 14 and 15,
Lenin wrote to Trotsky and to Stalin. The very chronology that Lewin
expressly cites elsewhere records this. (XLV, 708)

It is clear that Lewin is striving - once again, dishonestly - to give a false
impression of some kind of special bond or "bloc" between Lenin and
Trotsky, and does so by lying to his readers.

Lewin:

Now, even before his plans for autonomization had been discussed,
Stalin appears to have sent a telegram to Mdivani on August 29,
1922, informing him that henceforth the decisions of the highest
governing bodies of the RSFSR (VTSIK, Sovnarkom and STO - the
Council of Labor and Defense) were binding on all the Republics.
(LLS 48)

"Appears to have"? Lewin cites no evidence for such a telegram. In fact,

12pgS, XLV 188; CW, 42, 418. Opros means that the members could be polled, e.g. by phone, so no
actual meeting was necessary. This method was used in between scheduled meetings, or when one or
more members were not in Moscow.
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Lewin copied this passage almost word for word from Richard Pipes, The
Formation of the Soviet Union.®® He should have acknowledged this. But
Pipes has no definite evidence of such a telegram either.

Lewin concludes:

For his part, Stalin was sincere in claiming that the new version of the
project of union differed only in certain details from his own original
project, which as he said was also "correct in principle and absolutely
acceptable." He was convinced, in fact, that in the course of
events the real interests of the State would gain the upper
hand and that the Union would function in any case as he
had expected it to. In these circumstances he saw no reason
why he should not give in to Lenin completely, on paper.
(LLS, 62-3)

The first sentence is correct enough - Lewin cites the Orgburo document from
which he quoted on page 53. (PSS XLV, 559-60; CW42, 602-605)

But the rest, in boldface here, is just Lewin allowing his anti-Stalin bias free
rein. Lewin, of course, had no idea what Stalin was thinking. He just assumed
that Stalin was being devious in some way, in conformity to Khrushchev-era,
Trotskyist, and his own anti-Stalinism.

More Anti-Stalin Bias, Without Evidence

Stalin was perfectly well aware that relations between Lenin and
Trotsky had recently become increasingly ciose... (LLS, 71)

This is false. Lewin cites no evidence for this statement, and we have none
today. In reality, Lenin and Trotsky were not "becoming closer.” Trotsky
claimed that they were, and Lewin “believes" Trotsky.

It is hardly surprising then that Stalin, more concerned than
anybody with the problem of the succession, should have
exploded with indignation on learning of this new mark of esteem
conferred on Trotsky by Lenin, especially as he was beginning to fear
that the rapprochement between the two men would be accompanied
by a positive campaign against himself. (LLS, 72)

No evidence whatever is cited to support these statements. How does Lewin
know that Stalin "exploded with indignation, " "was more concerned than
anybody" with who would succeed Lenin, or feared a “"campaign against
himself’? It is pure anti-Stalin bias on Lewin's part.

Lewin:

Apart from the notes, these ideas are developed in five articles written

13 Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1990 [1954], 271.
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in January and February 1923, although a majority of the
Politbouro had made attempts to prevent or delay their
appearance. (LLS, 74)

Lewin identifies the articles in a footnote. But he has no evidence for the
statement in boldface above - that anyone in the Politburo had tried to
"prevent or delay" the publication of any of Lenin's articles. Nor is there any
evidence to support it today, when a great many more primary sources from
this period of Lenin's life have been published.

Evidently, Lewin invented this. In plain language, he is lying yet again.

Of Rykov’s eye-witness account of Ordzhonikidze slapping Kabakhidze -
whom Lewin carelessly misnames "Kabanidze"* - Lewin first says this:

Rykov returned at last from Georgia and reported back to Lenin on
December 9, 1922. The "Journal™ merely mentions this meeting, and
we do not know what Rykov said. (LLS, 68)

However, some pages later, Lewin contradicts himself:

Without going into too much detail, one might well question Rykov’s
objectivity. On December 9, 1922, when he submitted his report to
Lenin, he had not breathed a word about the incident. Lenin
learned of it only three days later, from Dzerzhinsky
himself. (LLS, 97)

Which is it? How does Lewin know that Rykov did not mention the "slap"
incident? Does Lewin know what Rykov told Lenin on December 9, 1922, or
doesn’t he? This is yet another lie by Lewin.

It is convenient for the notion that Lenin was very upset (in Fotieva’s words)
about Dzerzhinsky's report. That story would lead nicely into his writing "The
Question of Nationalities..." and the attacks on Stalin and Ordzhonikidze in it.

But if Lenin really were interested in what was going on with the Georgians
he would have asked Rykov, an eye-witness, for his account. In a previous
chapter we reproduced Rykov’s account as he wrote it down in February,
1923. It vindicates Ordzhonikidze, as do Rtveladze's account and
Dzerzhinsky’s report.

Lewin:

[On March 6] Trotsky, who had received the memorandum of
December 30 and other papers by Lenin on Georgia, suggested that
they should be shown to Kamenev so that he might begin to take
certain measures on the spot. Fotieva went off to ask Lenin and carne
back to Trotsky with a categorical negative: "It is entirely out of the
question. Vladimir Ilich says that Kamenev would show the letters to
Stalin and Stalin would make a rotten compromise in order then to
deceive." (LLS, 101-2)

4 The 2005 re-edition of Lewin's book by University of Michigan Press fails to correct this error.
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What's Lewin's source for this story? Once again, Trotsky, and only Trotsky!
Even Fotieva, whose 1967 "Reminiscences of Lenin" are full of falsifications
(as we shall see), does not record this story. But Lewin urges us to take
Trotsky’s word for it when he States "we may take him [Trotsky] as a reliable
witness in this case.” (102, n.18) Again, on the adjacent page, Lewin tells us:

There is every reason to believe Trotsky when he says that one of
Lenin’s secretaries, probably Glyasser, told him that Vladimir Ilich
was preparing a "bomb” against Stalin. (103)

On the contrary! There is no reason to believe any of this. Responsible
historians do not "believe or "disbelieve” their sources - they check them
against other primary source evidence. If Lewin had done this in Trotsky’s
case, as we have done in Trotsky’s '‘Amalgams' and Trotsky’s Lies, using
sources that were available in Lewin's day, he could have discovered that
Trotsky lied very often.

Lewin Defends Trotsky’s Racism

On page 107 Lewin writes:

An explanation of the Stalinist phenomenon has sometimes been
sought in terms of an Oriental heritage: this interpretation is quite
Leninist.

Lewin does not say so, but he is probably referring to this infamous passage
at the beginning of Trotsky's biography of Stalin.

The late Leonid Krassin ... was the first, if | am not mistaken, to call
Stalin an "Asiatic.” In saying that, he had in mind no problematical
racial attributes, but rather that blending of grit, shrewdness, craftiness
and cruelty which has been considered characteristic of the statesmen
of Asia.

And a few pages further,

The national character of the Georgians is usually represented as
trusting, impressionable, quick- tempered, while at the same time
devoid of energy and initiative. Above all, Reclus noted their gaiety,
sociability and forthrightness. Stalin's character has few of these
attributes, which, indeed, are the most immediately noticeable in
personal intercourse with Georgians. Georgian emigres in Paris
assured Souvarine, the author of Stalin’s French biography, that
Joseph Djugashvili's mother was not a Georgian but an Osetin and that
there is an admixture of Mongolian blood in his veins. But a certain
Iremashvili, whom we shall have occasion to meet again in
the future, asserts that Stalin's mother was a pure-blooded
Georgian, whereas his father was an Osetin, "a coarse,
uncouth person, like all the Osetins, who live in the high
Caucasian mountains.”
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"No problematical racial attributes" indeed! Then Trotsky identifies his
source:

Most profuse in details are the reminiscences of the aforementioned
[Joseph] Iremashvili, published in 1932 in the German language at
Berlin, under the title, "Stalin und die Tragodie Georgiens." Since their
author is a former Menshevik who subsequently became
something in the nature of a National Socialist, his political
record as such does not inspire great confidence. It is, nevertheless,
impossible to ignore his essay.

Trotsky takes his racialist characterization of Stalin from an anticommunist
who "subsequently” became "something of” a Nazi. And this is indeed a racist
- Nazi-like - statement. Naturally, Lewin does not tell us how this stuff is
"quite Leninist" - that is another lie. Lewin should have said that this racist
statement is "quite Trotskyist” - and also quite Nazi-like.

Lewin Is Confused

Lewin writes:

Trotsky had begun to attack the RKI® at the beginning of 1922. At
that time Lenin still defended the commissariat, and therefore
indirectly its head, but in his last writings he depicted it as a haven of
ineptitude, a "hopeless affair": "None of the commissariats is worse
organized than the RK1, and it is utterly devoid of authority." These
barbs, directed at Stalin through the commissariat for which he had
been responsible ... (LLS, 120)

Lewin is just copying Trotsky here. In an earlier chapter we showed that
Trotsky claimed that this article of Lenin’s was an attack on Stalin. But
Lenin’s article of January, 1923, "How Should We Reform the WPI" [i.e. the
RKi, Rabkrin] could not have been "directed at Stalin, ” since Stalin had not
been the commissar of the WPI/RKI since April, 1922, almost nine months
earlier.

Lewin continues:

These barbs, directed at Stalin through the commissariat for which he
had been responsible, were probably the reason why the article "Better
Fewer, But Better, " which had been finished on February 10, did not
appear in Pravda until March 4.

The footnote to this passage reads:

5 The initials, in Russian, for the Workers and Peasants Inspectorate (WPI), whose Russian acronym
is "Rabkrin."
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According to Deutscher, The Prophet Unarmed, pp. 88-90, a majority
of the [Politjbureau was against publication; Kuibyshev had even
suggested printing a special copy of Pravda, for Lenin's use, that
would contain the article in question.

Lewin suggests that Stalin and his allies in the Politburo held back publication
of Lenin’s article for more than three weeks! However, he makes a number of
false statements.

* There is no evidence that Lenin "finished" the article "Better Fewer, But
Better” on February 10. The Secretaries Journal - here it is Fotieva - for
February 10, 1923, simply States this:

Called me in a little past 6. Asked that the article "Better Fewer, But
Better" be given to Tsuryupa to read, if possible within 2 days. (CW
42, 492)

Fotieva is more specific in her "Reminiscences" which Lewin cites many
times, though not here:

2 Ma p ta Bragumup Wiapuu nocnesHuil pas nmpocMoTpest
CBOI0 CTaThl0 «/lyyllle MeHblle, Aa Jy4dlle» W OTOPABUJ B
nedaTh. OHa 6bL1a ony6aukoBaHa B «[IpaBae» 4 mapta 1923
rozaa. (1990 ed, 211)

March 2: Vladimir Ilyich looked at his article "Better Less, Better” for
the last time and sent it to be printed. It was published in Pravda on
March 4, 1923.

How could Lewin have "just forgotten” to consult Fotieva’s book, which he
cites many times? And why cite Deutscher, when Deutscher too gives no
evidence to support his assertion? It is hard to avoid conduding that once
again Lewin is deliberately lying here.

As for Kuibyshev’s fleeting suggestion that a special copy be printed for
Lenin, it was made in January, and concerned Lenin’s article "How Should
We Reform the WP1, " not "Better Fewer, But Better.” Moreover, Kiubyshev
was not a Politburo member. We have discussed this in a previous chapter.
Lewin’s readers, of course, would not know this.

*kkkk

In his final chapter Lewin muses about "what might have been" - how the
history of the USSR might have been different had Lenin lived or had Trotsky
become his successor. He bases these thoughts on two false assumptions.
First, that the "testament™ documents are genuine; second, that Trotsky and,
secondarily, Fotieva in her "Reminiscences, " told the truth.

But these assumptions are wrong. Trotsky and Fotieva lied many times. And
the "testament” documents are falsified.

Lewin does not know what to make of the essay "The Question of
Nationalities or ‘Autonomization.”" He admits that it, plus the letter (which
Lewin also believes genuine) to Mdivani and Makharadze of March 6, 1923,
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show that "Lenin had arrived at diametrically opposite conclusions” from
those he had expressed in his exasperated letter to the Georgians of October
21, 1922.16 (102)

Did Lewin really believe that during the months of his most serious illness
Lenin’s thinking had become clearer than it had been when he was healthy?
In any case, Sakharov, Kotkin, and Stalin and the speakers at the XII Party
Congress in April, 1923, all believe that this essay was either the product of
Lenin’s failing powers or a forgery.

Lewin also ends on a note surprisingly friendly to the then-current Soviet
leadership, Khrushchev and Brezhnev. He recognizes what they did not wish
to admit: that accepting "Lenin's testament” as genuine involves a de facto
“"rehabilitation” of Trotsky. Indeed, Trotsky’s widow had recognized this as
soon as she heard about Khrushchev’s "Secret Speech."’

Conclusion

Lewin’s lies and fabrications seriously distort historical truth. But there is an
important logic behind them. Lewin is trying to concoct an account of Lenin's
last months that will explain the sudden estrangement from and emerging
opposition to Stalin and equally uncharacteristic closeness with Trotsky that
are implied in the "testament.”

Without some such account Lenin’s last writings appear to reflect mental
deterioration due to his illness. But Sakharov has argued, and we agree with
him, that a number of Lenin's last writings do not show any signs of mental
deterioration.

Through guesses, invention, and even lies, Lewin has fabricated a false
narration in order to make sense of the sudden volte-face in Lenin's
"testament.” All the evidence available today strongly suggests that the
"testament" is a fabrication.

16 PSS LIV 299-300; CW 45, 582.

7 Aimermakher, K., et al., Doklad N.S. Khrushcheva o kul te lichnosti Stalina na XX S"ezde KPSS.
Dokumenty. Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2002, 545. A letter from Natalia Sedova, Trotsky’s widow, to the
Presidium of the XX Party Congress referring to the attacks on Stalin and requesting that her late
husband and son be rehabilitated, is on p. 610.
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Early in Lenin's Last Struggle Lewin notes his most important sources:

Among the documents from which our source material has been taken,
three are of exceptional importance: first, the latest edition of Lenin's
Works— the fifth edition—not only more complete than previous ones
but accompanied by an important body of notes and commentary;
second, the memoirs of Fotieva, one of Lenin's personal
secretaries; and third, the "Journal of Lenin's Secretaries, " working
notes made between November 21, 1922, and March 6, 1923 ... (LLS,
X)

There are problems with each of these sources. Lewin does not mention them.
Perhaps he did not know about the problems with the fifth edition of Lenin’s
works, the Polnoe sobranie sochineniy (PSS), or with the Secretaries Journal.
But the problems with Fotieva’s memoirs should have been clear to him.
We’ll discuss some of them here.

At one point Lewin seems to be suspicious of Fotieva’s memory, after the
passage of forty years:

However, Fotieva mentions in Iz Vospominaniy some notes taken
down on January 10 (p. 70) and February 16 (p. 75). But they do not
appear in the "Journal." (LLS, 98, n. 9)

Was Fotieva, then, keeping two journals, and these and other details missing
from the Secretaries Journal were in that second journal? Hardly! It seems
clear that Fotieva was being coached, in conformity with the Khrushchev-era
attacks on Stalin. Her supposed memoir may actually have been ghostwritten
by other persons who strove to make it congruent with Khrushchev's anti-
Stalin campaign.

Fotieva’s "memoirs" - real title, 1z vospominaniy o Lenine “[Selections] From
Reminiscences about Lenin” - was published in 1964, 40 years after Lenin’s
death. It clearly reflects the Khrushchev-era anti-Stalin campaign that had
been inaugurated with Khrushchev ’s "Secret Speech" at the XX Party
Congress on February 25, 1956. We know now that every allegation in that
infamous speech of crime or misdeed by Stalin (or by Lavrentii Beria, a
secondary target of Khrushchev’s accusations) is false, and that most of them
are deliberate lies by Khrushchev.

Thereafter, Khrushchev sponsored a flood of lies about Stalin, the Moscow
Triais and Military conspiracy of the 1930s, and the persons executed during
Stalin’s tenure. Marshal Zhukov lied about the Military Conspiracy at the
Central Committee Plenum of February, 1957. The XXII Party Congress of
October, 1961, witnessed an even greater outpouring of falsehoods about

! For the evidence see Furr, Khrushchev Lied (2011).



240

241

Chapter 9. Lidia Fotieva’s Memoir

Stalin.

After the XXII Party Congress Khrushchev sponsored hundreds of articles
and books by journalists and historians in which yet more falsehoods about
Stalin were invented and spread abroad as the truth. This spate of
falsifications went on until a year or so after Khrushchev was ousted in
October, 1964.

None of these works drew upon primary-source documents. Khrushchev, of
course, had access to all the archives and could have made them available to
anyone he pleased. But he refused to do so.

Primary source documents from the archives were never published and not
used. At a conference of Party historians - historians who specialized in the
history of the CPSU - in December 1962 Presidium member and Party
historian Piotr Pospelov answered a question from the audience in this way.

Later in this same note it says: “Students are asking whether Bukharin
and the rest were spies for foreign governments, and what you advise
us to read.”

I can declare that it is sufficient to study carefully the documents of the
22nd Congress of the CPSU to say that neither Bukharin, nor Rykov,
of course, were spies or terrorists.

The following note reads: "Why can’t you create normal conditions for
work in the Centra) Party archive? They do not let us see the materials
on the activity of the CPSU.” I have already given the answer.?

Pospelov was using "weasel words” here. Bukharin and Rykov were not
accused of themselves being spies for foreign governments, and were not
convicted of those charges. But he will not permit even Party historians to
consult the archives.

Of course he didn’t! The documents in the Party archive would have shown
that Khrushchev and his minions were lying about everything concerning
Stalin and the crimes they were blaming him for. We know this today because
since the end of the Soviet Union in 1991 a great many documents from
former Soviet archives have been published. These documents provide
primary- source evidence that proves that Khrushchev and his men, then
Gorbachev and his men, plus the Trotskyists, Social-Democrats, and overtly
pro-capitalist anticommunist historians and writers in every country, have
been lying and continue to do so.

This is the atmosphere that gave rise to all of the sources that Lewin cites. In
the case of Fotieva’s memoirs we can compare them to the Secretaries Journal
of forty years earlier. There is no reason to believe that the details that Fotieva
added in her 1964 memoir are more accurate than her notes in the Secretaries
Journal, which is itself falsified, as we have seen.

We’ll note issues in her memoirs that are relevant to our present inquiry.

2 Vsesoiuznoe soveshchanie o merakh uluchsheniia podgotovki nauchnopedagogicheskik kadrov po
istoricheskim naukam, 18-21 dekabria 1962 g. Moscow: Nauka, 1962, 298.
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Abbreviations: FM = Fotieva’s Memoirs; SJ = Secretaries Journal.

Under December 12, 1922: FM claims that Lenin was "very upset” at
Dzerzhinsky’s report about the Georgian incident. SJ (XLV, 478) merely says
"Dzerzhinsky from 6 to 6.45."

It was important to Khrushchev that the anti-Stalin "testament™ portray Lenin
as ‘‘very upset” about the Georgian matter, in order to lead to other
documents: the Gorbunov-Fotieva-Glyasser “commission" of January -
March, 1923, the letter to Mdivani and Makharadze, and the article “The
Question of Nationalities ..." all of which are part of the attack on Stalin, as
we have discussed in previous chapters.

In the fabricated part of SJ we do find the following statement under the entry
for January 30 but written in as “January 24”:

He said: "Just before | got ill Dzerzhinsky told me about the work of
the commission and about the ‘incident, * and this had a very painful
effect upon me." (SJ 484)

Lenin could not have been pained by Dzerzhinsky’s report, which explained
Ordzhonikidze ’s slap to Kabakhidze as a personal, not a political matter, and
this was confirmed by Rtveladze and Rykov. In addition, if Lenin had really
been upset by all these reports he surely would not have waited six weeks -
from December 12, 1922 until the end of January, 1923 - to react to the

Georgian situation. But in 1964, when Fotieva’s “memoir” was published, her
readers could not have known this.

Discussing events of February 3, 1923, Lewin writes:

Without supplying further details as to her sources, Fotieva reports a
meeting of the bureau: Kamenev: "Since Vladimir llich insists, | think
it would be even worse to refuse.”

Stalin: "I don't know. Let him do as he likes.”

But this was obviously not what he wanted, for he demanded to be
freed from his responsibility for Lenin's medical supervision. This
request was not granted and the bureau gave its permission for Lenin
to see the papers, without really knowing what he intended to do with
them. (LLS, 95)

Lewin is in error here. Fotieva places this event under February 1, not
February 3. What’s more, she admits that she does remember this, but takes it
from some source that she does not name.

1deBpansgHa 3aceganuu [lomuTOIOPO 6BLIO pa3pelieHO BBIJATH
HaM MaTepuasibl 0 «TPY3UHCKOMY BOMPOCY». BeposTHO, UMEHHO
Ha 3TOM 3acefjaHuu [1osMTOIOPO MpPOU30IIes CAeAyUUil 06MeH
3anuckaMu Mexay CtaanuHbiM U KaMeHeBbIM.

Kamenes Cranuny: «/lymar, pas Biagumup Wibuy HacTtauBaer,
Xye 6yJleT COPOTUBJISTHCS».
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Cramun KameneBy: «He 3Haw. Ilycte pesaeTr mo cBoemy
YCMOTpEHHUI0».3

On February 1, at a meeting of the Politburo, it was permitted to issue
us materiais on the "Georgian question”. Probably exactly at this
meeting of the Politburo, the following exchange of notes took place
between Stalin and Kamenev.

Kamenev to Stalin: "I think that since VIadimir Ilyich insists, it will be
worse to resist.”

Stalin to Kamenev: "I don’t know. Let him do it at his own discretion."

Fotieva was lying. Her source is now available.* The note in question was not
published until 1989. It was an exchange between Kamenev and Stalin at a
Politburo session on September 28, 1922. Fotieva quotes it under early
February 1923, in the context of Lenin’s request for the materials of the
Dzerzhinsky Commission. (FM 203) Fotieva’s readers could not have known
this.

This is more evidence that Fotieva was being coached, and her "coach” was
lying to her. Perhaps she did not write these memoirs at all! Or perhaps she
played only a secondary role, while Khrushchev-era editors or ghostwriters
supplied material convenient to Khrushchev and hostile to Stalin for insertion
into her text.

Fotieva says that Stalin requested at this time to be relieved of the
responsibility for seeing that Lenin was not disturbed by political matters, a
task that had been laid upon him on December 24, 1922. In her memoir
Fotieva is explicit that Stalin made this request, because she says that he
grilled her about how Lenin could be so up to date on political matters (FM
202-3). Norte of this is in the Secretarles Journal. (SJ 483-6) Conclusion:
Fotieva, or her ghostwriter, has invented it.

On page 98, Lewin writes:

On February 14, additional instructions were given to the commission
that reveal a good deal about Lenin’s State of mind and his
determination to leave no stone unturned:

“Three elements: (1) it is not permitted to strike someone; (2)
concessions are indispensable; (3) one cannot compare a small State
with a large one.

"Did Stalin know (of the incident)? Why didn't he do something about
it?

Lewin gives the reference to this note as PSS XLV, 607, where it is attributed
to Fotieva, but without any indication of where in her writing this note is to be
found. It is not in SJ. In FM (210) Fotieva says that Lenin gave this note to

3 L.A. Fotieva, “Iz vospominaniia o V.I. Lenine (Dekabr’ 1922 g. - mart 1923 g.).” Vospominaniia o
Vladimire Il'iche Lenine vIO tomakh. Tom 8. (Moscow: Politizdat, 1989), 203.
41zv TsK9, 1989, 208-9.



245

Chapter 9. Lidia Fotieva’s Memoir

her on February 14, to give to A.A. Sol’ts, Chair of the Central Control
Commission (TSKK).

For some reason Lewin omits the last sentence of this note - that the "great
power chauvinists” themselves show a Menshevik deviation. This sentence is
quoted by Fotieva in FM. Why does Lewin omit it? Perhaps because no one -
other than Trotsky - had, or could, ever accused Stalin of Menshevism, as we
have discussed in a previous chapter.

The Letters of March 5

The Secretaries Journal reads:
March 5 (entry by M. A. Volodicheva).

Vladimir Ilyich did not send for me until round about 12. Asked me to take
down two letters: one to Trotsky, the other to Stalin; the first letter to
be telephoned personally to Trotsky and the answer given to him as
soon as possible. (SJ 493)

But Lewin States this:

Lenin managed to conceal from his doctors the deep emotional stress
that he felt when he took these decisions, and told them, Fotieva
reports, that he was merely dictating a few business letters. (LLS, 99)

Lewin doesn’t cite any source, but he must have had this passage is from FM
in mind:
B pasrosope c goktopoM KoxeBHUKOBBIM Biiagumup Unbuy
He XOTeJs NPU3HATbCA, KaK OH OGbL1 B3BOJIHOBAH, U CKasail,

4TO NHUCbMa, NIPOAHWKTOBAHHbIE HM, 6bIJII/I YUCTO JeJIOBbIE.
(211)

In a conversation with Dr. Kozhevnikov, Vladimir Ilyich did not
want to admit how excited he was, and said that the letters
dictated by him were purely business.

But this cannot be true. For how could Fotieva know what Leinin said? She
was not even present! The final two entries in SJ, for March 5 and 6, are by
Volodicheva. But Volodicheva does not mention this. Fotieva and/or her
ghostwriter is lying again.

In a previous chapter we saw that the Doctors Journal stated that Lenin told
the doctors that these were purely business letters that did not upset him. It
appears that whoever was coaching Fotieva felt the need to get rid of this
contradiction. Perhaps there was some talk that the Doctors Journal might be
published at that time, in the 1960s. In fact, the Doctors Journal was not
published until 1990.

In March 1967 Soviet writer Aleksandr Bek interviewed both Volodicheva
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and Fotieva about the last period of Lenin’s life and his "testament." Fotieva
concluded her remarks by revealing that she had altered the upcoming edition
of her memoir according to the editor's wishes.

BbI 10/0KHBI TOHSATH: CTa/IMH ObLI JIJIsI HAC aBTOPUTET. Mbl
CranuHa 1106uM. ITO 601b1I0M YesoBeK. OH ke He pa3 rOBOPUITL:
1 TOJIbKO y4eHUK JleHnHa. OH GbLI reHepabHbIM cekpeTapb. KTo
>Ke MOT [I0MOYb, €CJIM He OH. Y 111K K HeMy. A Mbl: TeHUH, TeHU .
JlBaanaThId che3n ObLI AJ15 HAc AyLuIieBHOU KaTacTpodou. U
Teleps ellle Y MeHs 60PIOTCSA /iBa UYyBCTBA: BO3MYIEHUE UM U
Jn1060Bb K HeMy. Ho ceiiyac (1967 roa) onsiTb U3MeHsIeTCs
oTHoweHue K Ctanuny. UsmeHsieTcs K jiydlieMy. B aTtom rony
BBIN/IET HOBOE U3/JaHUe MOel KHUTH, jononHeHHoe. (UMeeTcs B
BUy kHUra ®otueoit «M3 xku3nu B. U. JlenuHa»}. Boobiie camoe
NoJIHOe U3/laHue 6b110 B 1964 roay. Bul ero fjoctaHbTe. A Tenepb
1 10 CPaBHEHUIO C TEM HU3/IaHUEM MO-JpyroMy nuiry o CTajauHe.
Penaknys oT MeHs noTpe6oBaJjia JPYrux CJ0B. ITO U Bbl JO/KHBI
HUMETb B BUAY, ecju OyeTe nucaTb o CTaauHe.

You must understand: Stalin was an authority for us. We loved Stalin.
He was a great man. He said more than once: | am only a student of
Lenin. He was the general secretary. Who could help if not he? And
they went to him. And we thought - a genius, a genius. The Twentieth
Congress was a spiritual disaster for us. And now | still have two
feelings warring within me: indignation at him and love for him. But
now (1967) the attitude towards Stalin is changing again. Changing for
the better. This year there will be a new edition of my book, with
additional material. (This refers to the book by Fotieva "From the Life
of V. I. Lenin.") In general, the most complete edition was in 1964.
You should obtain it. And now, compared to that edition, | have
written about Stalin in a different way. The editors demanded different
words from me. You must bear this in mind if you write about Stalin.

Though made in 1967, this interview was not published until 1989. It reflects
the fact that, after Khrushchev's abrupt dismissal from the post of First
Secretary in October, 1964, by the Central Committee, his anti-Stalin
campaign was toned down under Leonid Brezhnev.

According to Fotieva here, she was instructed to revise her memaoirs in order
to moderate her anti-Stalin comments. We have already seen that those
"memoirs” were falsified. Fotieva had no problem in further altering her
"memoirs" to fit the new political atmosphere. This, along with the forty-plus
years since the events of Lenin’s last months of activity invalidates Fotieva’s
memoir as a reliable historical source.
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“The Diary of Duty Secretaries" or Secretaries Journal is widely believed to
be one of the most important sources of information about Lenin’s work on
the texts of the “testament” and about his political mood and views during the
last period of his active life. A version was published in the PSS, the Russian-
language 5" edition of Lenin’s works, and also in the 4™ English edition.

However, Sakharov has had access to the archival originals. They make it
clear that after the entry for December 18, 1922, the “Diary” is not what it
purports to be. The evidence now available strongly suggests that these latter
sections of the "Diary” are a fabrication, some of it probably done during the
1920s, some of it perhaps done after Nikita Khrushchev’s "Secret Speech" in
1956. In the present chapter we’ll discuss Sakharov’s evidence and analysis,
with some remarks of our own.

The "Diary" begins on November 21, 1922, in Lenin’s secretariat Until the
end of the entry of December 18, 1922, it appears to be genuine. It reads like
a diary should read - a documentation of Lenin’s activities for record-keeping
purposes, with daily entries in real time - that is, each day.

But thereafter, the "Diary" is virtually a different work. This is not
acknowledged in any way in the PSS edition or in the English edition based
upon it

There are no entries for December 19-21. However, on the pages of
the book are dates written in the hand of N.S. Alliluyeva® with a smal)
space between them (4-5 lines): 19 / XII", "20 / X117, "21 / XII", 23 /
X" ... The last working note in the diary made in real time is the
record of the date "23 / XII". All subsequent entries were made
later than the dates indicated in the diary. (Sakharov, 70)

248

The next entry after December 18 is one for December 23. The date, as we
noted, was written by Nadezhda Alliluyeva, Stalin's wife and a member of
Lenin's secretariat. But the entry is by a different secretary, M.A.
Volodicheva. It contains "memoir" material - Lenin's concern for her, why
she looked pale, why wasn’t she at the Congress, his regret at taking up her
time.2 This is personal stuff that had not been recorded in previous "Diary"
entries. It has no record-keeping value. It could have been inserted at any later
time.

The entry for December 24 begins “the next day.” This means that it was not

L N.S. Alliluyeva was Stalin's wife.
2 XLV 474; CW 42, 481, under entry for December 23.
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written on December 24, but sometime later. Likewise, "next day” implies
that the entry for December 23 was also written later, as we might suspect
given its memoir-like contents.

A new document has begun! This is not the "0id" and genuine "Diary” but
something else - a different document, produced for different reasons, with
entries not written down in real time, i.e. on the given dates, but written down
later, either from memory or by invention. Sakharov notes at this point:

The handwriting of Volodicheva in the notes after December 18 is
somewhat different from before. The change in the frequency of its use
of various forms of individual letters is striking. This is most
noticeable in relation to the capital letter "d", which it uses in three
different forms.

That is, it is Volodicheva’s handwriting, but with a difference. That is
consistent with the passage of time - perhaps of years or even of decades.

Sakharov continues:

From this point on the nature of the records changes markedly. If before they
were purely clerical, now many of them acquire a frankly "memaoir" character,
recording events “retroactively”. These include the important notes for our
topic of December 23 and 24, 1922, as well as for January 24-30 and March
5-6, 1923. Some postscripts were made in the margins in a different
handwriting, the evidence of later reworking of the finished text. "Lyrical”
inserts appear that do not concern the essence of the matter, but fix the
reader's attention on the care that Lenin showed in relation to Fotieva and
Volodicheva, on Lenin’s State of health, or on mitigating the negative
impression of the recognition of Lenin’s weakening memory ... These notes
suggest that they were not intended for "memory"”, not for a working report,
not for a change in the person on duty, but for an outside reader. For History.
(71)

The entries increasingly take on an anti-Stalin character as well.

In content they are directly or indirectly related to the characterization
of relations between Lenin and Stalin and always highlight them
negatively.

At the same time, there are no more entries by Stalin’s wife, N.S. Alliluyeva,
although we know that she continued to work in Lenin’s secretariat.® If there
were more such entries by Allilueva they have not been preserved and other
entries have been substituted. Sakharov, with access to the archival originais,
notes details that were omitted by the editors of the PSS.

The later fabrication of diary entries after December 23 is indicated by
a series of omissions in the entries and traces of later attempts to make
up for them. On a blank sheet there are someone's notes made in
pencil: "V. 26 / XII", "L.F. 28 / XII", "L.F. 4/1", "L.F. 9-10/ 1", "L.F.

8 Sakharov (page 680, note 9) cites an archival document by Volodicheva that records Alliluyeva’s
continued presence in Lenin’s secretariat..
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24/1 Considering all that is known to us about this "Diary”, we have
the right to assume that these pencil marks indicate the days for which
Volodicheva and Fotieva were supposed to make notes. When
publishing the '"Diary”, these markings were not
reproduced. Their presence is not even mentioned in the
editors’ notes. (72)

Omissions such as these are clear evidence that the PSS was edited in a
tendentious manner by its Khrushchev-Brezhnev era editors.

There are other hidden traces that indicate later workon the "Diary" ...

Sakharov notes "a deliberate distortion of the dating of the very important
record of December 24." This is the date when the first part of the document
that later comes to be called the "Letter to the Congress" is supposed to have
been dictated by Lenin.

In the published version this record, which is usually referred to as
Lenin’s work on "Characteristics, ” is dated December ("December
24”), in the original of the so-called "Diary" it is actually dated
November and looks like this: "24/X1”! It is followed by the text: "The
next day ...” ... it cannot be ruled out that the appearance of this date is
somehow related to the time when Volodicheva made this entry. It
clearly has the characters of a memoir rather than a diary. (72)

This further undermines any confidence in the editors of the PSS.

In any case, the correction of this "mistake” without reservation by
"conscientious" and vigilant editors suggests that they tried to remove
from the "Diary” anything that could cast doubt on its authenticity and
to present to the scientific community an impeccable source that could
become one of the main foundations of the "Khrushchev version" of
Lenin's "testament"”. (72)

On December 24, a day that is called "the next day” in the "Diary”, nothing is
said about what Lenin dictated, only that it is "strictly confidential, ”
"categorically secret, ” and that "everything" he dictated should be kept
especially secure. But nothing about the crucial "Letter to the Congress, " and
particularly nothing about the "Characteristics." (CW 42, 482) The end result
is that

there is a political, or rather, historical-political sense — informing the
public that on these days Lenin dictated something super-secret, that
can be disclosed only by secretaries, who in this case will be able to
tell anything they want. To challenge their "testimony” will be either
impossible or extremely difficult. (73)

After the entry for December 24 (actually, for November 24 - see above;
another "silent correction” by the PSS editors) the next entry is for December
29. Yet the chronology of Lenin’s life and activities shows that during these
very days Lenin is supposed to have dictated many important documents:
completion of the dictation of the "Characteristics" on December 25; texts on
the State Planning Commission (Gosplan) on the 27" and 28™; more on
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Gosplan and on adding members to the Central Committee on December 29.
But there is nothing about any dictation in the "Diary" for December 29. (CW
42, 482)

The "Diary" records the beginning of the dictation of the "Letter to the
Congress" on December 24. But it does so with a note that is not a diary entry
but has been inserted later and made to resemble a diary entry: "Next day
(December 24) ..." Completion of work on the "Letter to the Congress™" on
December 25, and work on the all- important "Addition” to it of January 4 -
the strongest anti-Stalin text of Lenin's "testament™ - are not recorded at all.
Nor is any work recorded on "The Question of Nationalities or
‘Autonomization™, another important piece of the "testament” that is sharply
critical of Stalin.

The article "Pages from a Diary" is supposed to have been dictated on January
1-2, 1923, then "On Cooperation” on January 5-6. The only entries are a few
lines on December 29 and a single sentence for January 5. Neither mentions
any dictation work by Lenin. This means that the "Diary of Duty Secretaries”
is useless in determining Lenin's authorship of these crucial documents.

The entry for December 24 does not mention what was dictated. Neither does
that of December 29 or that of January 5. There are no entries between
January 5 and January 17 at all. During these days the secretariat is operating
and Lenin is dictating. But nothing is recorded in the "Diary.” How is this
possible if the "Diary" really is a record-keeping document composed in real
time?

Once the "Diary" format no longer exists, there is no reason to trust anything
in it. Clearly, its purpose has changed. If important materials are omitted,
fictitious materials can also be entered. Sakharov, who has studied the
archival documents, notes that the records of early January, 1923 show that
the "Diary” has been falsified.

The record of January 5 is followed by a blank sheet with pencil marks, which
were mentioned above and which can be understood as traces of planning work
on the fabrication of "diary™ notes. On the next sheet there is a record for January
17, made by Volodicheva. in the archival version of the "Diary"” you can see what
is hidden in the published version. To Volodicheva’s text, which establishes
Lenin's bad memory, the word "jokingly” [wym.ueo] is inserted in the margin.
This indicates that someone has edited the text. (74)
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The entries for the dates from January 24 to January 30, made by Fotieva,
were all written down after the fact and out of order. Once again, this is
clearly not a "diary." Supposedly writing on January 30, Fotieva notes the
sequence is as follows: January 24, then the 25, then the 27™ ("Saturday™),
then the 29" (“Yesterday”), then "today,  the 30"; then back to the 24™
followed by the 26 , and back again to January 30" ("Today"). (CW 42, 484-
5)

These records, obviously not of a record-keeping nature, resemble, rather, the
draft of a memoir. This is indicated, for example, by the fact that Fotieva,
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who is believed to have made them, is mentioned in the third person:
Some examples:
January 29: (Entry by L.A. Fotieva)

On January 24 Vladimir llich sent for Fotieva ... This assignment was
given to Fotieva, Glyasser and Gorbunov. (CW 42, 484)

We have seen that Sakharov recognized that Volodicheva's handwriting
changed after the December 18, 1922 entry. Here Sakharov has discerned a
change in Fotieva’s handwriting too, consistent with the passages of time,
perhaps of many years:

The handwriting is similar to Fotieva’s handwriting, but the style of
individual letters differs from her notes made in mid-December 1922.
(75)

Sakharov also found a third handwriting at work.

We should add that these texts were edited by someone. In a note
dated January 294, part of the words attributed to Lenin ("For instance,
his article about the W.P.l. showed that certain circumstances were
known to him.") were inserted into the main text later in a handwriting
somewhat different from the handwriting of the main record. (75)

Sakharov also notes that the paper of the archival version changes at the
January 30 entry:

Starting from this day, the recordings are made on sheets of paper
markedly different in color (gray instead of white) and quality from
the previous ones. (74, note)

The archival original also contains a remark by Lenin of a "memoir" nature
having nothing to do with the record-keeping of the secretariat.

The February | entry has another editorial edit, an insertion in the
margin. And what an insertion! The text reads: "V.I. said: if | were
free (I misspoke at first, and then repeated, laughing: if | were free),
then I would easily have done all this myself.”

This has been removed from the published version - yet another sign that the
editors of the PSS “cleaned up" the "Diary” or attempted to do so, no doubt to
make it appear more "diary-like." These volumes were prepared for
publication during and shortly after Khrushchev's anti-Stalin campaign.

Another serious defect in the "Diary" entries occurs in the records of
February 7 to February 12, 1923.

In the archival version the "diary" entries follow this order: February
10, morning of February 7, morning of the 9th, followed by the second
time on February 10. After that, February 7 (evening) returns again,
then the "second coming" of February 9 (morning, evening) follows.

4 But written down under the entry of January 30, 1923. See CW 42, 484,
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February 9th is followed by the 12% ... (75)

Unlike the earlier defect, however, this one is not recorded accurately in the
printed version. Some editor has straightened it out.

Compared to January, the February defect in the calendar is much
more graphic evidence that the "Diary of Duty Secretaries” is actually
a later fabrication. Perhaps this is why its publishers had to assume the
role of editor and correct the "defect” left by its authors, hiding not
only the confusion of calendar dates, but also the very fact of later
historical and political work.

After the records for February 12 and 14 the rest of the sheet is left blank.
Why? To anticipate being filled in later? Because there are no entries at all
between February 14 and March 5. (XLV 485- 6; CW 42, 493)

On the next sheet are the last two entries of the "Diary" for March 5
and 6, 1923, telling the story of the creation and the sending of letters
to Trotsky, Mdivani and others, as well as the ultimatum letter to
Stalin.

We have studied these letters in the present book. The evidence strongly
points to their being fabrications. The fact that the "Diary” resumes only for
these dates suggests that these entries may have been made for the purpose of
"legitimating" these letters.

The archival version of the "Diary" contains more evidence of Khrushchev-
era reworking.

In the record for March 6, most of the text, starting with the words
"Nadezhda Konstantinovna asked" to the end, was executed by
Volodicheva in cipher. It was transcribed on June 14, 1956, exactly
when the political need arose. (76)

This is recorded in the notes to the "Diary, ” where we read:

The text beginning with the words: "Nadezhda Konstantinovna
asked...” is written in the Journal in shorthand; this was deciphered by
Volodicheva on July 14, 1956. (CW 42, 622 n. 618)

Naturally, this means that the entry for March 6 has no value as evidence,
since Volodicheva could have written anything in 1956.

Working from the archival originais Sakharov notes this:

It is interesting that the authors of the notes in the PSS changed the
date of Volodicheva’s transcription from June 14 to July 14, i.e. to a
time after the adoption of the decree of the Central Committee of the
CPSU "On overcoming the cult of personality and its consequences"”.
(76)°

® See illustration #5. The date of June 14, 1956 - not July 14 - in Volodicheva’s handwriting is clearly
visible.



257

Chapter 10. The Diary of the Seretaries

This resolution was passed on June 30, 1956.°

After the entry of December 18, 1922, the "Diary of Duty Secretarles” is no
longer a record-keeping or clerical document that reflects the events in real
time - that is, on the same day that they occurred. On the contrary, its
character changes markedly after that date. Therefore, it is not free from the
effects of the political situations that followed. The texts entered in violation
of the chronology or having a memoir character (entry made later than the
specified date) add up to approximately 4.7 pages out of 12.7 pages of entries,
or 37% of the whole "Diary."

All this allows us to assert that its creators pursued certain political
goals. Therefore, the "Diary” is a document of political struggle,
created to be able to use Lenin’s authority in the interest of someone. It
does not give us any serious information about Lenin’s work on the
texts of the "testament.” (76)

Even if one accepts this part of the "Diary" as a “memoir" it is still the case
that this "memoir" does not contain definite indications of Lenin’s dictation of
a number of the most important texts of the “testament”" — the "Letter to the
Congress, ” the notes “On the Question of Nationalities or 'Autonomization’,
" and other important documents.

The Secretarles Diary does appear to support Lenin’s authorship of the letters
dated March 5 and 6, 1923. But we shall see that this is contradicted by the
account in the "Diary of Duty Doctors." We shall also see that, during the
Khrushchev era, Fotieva - or whoever worked with her, coauthored, or
perhaps even created her “Reminiscences" of Lenin's last days - recognized
this contradiction and tried to cover it up. Perhaps this was done in view of an
anticipated publication of the Doctors Diary. As it happened, the Doctors
Diary was not published until 1991.

Thus, everything that we know about the entries in the "Diary”
beginning with December 23, 1922, speaks against the recognition of
this document as a valuable source on the history of Lenin’s work on
the latest letters and articles. Instead, it is valuable and
important as a source on the history of the falsification of
Lenin's ""testament.” (76)

The “Diary of Duty Doctors”

Unlike the secretaries’ "Diary” Sakharov was unable to study the archival
version of the Doctors Diary or Doctors Journal. He says that he found
evidence that it was being prepared for publication as early as the 1920s.
Fotieva or her ghostwriter certainly knew it during the 1950s, so it is likely
that its publication was being considered at that time also.

% For the resolution and date see https://ria.ru/20160630/1454189888.html
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Why wasn't it published then? Possibly because it contradicts the secretaries'
"Diary" on many points. Its publication could have opened the door at that
time, as it does now, to doubts not just about the secretaries’ "Diary" but
about those critica] documents of Lenin’s supposed "testament" that have a
strongly anti-Stalin orientation.

The Doctors Diary does not describe the contents of the dictations by Lenin to
his secretaries, so it can’t be used to verify facts stated in the secretaries'
"Diary” or in the chronology of Lenin’s last months contained in the PSS. It
too may have been reworked in places - we can’t know for certain, because
the originals are not accessible, but this can’t be ruled out. It would be
surprising if there had been no attempt to bring it into line, wherever possible,
with the secretaries’ accounts. After all, publication of the Doctors’ Diary was
being contemplated in the 1920s (Sakharov), then probably in the Khrushchev
era, as we can tell from Fotieva’s memoirs, and possibly earlier in the
Gorbachev era, when active falsification of evidence against Stalin was still
proceeding.”

So the original, archival version will be of great interest, should it ever be
made available. Meanwhile the "Diary of Duty Doctors” is the only source
now available that gives systematic information recorded in real time about
Lenin’s work and about his health and ability to work after December 18,
1922.

A number of the doctors’ notes challenge the account of Lenin’s work that we
find in the secretaries' "Diary” and the chronologies. For example, the doctors’
account has no record of any work by Lenin on January 6, 1923, though this
is elsewhere said to be the day when he dictated the second part of his article
"On Cooperation." Likewise on January 9, when Lenin supposedly worked on
the article "What Should We Do with the W.P.1.?" (VI KPSS 9, 1991, 47-8;
PSS, XLV 711).

And the doctors virtually deny Lenin’s work on the crucial documents
supposedly dictated on March 5 and 6, 1923.

... the "Diary of doctors on duty” is most valuable in that it makes it
possible to determine the reliability of other sources, especially the
"Diary of Duty Secretaries.” Comparison of information on the work
of Lenin contained in the "Diary of Doctors” with the "Diary of
Secretaries" vyields striking results. Matches are sorted into four
groups: December 24, 1922; third week of January (17-19, 22 and 23);
the first week of February (3, 4, 6, 7) and March 5, 6, 1923. That's all
for two and a half months - one day in December, five in January, four
in February and two in March. For 73 diary entries of doctors
(December 24 - March 6) and 30 entries of secretaries there are only
thirteen matches! This cannot but be surprising — if the “Secretaries
Diary" is indeed a diary, (77)

The “Diary of Secretaries” is silent about work with Lenin (including due to
lack of notes), while the “Diary of Doctors" reports such work on these dates:

"1t was finally published in the last half of 1991 during the final months of the existence of the USSR.
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December 25, 29-31, January 1- 4, 10, 13, 16, 19, January, 18-20, February
25-27, March 2, 3. Twenty days of disagreement out of 73 calendar days! To
this we should add an additional 6 days when, according to the doctors, Lenin
did not work with the secretaries, yet the secretaries talk about their working
with Lenin: January 24, 25, 26, and February 9, 10, and 12.

Sakharov adds it up:

So, there are inconsistencies in 26 cases out of 73 and records in
agreement are recorded only for 13 days. But for the "Diary of
Secretaries" even these coincidences are no better than contradictions.
More than three quarters of them (10 out of 13 diary entries) are
saturated with large and small contradictions ... (78)

These two documents, the "Diary of Duty Secretaries” and "Diary of Duty
Doctors, " are our main source of evidence about Lenin's activity and
dictation during the period of December 23, 1922, to March 6, 1923 - the
period when the "testament™ was supposedly composed.

*kkkk

We know that Fotieva was willing to take an active part in falsifying the
Secretaries Journal because of a note that Sakharov found in an archive. In
1971, Fotieva offered to insert entry about "Addition" into the Journal.

[aregecar set cnycta PorueBa B nucbMe B UMJI mpu LK KIICC
or 15 mag 1971 r. momblTajlach BOCIOJIHHUTH 3TOT MpoGesa H
npeasioKuja BKJIYUTD B TEKCT «JHEBHHKa» HEJOCTAIIIYIO
nHpopmanuio: «4/1. lo6asyieHue K "[lucbMy K cbe3ny'»

(PTACIIM @.5.0n.1. 1. 12.J1.1).8

Fifty years later, Fotieva, in a letter to the 1ML [Institute oi Marxism-
Leninism] attached to the Central Committee of the CPSU of May 15,
1971, tried to fill this gap and suggested including the missing
Information in the text of the “diary”: "4/1. Addendum to the "Letter to
the Congress™ »

(RGASPIF. 5. 0p. 1. D. 12. L. 1).

We have seen that Fotieva's memoir has been tendentiously edited, filled out
with details to make the anti-Stalin tendency of the Secretaries Journal and
the "testament" fit together better.

8 Sakharov 350, note.
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Lenin’s sister Maria 11’inichna Ulyanova spent a great deal of time with Lenin
during the period of his illness. On July 26, 1926, Ulyanova presented a
statement about Lenin’s relationship with Stalin to the Joint Plenum of the
Central Committee and the Central Control Committee.

Sometime later Ulyanova wrote a second statement about the Lenin-Stalin
relationship. We do not know when Ulyanova composed this second
statement. She might have written it around April, 1929, when she sent a
letter to the Joint Plenum of the Central Committee and the Central Control
Commission in defense of Rykov, Bukharin, and Tomsky. That letter is
attached to this chapter as an appendix.

Shis second statement is handwritten. There is no indication that Ulyanova
showed it to anyone. It was not published until December, 1989, though
Ulyanova had died in 1937. Ulyanova’s second statement differs in important
respects from her first statement. In this chapter we will study both statements
to see what they can reveal about “Lenin’s testament’’?

Ulyanova’s First Statement - Her Letter to the Joint Plenum

262

of the CC and CCC, July 26, 1926

Ulyanova’s first statement consists of three paragraphs plus a few concluding
sentences. We will examine it one paragraph at a time.

During the recent period the oppositional minority in the CC has
carried out systematic attacks on Comrade Stalin not even stopping at
affirming a supposed break by Lenin with Stalin in the last months of
V.1's life.

With the objective of re-establishing the truth 1 consider it my
obligation to inform comrades briefly about the relations of Lenin
towards Stalin in the period of the illness of V.I. (I am not here
concerned with the period prior to his illness about which 1 have
considerable evidence of the most touching attitude of V.l. towards
Stalin of which CC members know no less than 1) when | was
continually present with him and carried out a number of tasks for
him.

Ulyanova asserts that Lenin had a very ciose relationship with Stalin both

b

have put both statements, in the original Russian and in my own translation, Online at

https://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/uiianova.html
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before and during his illness, but she will only comment on the latter period,
when she was in Lenin’s presence regularly.

Vladimir Il'ich valued Stalin very highly. For example, in the spring of
1922 when V. Il'ich had his first attack, and also at the time of his
second attack in December 1922, he invited Stalin and turned to him
with the most intimate tasks. The type of tasks with which one can
address only to a person on whom one has total faith, whom you know
as a dedicated revolutionist, and as an intimate comrade. Moreover
Il'ich insisted that he wanted to talk only with Stalin and nobody else.
Here Ulyanova is probably referring to Lenin’s turning to Stalin for poison
and making Stalin promise to give it to him when he demanded it As we have
seen, these requests are well documented.

In general, during the entire period of his illness, while he had the
opportunity to associate with his comrades, he invited comrade Stalin
most often. And during the most serious period of the illness, he
generally did not invite any of the members of the C.C. except Stalin.

Here Ulyanova claims that Lenin was closer to Stalin than to anyone else in
the Party, either inviting Stalin more often than others or, when Lenin was
very sick, exclusively.

There was an incident between Lenin and Stalin which comrade
Zinoviev mentioned in his speech and which took place not long
before II’ich lost his power of speech (March, 1923) but it was
completely personal and had nothing to do with politics. Comrade
Zinoviev knows this very well and to refer to it was absolutely
unnecessary. This incident took place because on the demand of the
doctors the Central Committee gave Stalin the charge of keeping a
watch so that no political news reached Lenin during this period of
serious illness. This was done so as not to upset him and so that his
condition did not deteriorate ...

Here Ulyanova is referring to the doctors’ order of December 24, 1922, taken
in consultation with Stalin, Bukharin, and Kamenev, and charging Stalin with
keeping political discussion away from Lenin. This later order refers to
"political life" - the order of December 18, 1922, does not.

From this point on Ulyanova's account of the origin of the "ultimatum letter”
is very different from the official version.

... he (Stalin) even scolded his [Lenin’s] family for conveying this type
of information. Il'ich, who accidentally carne to know about this and
who was also always upset by such a strong regime of protection, in
turn scolded Stalin. Stalin apologized and with this the incident was
settled. It goes without saying that if Lenin had not been so seriously
ill during this period, as | had indicated, then he would have reacted to
the incident differently.

Let us sum up. Ulyanova claims:

* that Stalin scolded not Krupskaya alone, but Lenin’s family. In addition to
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Krupskaya, this evidently included Ulyanova herself who, she claims, "was
continually present with him." The editors of this document in Izv TsK
KPSS No. 12, 1989, say that they do not know who else in Lenin’s family
Ulyanova meant.

This version contradicts the "official" version contained in Krupskaya’s letter
to Kamenev, in which Krupskaya says only that Stalin had been rude to her
and says nothing about Stalin "scolding” Lenin's family.

* Lenin found out about this "accidentally.” Ulyanova does not say who told
him. The official version says that Krupskaya told him.

* Lenin “scolded” Stalin. If by this Ulyanova meant the "ultimatum letter” she
does not say so, and "scolded" is a poor description of that letter. It seems
that she may have meant a different event or a different document.

"Stalin apologized ..."

* The official version mentions Stalin’s note to Lenin, dictated to
Volodicheva but not given to Lenin or read to him but given, shown, or read
to Kamenev, who described it in a letter to Zinoviev. In fact, Stalin’s note
does not contain any apology, although Stalin’s agreeing to "take back" his
words to Krupskaya might be interpreted as an apology of sorts. We do not
know what those words were, other than Stalin’s brief reference to them in
his reply.

"... and with this the incident was settled.”

* According to the official version, no "settlement™ - resolution or conclusion
- of the incident took place. Ulyanova claims that it was "settled" with an
apology by Stalin to Lenin.

"It goes without saying that if Lenin had not been so seriously ill
during this period, as | had indicated, then he would have reacted to
the incident differently.”

* Here Ulyanova appears to lay much of the blame for the incident not on
Stalin but on Lenin himself, whose reaction, due to his illness, was "different"
- perhaps sharper - than it should have been.

"There are documents regarding this incident and on the first request from the
Central Committee | can present them.”

* Could the documents Ulyanova mentions be Lenin’s "ultimatum letter” to
Stalin and Stalin's reply? We can't rule this out. But the "ultimatum letter”
had already been shown to the XV Party Congress and reprinted in an
appendix to its transcript. So Ulyanova would seem to be referring to
different documents. Perhaps she meant her own copy of Stalin’s reply to
Lenin? We just don’t know.

The Soviet editors passed over this remark in silence. Evidently, they had no
idea what documents Ulyanova was referring to, and we do not know today.
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Analysis of Ulyanova’s First Statement

Ulyanova claims that the whole incident took place in a very different manner
than described by other members of the Central Committee, including
Zinoviev and Trotsky. Ulyanova’s statement goes a long way towards
vindicating Stalin. She tacitly denies that Lenin ever threatened to break off
relations with Stalin. She States that "the incident" was "settled” by an
apology by Stalin to Lenin.

Ulyanova fails to mention the dramatic "ultimatum letter” at all, even though
the members of the C.C. and the C.C.C. would certainly have been aware of
it. She does not mention Krupskaya. But she implicitly rejects Krupskaya's
claim that Stalin was rude to her alone rather than to his "family." Ulyanova
also claims that Stalin apologized to Lenin. This too contradicts the official
version, according to which Lenin never received Stalin's reply to Lenin’s
“ultimatum letter.”

Taken as a whole, Ulyanova’s statement about the circumstances of Stalin’s
"rudeness" and Lenin’s reaction to it is very supportive of Stalin, to the point
of being mildly critical of Lenin himself. It is very different from the version
outlined by Krupskaya.

Ulyanova’s Second Statement on Relations between Lenin
and Stalin

At some later point Ulyanova wrote another statement about Lenin's
relationship with Stalin. This statement was first published in the December
1989, issue of the Gorbachev-era journal lzvestila TsK KPSS. The editors
State that it was found among her personal papers after her death, which
occurred on June 12, 1937. We do not know when or why Ulyanova wrote it.
In some respects it presents a different account of Lenin's relations with
Stalin. In other respects it echoes her first statement As it bears directly on the
question of the official version of the “ultimatum letter” we must examine it
carefully.

In my statement to the Central Committee plenum | wrote that V.I.
valued Stalin. This is of course true. Stalin is an outstanding worker
and a good organizer. But it is also without doubt, that in this
statement | did not say the whole truth about Lenin’s attitude towards
Stalin. The purpose of the statement, which was written at the request
of Bukharin and Stalin, was to protect him a little from the attacks of
the opposition by referring to Il’ich’s relation towards him. The
opposition was speculating on the last letter of V. I.'s to Stalin where
the question of breaking off relations with him was posed. The
immediate reason for this was a personal incident - V. I.'s outrage that
Stalin allowed himself to be rude towards N. K. At that time it seemed
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to me that Zinoviev, Kamenev and others were using this strictly
personal matter for political purposes, for factional purposes. But after
further considering this fact with a number of V.l.'s statements, with
his political testament and also with Stalin’s behavior during the
period since Lenin's death, his "political” fine, | more and more began
to clarify to myself Il'ich's real attitude towards Stalin during the last
period of his life. | consider that it is my duty to talk about this, if only
briefly.

Ulyanova States that Bukharin and Stalin had asked her to write the first
statement, and that she had agreed to do so. She does not say that she falsified
it in any way, only that she "did not say the whole truth about Lenin’s attitude
towards Stalin.”

Ulyanova States:

The opposition was speculating on the last letter of V. I. to Stalin
where the question of breaking off relations with him was posed.

Here Ulyanova specifically refers to the "ultimatum letter, " which she had
not mentioned directly in her first statement.

She continues:

The immediate reason for this was a personal incident - V. l.'s outrage
that Stalin allowed himself to be rude towards N. K. At that time it
seemed to me that Zinoviev, Kamenev and others were using this
strictly personal matter for political purposes, for factional purposes.

In her first statement Ulyanova had said that Stalin had "scolded" Lenin’s
family. Here she says only that he had been "rude" to Krupskaya - the same
word Krupskaya had used in her letter to Kamenev. She repeats her view that
Lenin’s anger at Stalin was not political but personal.

But after further considering this fact with a number of V.L's
statements, with his political testament and also with Stalin’s behavior
during the period since Lenin’s death, his "political” fine, | more and
more began to clarify to myself Il'ich's actual attitude towards Stalin
during the last period of his life.

Ulyanova mentions four matters that she intends to take into account in this
statement.

* "A number of V.I’s statements." However, she discusses only one
statement: her claim that Lenin said Stalin "is not at all intelligent."

* "His political testament." Ulyanova refers briefly to some of these
documents.

* “Stalin’s behavior during the period since Lenin's death, his 'political’ line
..." Ulyanova says nothing at all about this.

* "I more and more began to clarify to myself I’ich's actual attitude towards
Stalin during the last period of his life.” Does "actual” mean that her
description of Lenin’s attitude towards Stalin, which she had described in
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unequivocally positive terms, was not accurate? Or does she perhaps simply
mean that it was more complicated?

Ulyanova continues:

V.1. had a lot of self-control. He knew very well how to conceal, how
not to show his attitude towards persons when he thought that to be
most expedient for whatever reason. | remember how he hid himself in
his room and closed the door behind him when a worker from the All-
Russian Central Executive Committee whom he could not tolerate,
carne to our fiat. He was indeed afraid to meet him, afraid that he
would not be able to control himself, and that his real attitude
towards this person would reveal itself in a harsh manner.

This is confusing. First Ulyanova says that Lenin "had a lot of self- control.”
Then she appears to contradict herself by relating an incident where Lenin
was so "afraid to meet” a high-ranking Party member whom he did not like
that he avoided meeting him altogether for fear that he would not be able to
control himself, would lose his self-control.

She then claims that, in the interest of keeping Trotsky because of his
abilities, Lenin set aside with difficulty - "What this cost him - that’s another
question” - his negative attitude towards Trotsky, for whom "he never had
any sympathy ... - this person had too many characteristics which made
collective work with him extremely difficult."

Here she makes it clear that, in her view, Lenin did not like or support
Trotsky. This is consistent with her first statement, where she says that Stalin
was Lenin’s favorite, but here it is more pointedly anti-Trotsky. If she did
compose this second statement for the April 1929 Joint Plenum, then it was
after Trotsky had been expelled from the Party and exiled from the Soviet
Union.

Stalin’s Attitude Towards Helping Martov

Ulyanova claims that Lenin was "very upset”" {ochen' rasstroeri) and "very
angry with Stalin” {ochen' rasserzhen na St[alina]~) because Stalin called the
Menshevik Martov an enemy of the working class and refused to transfer
money to him when Lenin wanted to help Martov. Lenin and Martov had
worked together for many years, beginning before the Bolshevik-Menshevik
split of 1903. It was understandable that Lenin viewed his relationship with
Martov as, in part, a personal one, whereas Stalin, who had never worked
with Martov, saw only the latter’s political errors.

So for Lenin helping Martov was a “personal" matter. This is a second
example where Lenin was unable to keep the personal separate from the
political.

Ulyanova then makes a curious and inexplicable statement:
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Were there other reasons also for dissatisfaction with him [Stalin] on
the part of V.1.? Evidently there were. Shklovski told about a letter
from V.1. to him in Berlin, when Sh[klovsky] was there. According to
this letter it was clear that somebody was undermining V.l. Who and
how - that remains a mystery.

The editors of this document identify and reprint a letter from Lenin to
Shklovsky. This letter cannot be about Stalin, since in it Lenin complains
about "new" Party members who do not trust “the old [members], " and
concludes that "we struggle, to win the new youth to our side.” (lzv TsK
KPSS 12, 1989, p. 201, n. 32)

What could this have to do with Stalin? The editors have no idea. More to the
point: Ulyanova herself had no idea either! Why, then, does she mention it? It
looks as though she may have wanted to cite another reason for Lenin to have
been dissatisfied with Stalin, but could not think of one. We don’t know.

Lenin, Stalin, and Lenin’s Request for Poison

Ulyanova then devotes three paragraphs to a more detailed discussion of
Lenin’s request to Stalin for poison, and how Stalin handled it. This part of
her letter shows Stalin in a very positive light. She spends an additional two
paragraphs describing how Lenin "was with Stalin against Trotsky, " how
Stalin "visited [Lenin] more often than others" during Lenin’s illness, how
Lenin "met him amicably, joked, smiled, and demanded that | play the hostess
to Stalin, bring wine and so on.” These passages suggest that Lenin’s
relationship with Stalin was an excellent one.

Ulyanova then writes:

V.1. was most dissatisfied with Stalin concerning the national question
in the Caucasus. His correspondence with Trotsky regarding this
matter is well known. Evidently V.1. was terribly troubled with Stalin,
Orjonikidze and Dzerzhinsky. This question tormented him strongly
during the rest of his illness.

Here Ulyanova clearly refers to (1) Lenin’s letter to Trotsky of March 5, 1923
2, and possibly to his letter to Mdivani and Makharadze.® Her use of the word
"evidently” - vidimo -suggests that she had no independent knowledge of
Lenin’s dissatisfaction with Stalin concerning this issue but was taking it
from another source.

This is significant, because Ulyanova was with her brother virtually every
day. Yet she did not know at first hand, from Lenin himself that he was
"troubled with Stalin, Ordzhonikidze, and Dzerzhinsky.” Where could she
have learned about this? Only from Krupskaya, the members of Lenin’s

2 LIV 329; CW 45, 607.
3 LIV 330; CW 45, 608.
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secretariat, and/or from the documents of the "testament."
She continues:

To this was united the conflict that led to V. I's letter to Stalin of
5.3.23, which | will quote below. It was like this. The doctors insisted
that no one should speak to V.I. about anything concerning work. It
was necessary to fear more than anything else that N.K.
should tell something to V.l. She was so used to sharing
everything with  him that sometimes, completely
unintentionally and without wishing to do so, she might
blurt things out. The PB assigned Stalin to make sure that this
prohibition of the doctors was not violated. And so once, evidently,
having learned about some conversation between N.K. and V. I., Stalin
called her to the telephone and in a rather sharp manner, thinking,
evidently, that this would not reach V. 1., began to instruct her that
she should not discuss work with V. 1. or, he said, he would take her
before the Central Control Commission ...

Ulyanova does not date these events. Krupskaya said that they occurred on
December 22 and 23, 1922. (LIV 674-5) This is the official version. Stalin
stated that they occurred at the end of January or beginning of February,
1923. Ulyanova makes it clear that she does not have first-hand knowledge of
a phone call by Stalin to Krupskaya - she twice says "evidently" (ochevidno).

Ulyanova also reveals something else: that the "prohibition of the doctors"
was aimed at Krupskaya especially (“more than anything else"). The fact that
the December 24, 1922 prohibition was aimed mainly at controlling
Krupskaya appears to mitigate Stalin’s action in criticizing Krupskaya.

Ulyanova continues:

This discussion upset N.K. exceedingly: she completely lost control of
herself, she sobbed and rolled on the floor. But she told Kamenev and
Zinoviev that Stalin had shouted at her on the phone and, it seems, also
mentioned the Caucasus business.

Ulyanova's statement here contradicts the official version. She says that
Krupskaya "also mentioned the Caucasus business." But Krupskaya said
nothing about "the Caucasus business" in her December 23, 1922, letter to
Kamenev. There she claimed that it was a letter to Trotsky that she had taken
in dictation from Lenin that caused Stalin’s "rudeness" to her.

Stalin’s version, that the incident between Krupskaya and himself occurred at
the end of January or beginning of February, is consistent with Ulyanova's
claim that Krupskaya mentioned "the Caucasus business, " which was under
discussion at that time.

We do not know where Ulyanova got the notion that "the Caucasus business"
played a role in Stalin’s upbraiding of Krupskaya. Ulyanova makes it clear
that shoe does not know this for a fact ("it seems™). Where, then, did she learn
of it?
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Once again, Ulyanova’s version of events does not agree with Krupskaya’s.
Krupskaya said nothing about "losing control, sobbing, rolling on the floor.”
Ulyanova may well have been present to witness this. It is new information. It
does reinforce Krupskaya’s claim to Kamenev that she really was upset.

After a few days she told V.I. about this incident and added that she
and Stalin had already reconciled. Stalin had actually called her before
this and obviously tried to smooth over the negative reaction his
reprimand and threat had produced on her.

These details completely contradict the official version and Krupskaya’s
account.

* According to the official version, Lenin wrote the "ultimatum letter” to
Stalin on March 5, 1923, almost two and a half months after Krupskaya
claimed that Stalin had been rude to her over the phone. Here, Ulyanova
claims that Krupskaya told Lenin about this incident "a few days"
afterwards.

* Ulyanova claims that Krupskaya told Lenin "that she and Stalin had already
reconciled” and that Stalin had phoned her to "smooth over” upsetting her,
If "smooth over" means "apologize for, " then Stalin had already apologized
by the time he received the "ultimatum letter." And if he had already
apologized, that would explain why Stalin's reply to the "ultimatum letter"
expresses confusion but contains no apology - he had already apologized.

In the first paragraph about Lenin's request to Stalin for poison Ulyanova
wrote:

Why did he appeal to St[alin] with this request? Because he knew him
to be a firm, steely man devoid of any sentimentality. He had no one
else but Stalin to approach with this type of request.

But later she tells a story about Stalin that contradicts the description of him
that she had already given - that Stalin had no "sentimentality””:

Once in the morning Stalin invited me to V.l.'s office. He looked very
upset and afflicted. "Today | did not sleep the whole night, * he said to
me. “Who does II’ich think | am, how he behaves towards me! As
towards some kind of traitor. But | love him with all my heart.

Tell him this somehow." | felt sorry for Stalin. It seemed to me that he
was sincerely distressed.

This is odd. First Ulyanova claimed that Lenin "had a lot of self- control” and
then proceeds to give an example where Lenin did not trust his self-control.
Here, having described Stalin as "devoid of any sentimentality” she relates a
story in which Stalin exhibits precisely a sentimental side." We have no idea
when this occurred or what interactions with Lenin Stalin was referring to. No
other source reports it.

She then tells the story of Lenin calling Stalin "not intelligent":

Il’ich called me for something and I told him by the way that the
comrades were sending him regards. "Ah" - objected V.I. "And Stalin
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asked me to give you his warmest greetings, and to tell you that he
loves you very much”. 1l'ich smiled and remained silent "What then, "
I asked, "should i convey your greetings to him?" "Yes.” answered
I'ich quite coldly. “But Volodia, " | continued, "he is still the
intelligent Stalin." "He is not at all intelligent, ” answered Il'ich
resolutely, wrinkling his brow.

Ulyanova says that this event occurred shortly after Stalin’s lament to her. It
is worth noting that she says that Lenin was not in the least upset. According
to Ulyanova, Lenin said these words calmly:

But howsoever irritated Lenin was with Stalin there is one thing I can
say with complete conviction. His words that Stalin was "not at all
intelligent” were said by V.l. absolutely without any irritation.
This was his opinion about him - definite and concise, that he told me.

Whatever Stalin had done to annoy Lenin and provoke this remark, it must
have been a small matter if Lenin was not in the least irritated.

Then comes the story of the "ultimatum letter:
275

I did not continue the discussion and a few days later V.I. carne to
know that Stalin had behaved rudely to N.K. and that Kfamenev] and
Z (inoviev) knew about it, and in the morning, very distressed, he
asked for the stenographer to be sent to him, first asking whether N.K.
had already left for Narkompros [People’s Commissariat of Education-
GF] to which he received a positive answer. When Volodicheva carne
V.1. dictated the following letter to Stalin...

Ulyanova describes the following sequence of events:

(1) Stalin complains to Ulyanova that Lenin is treating him badly and asks her
to tell Lenin that he, Stalin, "loves him with all his [my] heart.”

(2) Shortly after this Ulyanova tells Lenin "Stalin asked me to give you his
warmest greetings, and to tell you that he loves you very much."”

(3) Lenin says that Stalin is “not at all intelligent”

(4) "A few days later” Lenin "carne to know that Stalin had behaved rudely to
N.K." This must have been on March 5, 1923.

(5) "In the next morning" - that is, March 6 - Lenin dictated the "ultimatum
letter."

Ulyanova then reproduces the text of the "ultimatum letter, ” saying that

V.1. asked Volodicheva to send it to Stalin without telling N.K. about
it and to give me a copy in a sealed envelope.

There are a number of problems with Ulyanova’s account here.

When was it that, in Stalin's estimation (according to Ulyanova), Lenin had
treated Stalin badly? It cannot be Lenin’s purported letter to Mdivani and
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Makharadze, which is dated March 6, 1923, the same day as the "ultimatum
letter.” Likewise, the purported Lenin letter to Trotsky about the Georgian
affair is dated March 5, 1923, one day before the "ultimatum letter, " so it
can’t be this one either.

The other documents supposedly by Lenin that contain criticisms of Stalin are
the “Characteristics" and the "Addition." They are dated December 25, 1922
and January 4, 1923 respectively. However, neither Stalin nor anyone else
knew about them in March - undoubtedly because, as we know now, they did
not yet exist. They were not put into circulation until sometime after the XII
Party Congress, which closed on April 25, 1923.

We have no evidence that Lenin had treated Stalin badly or had written
anything negative about him before March 5, 1923. Of course, we would not
expect Stalin to mention such an event to others. But Trotsky, Zinoviev, and
Kamenev surely would have mentioned it, to use against Stalin in their
various factional struggles. Yet they did not. Therefore, it appears safe to say
that they were unaware of any such incident. Therefore, assuming that
Ulyanova did not simply invent this incident - and she would have had no
reason to do that - it must have been a very minor matter since there is no
other mention of it by anyone..

Ulyanova’s description of this incident - Stalin’s upbraiding of Krupskaya,
Lenin’s learning about this, and Lenin’s "ultimatum letter" to Stalin -
contradicts her own account of 1926. It also contradicts Krupskaya’s own
version in several important ways:

* Ulyanova claims that Lenin learned about Stalin’s "rudeness” to Krupskaya
"a few days” after Ulyanova reported to Lenin Stalin’s message that he
"loves you very much” and Lenin replied that Stalin was "not at all
intelligent"

* Ulyanova writes as follows:

After returning home and seeing V.I. distressed N.K. understood that
something was wrong. And she asked Volodicheva not to send the
letter. She said that she would personally talk to Stalin and ask him to
apologize. That is what N.K. is saying now, but I think that she
did not see this letter and it was sent to Stalin as V.l. had wanted.
Stalin's reply was delayed somewhat, and then they decided (probably
the doctors and N.K.) not to give it to V.I. as his condition had
worsened. And so V.I. did not know about his reply, in which Stalin
apologized.

Volodicheva’s account in the Secretaries Journal does not say how Krupskaya
learned about Lenin’s draft letter to Stalin. Ulyanova does not tell us either.
Ulyanova says that Krupskaya said that “she would personally talk to Stalin
and ask him to apologize.” This is not in the Secretaries Journal.

Ulyanova then says:

That is what N.K. is saying now, but I think that she did not see this
letter and it was sent to Stalin as V.I. had wanted.
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Volodicheva’s entry in the Secretaries Journal does not say whether
Krupskaya read the letter or not. It only States that Krupskaya asked
Volodicheva not to send the letter to Stalin, as a result of which it was not
sent until the next day, March 7. Ulyanova States that Lenin instructed
Volodicheva not to show the letter to Krupskaya. This important detail is
missing entirely from the account in SJ.

Ulyanova says that she does not believe Krupskaya’s account ("This is what
N.I. is saying now, but I think ..."). Evidently, this means that Ulyanova
thought that Krupskaya did not see the "ultimatum letter" at all. And that
means that Ulyanova is accusing Krupskaya of not telling the truth. She does
not trust Krupskaya’s word about this important matter. We are left to
wonder: How much did Ulyanova know, or suspect, about Krupskaya ’s
falsifications?

* Ulyanova says "Stalin's reply was delayed somewhat.” This directly
contradicts Volodicheva’s statement in the Secretaries Journal, according to
which there was no delay:

Stalin's answer was received immediately on receipt of
Vladimir Ilyich’s letter (the letter was handed to Stalin personally
by me and his answer to Vladimir llyich dictated to me). (CW 42, 494)

The final paragraph of this undated statement by Ulyanova begins by briefly
reassuring the reader that, though Lenin did personally tell her that Stalin was
"not at all intelligent, ” he did so "absolutely without any irritation.” She also
repeats that Lenin personally told her this: "This was his opinion about him -
definite and concise, that he told me.”

This opinion does not contradict the fact that V.l. valued Stalin as a
practical worker, but he considered it absolutely essential that there
should be some restraining authority over some of his manners and
peculiarities, by virtue of which V.l. considered that Stalin should be
removed from the post of general secretary. He spoke about this
very decisively in his political testament, in the
characteristics of a number of comrades which he gave
before his death and which thus did not reach the party. But
about this some other time.

First-hand and Second-hand Knowledge

Ulyanova’s direct reference to the '"political testament" and the
"characteristics” in her last paragraph reveals that she claimed no independent
knowledge of any desire by Lenin to remove Stalin as Gensec. Rather, she has
taken this version of events from these documents. Ulyanova’s direct
quotation of the text of the "ultimatum letter” shows that it too is taken from
the "political testament”

Nor does she claim personal knowledge of Krupskaya's telling Volodicheva
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not to send the "ultimatum letter" to Stalin on March 6; that she would
personally ask Stalin to apologize; that Stalin's reply was "delayed somewhat"
- Volodicheva wrote in the Secretaries Journal that this is incorrect - and that
the doctors and Krupskaya "probably" decided not to give Stalin’s reply to
Lenin. We know this because Ulyanova tells us directly: “that is what N.K. is
saying now.”

Other details in this statement of Ulyanova's that she is repeating at second
hand are:

* Trotsky calling Lenin a "hooligan” in a Politburo meeting and Lenin’s
restrained response to him.

* The story about Lenin’s request for money for Martov and Stalin’s refusal.
Ulyanova says "I was told that...”

* Her suggestion that Lenin’s letter to Shklovsky in Berlin refers somehow to
Stalin. She must have heard this at second or third hand, and it was incorrect
Whoever is meant by this cryptic letter, it cannot be Stalin.

* Ulyanova's statement that Krupskaya "told Kamenev and Zinoviev that
Stalin had shouted at her on the phone and, it seems, also mentioned the
Caucasus business.” By the phrase "it seems” Ulyanova makes it clear that
she did not know any of this at first hand.

Krupskaya's own account does not mention the Caucasus issue. But this
phrase is revealing anyway, since it was the monopoly of foreign trade, not
the Caucasian issue, that was in the foreground in the fourth week of
December, 1922, when Krupskaya claimed that Stalin had upbraided her.
That is the subject of Lenin’s supposed letter to Trotsky of December 21,
1922, which Krupskaya claimed was the occasion for Stalin to upbraid her.

After meeting with Rykov on December 9, 1922, and with Dzerzhinsky on
December 12, 1922, Lenin did not take up the Caucasus issue again until late
January, 1923. This is precisely the time period that, in his reply to Lenin’s
"ultimatum letter, " Stalin said the incident with Krupskaya had taken place.
So on this point Ulyanova’s account confirms Stalin’s version of events and
calls Krupskaya’s version into question.

* Concerning Ulyanova's reference to Lenin’s supposed dissatisfaction with
Stalin, Ordzhonikidze, and Dzerzhinsky, she says that Lenin’s
"correspondence with Trotsky regarding this matter is well known" - a
reference to Lenin’s supposed letter to Trotsky of March 5, 1923 (CW 45,
607; LIV, 329). She claims no first-hand knowledge of Lenin’s supposed
dissatisfaction.

What does Ulyanova claim to know at first-hand?
* That Lenin never had any sympathy for Trotsky.
* That she believed Lenin did not like Zinoviev.

* That Lenin sought out Stalin as the person who could be relied upon to
obtain poison and give it to him when he, Lenin, asked him to.
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* That during Lenin’s illness Stalin visited Lenin more than others.

* That during the autumn of 1922 Lenin met frequently with Kamenev,
Zinoviev, and Stalin.

* That a few days after Stalin had criticized Krupskaya for discussing politics
with Lenin, Krupskaya told Lenin about this and said that she and Stalin had
already reconciled.

* That Stalin had told her, in Lenin’s office, that Lenin was treating him with
hostility, that he, Stalin, loved Lenin "with all my heart, " and asked
Ulyanova to tell Lenin so.

* That she felt sorry for Stalin because of this.
* That Lenin had told her that Stalin "is not at all intelligent.”

None of the fact-claims that Ulyanova says she knows at first hand
contradicts her statement of July 26, 1926. She does not contradict her story
about the Stalin-Krupskaya-Lenin incident that she gave in her first statement.
We have reproduced it above and do so again here for the convenience of the
readers:

... he (Stalin) even scolded his family for conveying this type of
information. I1’ich, who accidentally carne to know about this and who
was also always upset by such a strong regime of protection, in turn
scolded Stalin. Stalin apologized and with this the incident was settled.
It goes without saying that if Lenin had not been so seriously ill during
this period, as | had indicated, then he would have reacted to the
incident differently.

Stalin scolded Lenin’s "family." Lenin scolded Stalin. Stalin apologized. End
of incident. Lenin overreacted. This is Ulyanova’s account. It sharply
contradicts the official version, which is put together from Volodicheva’s
entries in the Secretaries Journal and Krupskaya’s letter to Kamenev.

Ulyanova’s account makes sense of the text of Stalin's reply to the "ultimatum
letter" of March 7, 1923, which Stalin certainly believed to be genuine, i.e.
from Lenin. In it Stalin agrees to "take back" what he said to Krupskaya, but
insists that he does not know what the problem is, wherein he is at fault, and
what is expected of him. As Sakharov notes, Stalin did not apologize.

Stalin says that the incident between Krupskaya and him occurred about five
weeks beforehand - that is, at the end of January or beginning of February,
1923. That directly contradicts the "official" version, which is based on
Krupskaya’s claim and the "Letter to the Congress." In an earlier chapter we
have shown that these documents are fabrications.

Ulyanova’s account also makes sense of Lenin’s request to Stalin, less than
two weeks later, to get him poison. Lenin had obviously not "broken
reiations” with Stalin, as the "ultimatum letter” said that he would do unless
Stalin apologized.

But Stalin had not apologized and Lenin had not seen the letter that Stalin had
dictated to Volodicheva. Lenin simply acted as though he had never made this
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threat to break reiations.

Our own study and that of Valentin Sakharov, outlined in previous chapters,
have concluded that Lenin did not dictate the "ultimatum letter." If Lenin had
actually dictated the "ultimatum letter” to Stalin, then surely he was entitled
to have Stalin’s reply read to him despite his illness.

But if Lenin did not dictate the "ultimatum letter, " then of course Krupskaya
and the secretarles who were her accomplices could not allow Lenin to see
Stalin’s reply. That would have exposed their falsification.

Conclusions

* Ulyanova tells a very different version of the dispute between Stalin,
Krupskaya, and Lenin.

* Her version is consistent with Stalin’s version as reflected in his reply to the
“ultimatum letter.”

* It is not consistent with Krupskaya's version, which is the “official” version.

* Ulyanova affirms Krupskaya’s version only at second hand. She does not
claim any independent knowledge of it.

* Ulyanova has a very positive attitude about Stalin.

* She tries to come up with some independent account of Lenin's being
dissatisfied with Stalin, but ultimately she could not.

* Ulyanova thinks Krupskaya is not telling the truth concerning at least one
important aspect of the Lenin-Stalin issue.

Why Did Ulyanova Draft This Document?

We do not know why Ulyanova composed this document. We do not have the
original. The editors tell us that it is handwritten by Ulyanova herself
(avtograf). We don't know whether there are any other drafts, notes, or
corrections, or other documents in her archive that might shed light on her
reasons.

It is far too positive towards Stalin to have been useful to the opposition
groups. For the same reason it can hardly be a forgery during the Khrushchev
or Gorbachev eras.

Could Ulyanova have written it as a concession to Krupskaya? We do not
know how close they were to each other, but these are the two women who
were closest to Lenin. Ulyanova’s statement to the Joint Plenum of July 26,
1926, must have hurt Krupskaya, since it contradicted her own story.
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It appears that Krupskaya did have something to do with Ulyanova’s second
statement. Ulyanova wrote:

That is what N.K. is saying now, but | think that she did not see this
letter and it was sent to Stalin as V.I. had wanted.

This must mean that Krupskaya had spoken to Ulyanova concerning the
circumstances of the "ultimatum letter" some time after Ulyanova’s statement
to the July 1926 Joint Plenum. It appears that Ulyanova did not believe
Krupskaya’s claim that she, Krupskaya, had asked Volodicheva not to send
the letter to Stalin and that she would personally talk to Stalin and ask him to
apologize. U'lianova suggests that she believes this to be false - that
Kurpskaya did not see the letter. That is, Ulyanova thinks that Krupskaya did
not talk to Stalin and ask him to apologize.

Ulyanova does say: "Stalin’s reply was delayed somewhat." But
Volodicheva’s account in the Secretarles Journal say that this is not true. So
who told Ulyanova this? Presumably it was Krupskaya herself. Why might
Krupskaya have done this? Perhaps in order to provide an excuse for not
showing Stalin’s reply to Lenin?

Why might Krupskaya want such an excuse? Perhaps because she could not
give Stalin’s response to Lenin - because Lenin had not dictated the
"ultimatum letter.”

In his response, Stalin said that he had had "explanations with N.K.”” some
weeks before. There is no reason to doubt Stalin’s dating of this whole story
as "about five weeks" earlier, later January or early February, 1923. But that
means that Krupskaya lied to Ulyanova when she, Krupskaya, said that she
would talk to Stalin - because she and Stalin had already talked weeks earlier.
This is similar to what Ulyanova had told the Joint Plenum in her first
statement.

Ulyanova's second statement does not contradict her 1926 statement.
Ulyanova affirms Krupskaya’s story only as a version she knows from
documents, not from first hand.

Therefore, whatever the reason was that she composed it, Ulyanova’s first-
hand account still contradicts Krupskaya’s "official” version while being
consistent with Stalin’s account in his reply to the "ultimatum letter." That is,
Ulyanova’s account is consistent with our contention that Krupskaya’s
account is yet another of her falsehoods.

*kkkk

Ulyanova’s second statement was not published or - as far as we can tell -
given to anyone else. Although we would like to know more about why
Ulyanova carne to write it, we can understand why she never did anything
with it. Sakharov writes:

OH npeAno/IOXXKUTENbHO ObLI CO3/aH B KoHLe 20-X - Havyase 30-X
ro/lOB, KOr/Jla OHa, aKTUBHO BbicTymnas B 3awuty H.MU. ByxapuHa u
ero CTOPOHHUKOB, HCIOJIb30Baja «3aBeljaHue» JleHUHa],
HanpuMmep, B MNUCbMe B ajpec ampejbckoro (1929)
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oo6beauneHHoro Ilinenyma LK u LIKK BKII(6), 4ToOBI OKa3aThb
MOJIMTUYECKYIO MOIJIEePXKKY JIMJlepaM «IIPaBoro yKJoHa»* (80)

It was presumably created in the late 20s - early 30s, when she,
actively speaking in defense of N.I. Bukharin and his supporters, used
Lenin’s "Testament, " for example in a letter to the April (1929) joint
Plenum of the Central Committee and Central Control Commission of
the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) to provide political
support to the leaders of the "right deviation” (Sakharov's footnote is
to an archival document.)

The full transcript of the April Joint Plenum has not been published, but
Ulyanova's letter to the Plenum was published in Izv TsK KPSS 1 (1989),
126-127. In it she does refer to the "Lenin testament” but says nothing about
the Krupskaya-Stalin-Lenin issue, the "Letter to the Congress, " or Lenin’s
supposed desire to remove Stalin as Gensec.

Ulyanova does State that she had missed attending the Joint Plenum due to
iliness. It's possible that her second statement was a draft that she was
considering for presentation there. Or perhaps she wrote it at the request of
Bukharin, who along with Stalin had urged her to write her first statement

It would not have pleased Krupskaya, because Ulyanova suggests that
Krupskaya did not tell the truth, and because her own account in her first
statement contradicts Krupskaya’s version. Ulyanova closes her second
statement by affirming Krupskaya’s version, but she does not resolve the
contradiction between it and her own.

The document is far too positive towards Stalin to serve the purposes of the
demonizers of Stalin like Khrushchev and Gorbachev, or to help the
opposition groups of the '20s and ‘30s, all of which were strongly anti-Stalin.
It is far too negative towards Trotsky to have been of any use to the
Trotskyists. In repeating the "official” or Krupskaya version of the
"testament” it is less positive about Stalin than her first statement, so Stalin
and his supporters would have had no reason to like it. Because it affirms two
contradictory versions of the supposed argument between Stalin, Krupskaya,
and Lenin, it would not even have served the purpose of self-clarification.

* See the Appendix to this chapter for Ul’ianova’s letter.
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We now have a great deal of evidence that Krupskaya was conducting some
kind of conspiracy against Stalin by creating false documents and then
christening them the "testament of Lenin.”

* The falsification of the article "How Should We Reorganize the Workers
and Peasants Inspection” carne out of Lenin’s secretariat. Lenin’s
secretarles would not have dared do this by themselves. Krupskaya had to
be a party to it. It was almost certainly, therefore, done by Krupskaya
herself or at her direction.

*Krupskaya predated her quarrel with Stalin. No one but she claims that this
incident occurred on or about December 22, 1922. All other accounts date it
to about five weeks later.

* In her letter to Kamenev dated December 23, 1922, Krupskaya claims that
Stalin was upset by her writing down at Lenin’s dictation a letter to Trotsky
dated December 21, 1922. Our analysis of the subject matter and signatures
of this letter argue that it is a forgery. Krupskaya must have forged it in an
effort to justify the letter to Kamenev complaining about Stalin’s “rudeness”
to her.

It was “leaked” to and published in the Menshevik paper Sotsialisticheskii
Vestnik in 1923. (387) Either Krupskaya smuggled this letter to the
Mensheviks abroad, or she gave it to someone who did so. This leak could
serve only the opposition, of which Trotsky was the leading figure, and which
Krupskaya herself supported during the first half of the 1920s.

* According to Trotsky, Krupskaya was in a conspiracy with the Georgian
leaders.

Yepes Kpynckywo JIeHMH BCTYNHJI C BOXASIMH TPY3HHCKOH
onnosunuu (MzauBaHu, MaxapaZse U [Jp.) B HErJIAaCHYI0 CBfI3b
npoTtuB ¢ppakuuu CranuHa, Op/pKoHUKA3e U [3epKUHCKOr0.1

Through Krupskaya, Lenin entered into a secret relationship with the
leaders of the Georgian opposition (Mdivani, Makharadze, etc.)
against the faction of Stalin, Ordzhonikidze and Dzerzhinsky.

* For this and other reasons it is reasonable to conclude that it was probably
Krupskaya who composed the letter to Mdivani and Makharadze on March
7 or 8, predating it to March 6.

Trotsky must have been a party to this conspiracy too. Aside from Krupskaya

! Trotsky, Portrety revoliutsionerov. Ed. Fel’shtinsky, M. 1991. At
http://lib.ru/TROCKIj/Trotsky.PortretyRev.txt (Also at

https://www.gumer.info/bibliotek_Buks/History/trozk/04.php)
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and the secretaries, he was the first person to be given a copy of "The

*n

Question of Nationalities or ‘Autonomization’.

* Krupskaya probably wrote "The Question of Nationalities ...”, perhaps with
the help of the ousted Georgian party leaders and perhaps with that of other
oppositionists as well. In any case, this document could not have come out
of Lenin’s secretariat without Krupskaya being a party to it.

Trotsky might also have been complicit by this point. Controversy
ensued over his claim that he had received Lenin’s "Notes on the
Question of Nationalities" before the Central Committee had—and,
supposedly, before Lenin’s third stroke—but had inexplicably held on
to them. Lenin’s purported dictation happened to dovetail with views
Trotsky published in Pravda (March 20, 1923). Even more telling,
Lenin’s secretaries had kept working on the counterdossier on
Georgia, for a report by Lenin to a future Party Congress, even after he
had his third massive stroke and permanently lost his ability to speak
... In fact, their counter-Dzierzynski Commission dossier reads like a
first draft of the "Notes on the Question of Nationalities.” (Kotkin 494)

On the basis of his study of the documents (still in an archive), Sakharov that
the "counter-Dzerzhinsky" report of the "commission” of Gorbunov - Fotieva
- Glyasser looks like a draft of "The Question of Nationalities or
‘Autonomization™. We know that Gorbunov did little or no work on the
"commission, " so it was done by its other two members, Fotieva and
Glyasser They were both members of Lenin’s secretariat. They would not
have acted without Krupskaya’s guidance and instructions. Krupskaya herself
probably had a hand in writing the report.

* Krupskaya released the "Letter to the Congress” (L2C) after the XII Party
Congress. We know Krupskaya was lying and that this document is a
fabrication. Part I, the document dated December 23, 1922, is not a "letter to
the congress.” It is a letter to an individual, almost certainly to Stalin, so it
could be a letter for - in preparation for - a congress. Trotsky's copy has no
title. Later Krupskaya added the various parts, including "Characteristics, ”
and "Addition” and added the title.

* Krupskaya also lied in claiming that Lenin’s wish was to have it released
after his death. She gave it to Zinoviev while Lenin though incapacitated
was still alive. Krupskaya changed her story as she went along in order to
lend Lenin’s authority to the L2C.

* Krupskaya either wrote or was a party to the composition of
"Characteristics." As Sakharov has argued from its textual problems, this
document seems to have been first intended for discussion within some
opposition faction. When Krupskaya introduced it, sometime in late May or
early June, 1923, the first part and the "Addition” were not yet attached to it

It is important to note that at that time neither Krupskaya, nor any of
the members of the Politburo of the Central Committee and the
Presidium of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) regarded
"Characteristics, ” which she had submitted, as a "letter to the
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congress" or as an appeal to the Politburo of the Central Committee or
Central Committee of the RCP (b).2

Zinoviev and Bukharin received copies of the "Addition" - at that time
evidently known as "II’ich’s letter about the secretary" (at least that is how
Stalin referred to it) - sometime before July 10, 1923. By May, 1924, the
Addition, " though not Part I, has been included in the L2C.

* Krupskaya smuggled the "testament, " via some member of the opposition,
to anti-Stalin oppositionist and later vehemently anticommunist publisher
Boris Souvarine in Paris. Souvarine then gave it to Max Eastman, who got it
published in the New York Times.

According to Eastman’s own account, the text published in 1926 "was
copied from the original retained by Krupskaya herself when she
turneo the document over to the party, and was brought to France by
an emissary of the opposition and delivered to Boris Souvarine.’’*

In 1956, in a letter to Trotsky biographer Isaac Deutscher, Eastman revealed
the details of the clandestine smuggling of the "testament.”

Earlier in the year an emissary of the Opposition had indeed brought
the text of Lenin's will to Paris and handed it to Souvarine who
prompted Eastman to publish it. 'l think it was not only Souvarine's
decision, ' Eastman writes, 'but the idea of the Opposition as a whole
that | should be the one to publish it, one reason being that | had
already got much publicity as a friend of Trotsky, another that a good
many consciences in Moscow were troubled by Trotsky's disavowal of
my book.*®

* In July 1925 Krupskaya wrote her letter to the “"Sunday Worker, " also
published in Bol’shevik. In it she repudiated Max Eastman’s book Since Lenin
Died and the whole idea of the "testament" of Lenin. Trotsky also published
his repudiation of Eastman’s book in the same issue.

Kotkin notes:

Her repudiation raised the question of whether she had been involved
in the Eastman incident, and was perhaps linked to Trotsky.®

Yet in July 1926, speaking to the joint plenum of the Central Committee and
the Central Control Commission, Krupskaya said:

«To, yTo Ha3biBaeTcs "3aBemanueM” Biaagumupa Wiabuya, Uinbud
XO0TeJI, YTOObl OBLIO ZIOBEJAEHO J0 CBeJleHHUsI MapTUH. B Kakoi

2 Sakharov, Na Rasput'e, page 150 in print edition; page 99 in the digital (pdf) edition.

8 Carr and Davies, Foundations of a Planned Economy, I1: 16, n2

4 1saac Deutscher, Trotsky: The Prophet Unarmed (London and New York: Oxford University Press,
1959) 247, and see n. 19, p. 419: "Quoted from Eastman’s letter to the author.”

5 See also Christoph Irmscher, Max Eastman: A Life. New Haven: Yale University Press, 2017, 391,
n. 117: "Lenin Testament at Last Revealed, " New York Times, October 18, 1926; see also ME to EE,
October 9, 1926, EEM; ME to Trotsky's biographer Isaac Deutscher, April 20, 1956, EM.” EM =
Eastman Mss., Lily Library, Indiana University Bloomington

6 Kotkin, note 282 to page 573.
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dopmMe 0BefieHO, s1 C HUM He rOBOpUJIA... TaK KakK mepBasi CTaThs
ObL1a o3aryiaBjieHa "Cbe3ay mapTtuu” (CyAs Mo TEKCTY, UMEETCS B
BUJy cTaTbsd "Kak HaMm peopraHu3oBaTb Pa6GkpuH”, MMeBIIas
noxasarosioBok «llpennoxenue XIlI cbe3ay maptum». - B.C.), To 4
co4wia HeoGXOAMMBIM 06paTuThcsd K LeHTpasbHoMy Komurety,
yTo6bl lleHTpanbHblil KoMuTeT Hawén ¢opmy [goBefeHHUS [0
CBeJleHUs] mapTud Tex crared (crared! 3Tto u o
«XapakTepucTtukax». - B.C.), KoTopble HOCAT Ha3BaHHE
«3aBelaHHUs»

What is called the "testament" of Vladimir Ilyich, llyich wanted it to
be brought to the attention of the party. In what form it was to be
communicated, | did not speak to him about that... Since the first
article was entitled “To the Party Congress, " | considered it necessary
to appeal to the Central Committee so that the Central Committee
could find a form to bring to the attention of the party those articles
that bear the title ""the testament™ (Sakharov, Na Rasput’e 165
n.33; 108 n.33)

This, of course, is a lie. No collection of articles bore the title "the testament”
This title was invented either by Krupskaya herself or by the opposition that
she supported. We should also note Krupskaya’s carelessness - or perhaps
temerity - in using the term "testament” in July, 1926, when just a year before
she had publicly denied in her article in Bol'shevik that Lenin left any
testament.

In the same document Krupskaya tried to limit the damage done by a letter of
hers to Trotsky. Apparently it was the following letter:

29 auBaps 1924 r. [loporoii JleB JlaBblJOBUY,

S mumy, 4To6bI pacckasaTh BaM, UTO NpUGJIM3UTENBHO 32 Mecsl]
[0 CMepTH, NpocMaTpuBas Bamy kHMxKy, Bragumup Wiabnu
OCTAaHOBWJICSI HAa TOM MecCTe, IZe Bbl JlaeTe XapaKTEpPUCTUKY
Mapkca u JIeHHHa, U IPOCUJI MeHsl IepevyecTb 3TO MECTO, CJyIlasl
OYeHb BHUMATEJIbHO, IOTOM ellle pa3 MpPoCMaTPUBaJ CaM.

W ewie BOT 4TO X04y CKa3aTh: TO OTHOLIEHHE, KOTOPOE CJIOXKHJIOChH
y B.M. k Bam Torpa, korga Bel npuexanu k HaMm B JIOHZOH H3
Cubupy, He U3MEHUJIOCh Y HET'O JI0 CAMOM CMEPTH.

A xenaro Bam, JleB [laBblAOBUY, CHJ W 340POBbS U KpENKO
o6HHMal0.8

January 29, 1924
Dear Lev Davydovich,

I am writing to tell you that about a month before his death, looking

" Sakharov suggests that this is the article "How Shall We Reorganize the W/P.L?”
8 Kommunisticheskaia oppozitsiia vSSSR1923 - 1927. ti p. 54 of 168 (online text edition), p. 89 of the
print edition (Moscow: Terra, 1990)
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through your book, Vladimir Ilyich stopped at the place where you
characterize Marx and Lenin, and asked me to reread this passage,
listened very attentively, and then looked it over himself.

And one more thing | want to say: the attitude that V.I. to you when
you carne to us in London from Siberia, it did not change with him
until his death.

I wish you, Lev Davydovich, strength and health and hug you tightly.

293
Was this even possible? A month before Lenin's death would be December,
1923. According to all accounts Lenin had lost the power of speech in March,
1923. It is certain that he dictated nothing after March 7, 1923, at the latest. It
is doubtful that he could have expressed anything at all.

Dmitri Volkogonov quotes from some of the bulletins on Lenin's health
issued on March 14 and March 17, 1923. According to these bulletins Lenin
did retain at least some of the ability to speak after his attack on March 10,
1923:

"BrosuteTedHb Nol
O cocTosiHuM 3/10poBbs Banumupa Uibuya.

3aTpyAHeHHe peyH, CJ1aboCTh MPAaBOM PYKHU U MPaBOH HOTH B TOM
Ke moJsiokeHun. OOmee  COCTOSIHME  3/0pOBbs  JIydllle,
TeMmneparypa 37, 0, nyabc 90 B MUHYTy, POBHBIM U XOpOIIEro
HaIlOJIHEHHUS.

14 mapTa, 2 yaca gus 1923 r. [Ipo¢. MunkoBckw, mpod. Pepcrep,
npod. Kpamep, mnpus. jgoueHT KoXeBHUKOB, HapKoOM3/paB
Cemamko".

"Brosietedn No 6

BmecTe ¢ mpofo/pkaroyMMca yaydlleHUeM CO CTOPOHBI pedd U
JABIDKEHUH NPaBOM PYKHM HACTYNMWJIO 3aMeTHOe yJy4lleHWe U B
JBIDKEHUSIX mNpaBod Horu. OOmee COCTOSIHUE  3/[0POBbS

Ipo/io/BKaeT 6bITh XopoluM. 17 mapTa, 1 yac aHs 1923 roga”™
294

From the published bulletins, it was impossible to guess Lenin's real
condition. On 14 March 1923 it was reported that he was having
difficulty speaking and moving his right arm and leg, but also that
‘his general health is improved, his temperature is 37.0, his pulse 90,
steady and full’. On 17 March, ‘along with the continuing
improvement in speech function and movement of the right arm, there
is a noticeable improvement in the movement of the right leg. His
general health continues to be good.*%°

But Lenin dictated nothing after March 7, and perhaps after March 4, as

° Dmitri Volkogonov. Lenin. Kniga I1. Vozhdi. Moscow: Novosti, 1998, 348.
0 L enin. A New Biography. NY and London: The Free Press, 1994, p. 329 of 403 of the digital
editions. The English edition is abbreviated in places.
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Volodicheva told Alexander Bek. So it is doubted that he could utter more
than a word or two - if that. It appears that the Party leadership did not wish to
reveal to the world that Lenin had lost the power of speech. But whatever the
case, this letter demonstrates that Krupskaya was very well disposed towards
Trotsky before and at least up to the time of Lenin’s death.

In her letter to the ‘Sunday Worker’ Krupskaya tried to mitigate the extent to
which this letter suggested that Trotsky was ciose to Lenin.

In the face of the confidence that the working class displayed in their
party and its Central Committee at a difficult moment, the old
Bolsheviks doubly felt the responsibility that fell upon them after
Lenin's death. Everyone felt somehow even more united, ready to
carry out his work to the end.

Under the influence of such a mood, | then wrote a personal letter to
Trotsky, who at that time was not in Moscow. This letter, however,
can in no way be interpreted as M. Eastman interprets it. Vladimir
llyich considered Comrade Trotsky as a talented worker, devoted to
the cause of the revolution, to the cause of the working class, who
could be very useful for the party. This is how V.I. appraised Trotsky
in the first days of their meeting in 1902, and this is how he appraised
him in the most recent period. Such an assessment carries
responsibility. | was thinking about it when | wrote to Comrade
Trotsky. The letter was written not to M. Eastman, but to Trotsky.
Trotsky, of course, could not deduce from it the conclusion that V.I.
considered him his deputy or thought that Comrade Trotsky
understands his views most correctly. | couldn’t write anything like
that. In the same way, | did not write that V.I. was always in solidarity
with Comrade Trotsky. Every member of the RCP (b) knows that until
1917 Trotsky was not a Bolshevik, that the party and V.I. often
disagreed with him on the most fundamental issues, that V.l. more
than once sharply spoke out against Trotsky, that even after Trotsky
entered the ranks of the party, V. 1. had disagreements with him.
Comrade Trotsky now knows exactly how Lenin treated him when he
met in 1902, from Lenin's letter about him to Plekhanov, ! published
in Leninskii sbornik Ill, and how Lenin treated him recently, from
Lenin's letters to the party congress.

* In the light of her prior actions we should suspect that Krupskaya also wrote
the "ultimatum letter." This letter puzzled Stalin, who expressed his
frustration and refused to apologize for whatever it was he had said to
Krupskaya. Ten days after it was supposedly written, Lenin managed
somehow to ask Stalin for poison - or, at least, Krupskaya told Stalin that
Lenin had done so. In this tense situation all of them - Lenin, Stalin, and

11 This seems to be Lenin's letter to Plekhanov of March 2, 1903, in which Lenin recommends "Pero”
("the pen”, i.e. Trotsky) to the editorial board of Iskra. If it is this letter, it was first published in
Leninskii sbornik 1V.

12N, Krupskaya: to the editorial office of the Sunday Worker." Bolshevik 16 (1925) pp. 71-73 (my
translation - GF)
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Krupskaya - acted as though the "ultimatum letter” did not exist.

* Krupskaya did not allow Lenin to see Stalin’s reply. Why? The excuse was
that Lenin “had fallen ill." (CW 42, 494; XLV 486) But this carries the
implication that it would be shown to him once he was better. In fact, Lenin
lived for more than 10 more months. Whether Lenin could speak or not, he
could read and be read to. Yet as far as we know Stalin’s reply was never
shown to him.

Why not? If Lenin had really dictated the "ultimatum letter" he would have
been anxious to receive Stalin’s reply to it. But if Lenin had not dictated the
"ultimatum letter” Krupskaya could not have allowed him to see or hear
Stalin’s response.

Stalin and Krupskaya

Molotov - and perhaps Stalin, to whom Molotov was very ciose - linked
Krupskaya to Trotsky, and then to other oppositionists like Zinoviev.

OHa CcTaHOBUTCA CcOpaTHUKOM TpoOLKOro, NnepexojuT Ha

TPOLKUCTCKHUE peabcbl .. [locie cmeptu JleHWHa OHa
HEKOTOpoe BpeMsg (QAKTHYECKH BBICTyNaJja MPOTUB
JlenuHats ...

Krupskaya was becoming Trotsky's comrade-in-arms; she was
switching to Trotskyist rails ... For some time after Lenin’s death, she
in fact opposed Lenin.**

Stalin distrusted Krupskaya for her political waverings towards the
opposition. On September 16, 1926, he wrote the following in a letter to
Molotov:

5) [leperoBopsl ¢ Kpyrnckoi He TOJBKO HE YMeCTHbI TeNEPb, HO U
MOJIUTUYECKH BpesHbl. Kpyrnckass — packosibHULA (CM. ee peyb 0O
«CtokrosibMe» Ha XIV cve3ze). Ee 1 Hafio 6UTh, KaK pacKOJbHULY,
€CJIM XOTHM COXPaHUTb €AUHCTBO NapTHU. Hesb3sl CTpOUTH B
OJIHO U TO e BpeMs JiBe, IPOTHBOIOJIOXKHbIE YCTAHOBKU, U Ha
60pbOYy C pacCKOJIbHUKAMU, U Ha MUP C HUMH. ITO He JUAJIEKTHK],
a 6eccMbIcauLa U GeCIOMOIIHOCTb. He HcKJIIOYeHO, YTO 3aBTpa
3MHOBbBEB BBICTYIIUT C 3asiBJEHHEM O «OeCHpUHLMITHOCTU»
MosiotoBa ¥ bByxapuHa, o ToM, uto MoJsiotoB ¥ bByxapunH
«npejjiarann» 3UHOBbeBYy (duepe3 Kpymnckywo) «6Ji0K» , a OH,
3MHOBBEB, «C HeroJloBaHMEM OTBepr 3TO HeJOIYyCTHUMOe
3aUrpbiBaHUeE» U Np. U np.15

1% Feliks Chuev. Molotov. Poluderzhavniy Vlastelin. Moscow: Olma-Press, 2000, 270. Hereafter
“PV”.

4 Molotov Remembers. Conversations with Felix Chuev. Chicago: Dee, 1993, 132. Hereafter “MR”.

5 pis'ma I. V. Stalina V.M. Molotovu. 1925-1938gg. Sbornik dokumentov. M. "Rossia Molodaia,
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5) Negotiations with Krupskaia are not only ill timed now, they are
politically harmful. Krupskaia is a splitter (see her speech about
“Stockholm" at the XIV Congress). She has to be beaten, as a splitter,
if we want to preserve the unity of the party. We cannot have two
contradictory lines, fighting splitters and making peace with them.
That's not dialectics, that's nonsense and helplessness. It's possible that
tomorrow Zinoviev will come out with a statement on Molotov's and
Bukharin's "lack of principie, ” [saying] that Molotov and Bukharin
"offered” Zinoviev (through Krupskaia) a “bloc” and that he,
Zinoviev, "rejected this intolerable flirtation with disdain, " and so
forth and so on.1®

We do not know of any other statement by Stalin himself about Krupskaya
during this period of time. Perhaps we can learn a little more by examining
some of Molotov’s statements to Felix Chuev.

4 k Kpynckoil oTHOocucS, B 001 €eM, MOJOXKUTENbHO, 6ojiee
WJIU MeHee - IMYHble OTHOIIeHHA. A CTaJMH KOCHJIC.

- Y Hero 6buiu ocHoBaHus. Ha XIV cbe3ze nmapTuu oHa
HEeBaXKHO cebs1 MoKasaJia.

Oyenp msioxo. OHa OKasaJjlach IJIOXOM KOMMYHHCTKOW, HU
yepTa He MOHKMaJIa, 4YTo Jesasa. (PV 271)

... My attitude toward Krupskaya was more or less positive in our personal
relations. But Stalin regarded her unfavorably.

He had reasons. She made a poor showing at the XIVth Party Congress. Very
bad. She turned out to be a bad communist She didn't understand what she
was doing atall. (MR 132).

- B yeM Bce-Taku npruunHa koHGMKTa CTanuHa 1 Kpynckoi?

- Kpynckas »xe myoxo Besa ce6s1 mocie cMepTd JleHuHa. OnHa
noajepxrBasa 3MHOBbeBa. IBHO NyTaHylo JUHUIO 3MHOBbeBa. /la
He TOJIbKO OHa. bbuin uynensl [1o1UT60OPO, KOTOPbIE MYTaJTUCh B
3ToM Bompoce. PakTuiecku oTxoAuau ot JleHuHa. XoTs AyMaly,
YTO 3TO U ecTb JleHuH. (PV 274)

Anyway, what caused the conflict between Stalin and Krupskaya?

Krupskaya acted badly after Lenin's death. She supported Zinoviev
and obviously was confused by Zinoviev's line. (MR 133)

Stalin  Suspected Krupskaya Was Behind the
“Testament of Lenin”

1995, p. 90.

16 Stalin to Molotov Sept. 16, 1926. Stalin's Letters to Molotov 1925-1936, ed. Lars Lih, Oleg
Naumov, Oleg V. Khlevniuk. New Haven: Yale University, Press, 1995, p. 127.
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According to Molotov Stalin suspected that Krupskaya was behind the attacks
on him in some of the documents of "Lenin's testament.”

Kpynckas 6pL1a o6mkeHa oueHb Ha CtanuHa. Ho v oH Ha
Kpynckyto 6611 06KKeH, TOTOMY YTO MOANUCh JlIeHHHa noj
3aBelllaHueM Nof, BaussHueM Kpyncko#. [la, Tak cuyuTas. B kakoii-
TO Mepe, MOXKeT ObITb, Aa.l7

Krupskaya had a big grudge against Stalin. But he had a grudge
against her, too, because Lenin's signature to his testament was
supposedly affixed under Krupskaya's influence. Yes, he thought that.
To some extent, perhaps - yes.!® (MR 135)

In fact Lenin did not sign any of the documents in the "testament” Lenin
never even verbally acknowledged any of the documents that have an anti-
Stalin orientation. Molotov had either forgotten or possibly never knew these
facts.

If Stalin had asked to see the original documents, he would have discovered
that there were no "originals, " and no Lenin signaturas on the "copies” either.
Stalin could also have learned the contents of the Secretaries Journal, either at
first hand or from his wife Nadezhda, who as we have seen was a member of
Lenin’s secretariat. Nadya must have sensed among the other secretaries and
Krupskaya the hostility towards her husband and friendlier attitude towards
Trotsky. She must have informed Stalin.

Stalin was correct to suspect Krupskaya was behind the hostile remarks about
him in the "testament." Thanks to the research of Valentin Sakharov, we have
the evidence today.

17 Molotov. Poluderzhavniy Vlastelin. 274.
18 Molotov Remembers, 135.The English translation the last two sentences as "Or so Stalin believed.
Perhaps it's true to some extent.”
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All of the evidence points unequivocally to the conclusion that there was, and
is, no such thing as "Lenin’s testament."

Lenin did not leave any "testament.” Lenin was not the author of those
articles dated between December 1922 and March 1923 that are critical of
Stalin. Those articles, which we have examined in detail in the present book,
were written by Nadezhda Krupskaya, probably with the help of other persons
including Leon Trotsky.

These documents are evidence of a clandestine conspiracy among prominent
Bolsheviks who would later openly form opposition groups within the party,
and later still would renounce opposition but continue their secret
conspiracies against Stalin and the Bolshevik leadership. Some of these
people were already in secret oppositional conspiracies before Lenin’s death.
At the time the false "Lenin testament™ documents were composed this secret
group included Krupskaya, Trotsky, and some of Trotsky's followers. We
know that Trotsky was already leading a secret opposition conspiracy by
19211

There is no evidence that Lenin knew anything about the anti-Stalin
documents. Lenin never mentioned removing Stalin from the post of Gensec
after January 5, 1923, the date of the "Addition” document that calls for Stalin
to be removed. Lenin asked Stalin for poison repeatedly, most significantly in
March, 1923. Stalin's reply to Lenin’s purported letter of March 7, 1923,
threatening to cut off relations, was never shown to Lenin.

It appears that Krupskaya had decided to conspire against Stalin by the end of
December 1922. The document dated December 23, 1922, attributed to Lenin
and much later said to be the first document of the "Letter to the Congress"™
was clearly addressed to an individual. The handwritten version is addressed
to Stalin. In 1963 Volodicheva claimed that Fotieva told her to show this
letter to Stalin. It appears, therefore, that no steps in the conspiracy had been
taken as of December 23, 1923.

On December 29, 1922, Fotieva wrote to Kamenev claiming that Lenin
wanted the December 23 letter to be kept secret and not given to anyone until
after his death. (As we have seen, Krupskaya gave this document to others
well before Lenin died.) We have examined the problems of this document in
Chapter 2. On the surface, this letter makes no sense. There is no reason that
the contents of the letter should have been secret. But it does make sense if it
was the first act of the plan to concoct anti-Stalin materials and attribute them

L At the Third Moscow Trial of March 1928 defendants Krestinsky and Sharangovich testified that
Trotsky's conspiracy had begun as early as 1921. For the evidence that the defendants' confession
statements are accurate see Furr, Trotsky's ‘Amalgams' and Furr, The Moscow Triais As Evidence.
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to Lenin. This plan unfolded swiftly during the last months of Lenin’s life.

The anti-Stalin documents in the "Lenin testament"” did not accomplish what
the oppositionists wanted. Stalin was not voted out of the position of General
Secretary. On the contrary, Stalin was able to point out that although the
"testament” called him, Stalin, "rude", it imputed errors of principle to all the
other Bolsheviks mentioned in it

After Stalin’s victory over the oppositionists at the XV Party Congress in
December 1927, the “testament” was never mentioned again in Party
Congresses or Conferences until Khrushchev's day. All of the oppositionists
who had been expelled from the Party for factional activity, including all of
the prominent ones, who applied for readmission were indeed readmitted. The
last time “Lenin’s testament” was used against Stalin is in the so-called
"Riutin Platform” of the united opposition groups in 1932.2

Khrushchev, Gorbachev, and Beyond

The "Lenin testament” was resurrected by Nikita Khrushchev. Early in his
"Secret Speech” to the XX Party Congress of the CPSU on February 25,
1956, Khrushchev invoked the "testament” and quoted liberally from the
supposed Lenin document of December 24, 1923: the "Addition" dated
January 4, 1923, Krupskaya’s letter to Kamenev with the inserted date of
December 23, 1922, and the "ultimatum letter” to Stalin dated March 5, 1923.

There followed, during Khrushchev ’s tenure as First Secretary of the CPSU
and for some time after that, the omissions and changes in the texts of the
"testament" documents in the fifth Russian edition of Lenin’s works, the PSS,
and in the fourth English edition, the Collected Works. The PSS was
tendentiously edited to support anti-Stalin fabrications, to insert dates, delete
sections of documents, and make other changes without documentary
legitimation and without acknowledging these changes to its readers.

Official anti-Stalinism was reduced during the Brezhnev period, although
there was no acknowledgment, let alone correction, of the falsifications of the
Khrushchev era. On March 11, 1985, Mikhail S. Gorbachev became General
Secretary of the CPSU. Within about a year Gorbachev launched an attack on
Stalin with an avalanche of falsifications equaling or even surpassing that
under Khrushchev.

Gorbachev’s evident motive was to discredit centralized planning of the
economy and the collectivist initiatives of the Stalin period in order to
"rehabilitate” market mechanisms by describing them as a return to the New
Economic Policy endorsed by Lenin and the Party in 1921, which had been
virtually, though not explicitly, abandoned in 1928 during the period of

2 The "Riutin Platform" was actually composed by the leaders of the clandestine Rightist conspiracy
Bukharin, Rykov, Tomsky, and Uglanov. See Furr, Trotsky's Amalgams’, Chapter 15, and Furr,
Trotsky's Lies, Chapter 4.
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Stalin’s leadership.

During Gorbachev’s tenure an enormous number of books and articles were
published in which Stalin and his associates were accused of a great many
crimes. This torrent of accusations in print continued after the end of the
Soviet Union in December 1991, and continues to this day.

The Soviet Archives

After the end of the Soviet Union documents from former Soviet archives
began to be published. This process of opening archives to researchers and
publishing archival documents in articles, books, and important document
compilations, has accelerated over time. This primary source material
provides evidence that disproves the version of Soviet history of the Stalin
period that has been canonical since Khrushchev’s time.

Valentin A. Sakharov’s research in the Lenin archives is a striking example of
this. His work, on which the present book is based, confirms that since
Khrushchev’s day Soviet history, including many crucial events of the Stalin
period, has been based on lies and fabrications.

The most immediate result of exposing the "Lenin testament” and the anti-
Stalin documents as fabrications is that it dismantles the Trotsky cult.
Trotsky’s claim to be Lenin’s choice to succeed him as Party leader has
always been based on the anti-Stalin documents purportedly dictated by Lenin
and included in the “testament.”

Documents from former Soviet archives have already made it possible to
prove the validity of the accusations against Trotsky leveled by the Soviet
prosecution during the Moscow Triais. These include conspiracy to
assassinate Soviet leaders, collaboration with the Nazis and the Japanese
fascists, and working with his Soviet-based followers to sabotage the Soviet
economy in collusion with Nazi agents and Soviet fascists - to name just the
most prominent of Trotsky’s conspiracies.

Along with the fact, now established, that the "Lenin testament” documents
are also fabrications, these crimes - for which we now have good, primary-
source evidence — will in the long run doom the Trotsky cult. We can hardly
expect that Trotsky cultists will accept the evidence and abandon their
allegiance to their perfidious guru. However, many others will be open to an
objective assessment of the evidence and will draw the inevitable conclusion.

The canonical version of Soviet history of the Stalin period has been
exploded by the flood of primary-source evidence from former Soviet
archives. Those researchers who are dedicated to discovering the truth about
this period in all its heroism and tragedy must patiently set about studying
these documents and rewriting that history on the basis of the voluminous
evidence now available. The present book, along with my other works on
Soviet history, represent a modest effort toward fulfilling this essential task.
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of the CC and the CCC, April, 1929

From Izv TsK KPSS 1, 1989, 125-6.

M. U. VnpanoBa B nucbMe Ilnenymy IIK u IIKK Tak xapakTepusoBasa
CO3/aBLIYIOCS 06CTAHOBKY:

«He nmes Bo3MoKHOCTU npUcyTcTBOBaTh Ha [lnenyme LUK u LIKK, BBUAY
60Jie3HU (JIeXKy B IIOCTEJIM yXKe OKOJIO Mecslia), MpoLly OIJacuThb
cneaywolee Moe 3asBjeHHe. C TOYKM 3peHMs JajlbHeHllled HCTOPUU
NapTUM HAcTOAIMHK [ljeHyM uMeeT, IO MOeMy MHEHHIO, OTPOMHOe
3HayeHHe. Bompocel 0 BHYTpUNApTHUHHOM MOJIOKEHHMM M COCTaBe
[lonut6ropo, obcyxaeMble Ha IlneHyMme, cTOAT B NPAMOH CBA3MU C
3aBellanveM Biagumupa Unbudya. [lepen cBoeill, cmepThio Braagumup
Wnbud TpeBOXKUIICA 32 CybOy Halllel peBOJIIOLMY U B 3aBellaHUH, JlaBast
XapaKTepUCTHUKY OTZeJbHBIX BOXJeH, Npefynpexjasa MapTHIo, 4TO He
OJlHAa M3 JIMYHOCTeH, a TOJbKO KOJUlerHajbHass paboTa MOXeT
obecrneynTh NPaBUJIbHOE PYKOBO/CTBO U €JUHCTBO MaPTHH.

BoiBog u3 [losnT6GOpO Tpex KpymHeHIMX pabOTHUKOB MHAapTHUH —
PeikoBa, Byxapuna, Tomckoro wujau JajbHeilIass «IpopaboTKa» H
JUCKpeAUTALMs UX, KOTopasl NMpUBeJeT K TOMY K€ HeCKOJIbKO paHbIlle
WJIY NT03/iHee, SBJSeTCs YIrpo30i 3TOMY KOJJIEKTUBHOMY PYKOBO/JICTBY. B
MOMEHT, KOT/ia NlepeJ, napTHel CTOAT KpyNHeHIlre 3a/ja4yy, paspelleHue
KOTOpBIX CONPSXKEHO C OOJIbIIMMU TPYAHOCTSIMHM, BBIBOJ, 3THUX
ToBapulled u3 [losuT6OpO, «npopaboTkKa» HUX, KOTOpas He JaeT UM
BO3MOXXHOCTH paboTaTb U BeJeTCs BMeCTe C TeM IpU OTCYTCTBUHU
NPUHLUUIHATBHBIX OMIUOOK U aHTUMAPTUHHOM pPabGOThl C UX CTOPOHBI,
NPOTUBOPEYHUT TOMYy, UTO 3aBellas HaM JleHuH, O6yZeT 1O Bpen
nposetapckoit  peBositonMd. € NOZOOHBIM  OTCEYEHUEM  WJIU
JHUCKpeAUTaLMel Tpoux 4jieHoB [1B B mapTuH Hen36eXHO COKpaTATCS
BO3MOXXHOCTH [JIs1 NIPOSIBJIEHUS] KPUTUYECKOH MBICJHU: CJAMILIKOM JIETKO
BCSKas CAMOKPUTHKA U KPUTHKA MapTUHHBIX OPraHoOB U JODKHOCTHBIX
JIULL IpeBpaLIAeTCsl B KYKJIOHBI».

Hazio nOMHUTB U 0 TOM, YTO roBopuJ Biagumup Uibud 0 BO3MOXKHOCTSX
packojia CBepxy, KOTJla OH yTBepxJAaJs, YTO CBepxy HauyaTas TpeliuHa
MOXET pasJIOMaTh KJIACCOBOE OCHOBAHHE COBETCKOI'O CTPOSl U MPUBECTH
K PacKoJly MeXJy paboyuM KJIacCOM U KpecTbsHCTBOM. Besnnuaiiiei
3ac/Iyrofd mapTUM fABJAETCS TO, YTO el yJajoch NMOJHATb GoJbllve
Macchbl Ha JieJ10 IepecTPOMKY CTPaHbl HAa COLMAIMCTHYECKUH J1ajl,

Ho sToMy nmoabeMy ¥ 3HTY3Ma3My pabo4yux HO CIIOCOOCTBYET 04HO60Kas
uHdopManus, KoTopas INPOBOAUTCA B Ipecce M B JAOKIaAax. 3a
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nocjefHee BpeMs [OJy4alOTcs Bce 6ojlee TpeBOXKHble IHCbMa,
CBUJIeTe/JbCTBYIOLIME O GOJBIIMX KOJeOGaHUAX B JAepeBHe (B CBA3MU C
Ype3BblYaMHBIMU MepaMH, ToJIOJOM B MNOTPe6JAIIMX TIy6epHHUAX,
HapylleHueM PeBOJIIOLMOHHOHN 3aKOHHOCTH) U U3BECTHBIX K0J1e6aHUAX B
ropoje (B cBA3M C  OOOCTPAKINMMCH  IPOJOBOJIbLCTBEHHBIM
MOJIOKEHHUEM).

A cuuraro 3acayroi T.T. PeikoBa, ToMckoro u byxapuHa, 4TO OHU CTaBAT
nepeJ napThel 3TH 60JIbLIME BONPOCHI, @ HE 3aMaTYMBAIOT UX. fl cuuTaro,
YTO MHasg TOYKA 3peHud, TO4YKa 3peHMsd, 3aMaJyuBapllasg WU
3aTylleBbIBAKOIAA TPYAHOCTM M ONACHOCTH, a TaKXe 4Ype3MepHble
BOCTOPTH TNepeJ; JOCTHKEHUSAMHU OYJyT NpOsIBJIeHHEM OrpPaHUYEHHOro
CaMOJI0BOJIbCTBA M KOM4YBaHCTBA. [103TOMy, npoTecTyd NpOTHUB CaMOH
IIOCTAaHOBKM BOIIpOCca O BbIBOJe TPOMX ToBapulued u3 [losutbropo u
NPOTUB HEeJONYyCTHMOW M BpeJHOW A/ NMAapTUM AUCKPeAWUTALUU UX, A
Npolly A0BeCTH A0 cBeJeHus [leHyMa, 4TO 4 roJIoCyl0 NPOTUB BBIBOAA
3TUX TPOUX TOBApHUILeH UK KOTo- NGO U3 HUX NOPO3Hb U3 [louT6IOpO,
NPOTUB UX OCYXKJEHUA U AUCKpeguTanuu. C KoM. npuBeToM M. YiibsaHOBa
22.1Y-29 1

Translation:

M.I. Ulyanova, in a letter to the Plenum of the Central Committee and the
Central Control Commission, described the situation as follows:

"Not being able to attend the Plenum of the Central Committee and the
Central Control Commission, due to illness (I have been in bed for about a
month), | ask you to read out the attached statement of mine. From the point
of view of the further history of the party, this Plenum is, in my opinion, of
great importance. Questions about the internal party position and the
composition of the Politburo, discussed at the Plenum, have a direct
connection with the testament of Vladimir Ilyich. Before his death, Vladimir
llyich was worried about the fate of our revolution and in his testament,
giving a characterization of individual leaders, he warned the party that no
individual person, but only collegial work, can ensure the correct leadership
and unity of the party.

The withdrawal from the Politburo of three important party workers - Rykov,
Bukharin, Tomsky, or their further "working over" and discreditation, which
will lead to the same a little earlier or later, is a threat to this collective
leadership. At a time when the party is faced with major tasks, the solution of
which is fraught with great difficulties, the withdrawal of these comrades
from the Politburo, a "working over" of them, which does not give them the
opportunity to work and is carried out at the same time in the absence of
fundamental mistakes and anti-party work on their part, contradicts what
Lenin bequeathed to us, will harm the proletarian revolution. With such a
cutting-off or discreditation of three PB members in the party, the
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opportunities for the manifestation of critical thought will inevitably be
reduced. Any self-criticism and criticism of party bodies and officials are
turned too easily into "deviations."

We must also remember what Vladimir Ilyich said about the possibility of a
split from above, when he argued that a split started from above could break
the class foundation of the Soviet system and lead to a split between the
working class and the peasantry. The greatest merit of the Party is that it
succeeded in rousing large masses to the cause of restructuring the country on
a socialist basis.

But this upsurge and enthusiasm of workers is not promoted by the one-sided
information that is carried in the press and in reports. Recently, more and
more alarming letters have been received, testifying to large fluctuations in
the countryside (in connection with emergency measures, famine in
producing provinces, violation of revolutionary legality) and known
fluctuations in the city (in connection with the aggravating food situation).

I consider it a merit of Comrades Rykov, Tomsky and Bukharin, that they
pose these big questions to the Party, and do not hush them up. I believe that a
different point of view, a point of view that silences or glosses over
difficulties and dangers, as well as excessive enthusiasm for achievements,
will be somewhat of a manifestation of self-righteousness and self-
satisfaction. Therefore, protesting against the very posing of the question of
the withdrawal of three comrades from the Politburo and against their
discreditation as inadmissible and harmful to the party, | ask you to inform
the Plenum that | vote against the withdrawal of these three comrades or any
of them separately from the Politburo and against condemning and
discrediting them. With com. greetings M. Ulyanov 22.1V-29
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I have placed reproductions of some of the important texts discussed in this
book on line at this link:

https://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/lenin/lentestimages.html

Here is a list of the document reproductions:

1. Handwritten and typewritten versions of "Pis'mo k s’’ezdu” / "Letter to the
/ a Congress"

Handwritten version of the letter to V.I. Lenin’s "Letter to the Congress" of
December 23, 1922, written by N.S. Alliluyeva, and typewritten version of
this letter, which is part of the block of texts of the "Testament™ that was
created later than the date shown.

1a. A full view of the handwritten version of "Letter to the / a Congress."

2. "Characteristics” (dictation of December 24-25, 1922.) A sheet of the
"Diary" of the secretarles on duty. The contradiction of the dates in the
records is visible. A fragment of the text dated "24 / XII", when published in
the Complete Works of V. I. Lenin, was included without reservation in the
text dated "24 / XI", and the combined text was dated as follows: "December
24",

3. "Addition" to "Characteristics" (dictation of January 4, 1923) and a sheet of
the "Diary" of the secretarles on duty with traces of later work on filling out
the "Diary" (the initials ("M.V." and "L. A.") before the dates are not
visible.).

4. Pages of the typewritten text of the article "How to reorganize Rabkrin",
prepared for reading by V.l. Lenin, as well as a galley sheet, in the text of
which there is no indication of any danger posed by the General Secretary of
the Central Committee of the RCP (b).

A fragment of the text of this article, found in 1949 during analysis of copies,
on which there is a handwritten insertion indicating this danger. The author of
the insertion and the time and circumstances of its insertion are unknown.

5. A sheet of the "Diary" of the secretaries on duty with a fragment of the
text written by M.V. Volodicheva with stenographic marks, and the
manuscript of M.V. Volodicheva with its decoding. In the Complete Works of
V.1. Lenin's the note is dated inaccurately - July 14, 1956.

6. a. The letter to Mdivani, Makharadze, et al.
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b. The letter to Trotsky.
¢. Two variants of the letter to Stalin.

7 Letter of J.V. Stalin to V.I. Lenin dated March 7, 1923. Envelope of the
Secretariat of the Central Committee of the RCP (b), in which it is believed
that Stalin's letter was received, and the envelope in which it was kept in
Lenin's secretariat This is the version of Stalin's reply to the "ultimatum
letter" that is in Stalin’s even, readable handwriting.

7a. Another version of Stalin's reply to "ultimatum letter", March 7, 1923.
Three pages in Volodicheva’s "scrawl." Why are there two versions?

8. Sheets of the "Diary” of the secretaries on duty with traces of editing of
the text.

9. The article "On Cooperation" exists in two variants of dictated notes, the
work on which was not completed.

10. Stalin’s note to the Politburo of March 17, 1923 about Lenin’s desire for
poison, with signatures and comments from Politburo members, in
handwritten and typed copies. From Volkogonov, Stalin, vol. 2.

https://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/stalinleninpoiso n23.pdf

11. Genrikh Volkov, "Stenografistka I1’icha.” Soveteskaya Kul tura, January
21, 1989, page 3.

Note: Images below have been converted to grayscale.
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THE FRAUD OF THE “TESTAMENT OF
LENIN® GROVER FURR

The canonical accounts of Lenin’s last writings accept the version that Lenin
left a “testament” that included a number of negative remarks about Joseph
Stalin. and that Lenin wished to remove Stalin from the position of General
Secretary of the All-Union Communist Party (bolshevik). This version stems
partly from Trotsky, who embraced it eagerly in his campaign lo replace
Stalin as Party leader: partly from Lenin’s wife Nadezhda Konstantinovna
Krupskaya; and partly from Nikita Khrushchev and the Khrushchev-era fifth
and last edition of Lenin’s works, the Polnoe Sobraine Sochinenii ("Complete
Collection of Writings"), or PSS.

The present book is largely based on the research of Professor Valentin A.
Sakharov of Moscow State University. His 2003 book. Lenin's “Political
Testament”, published by Moscow State University Press, is the result of
years of access lo and study of many of the archival copies of Lenin’s works,
drafts of those works. and originals of other important documents related to

5,

the question of Lenin ’s “testament.”

The present study draws the same conclusion: Lenin's so-called “Testament”
is a fraud. The present book includes chapters that examine the role in these
falsehoods of Leon Trotsky and the errors and falsehoods in the book Lenin’s
Las! Struggle by the late historian Moshe Lenin. as well as individual
chapters on the role of Lenin's wife Nadezhda Konstantinovna Krupskaya and
that of Lenin’s sister Maria 11’inichna Ulyanova.
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