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PREFACE

Volume 36 contains some of Lenin’s writings from 1900
to 1923. A large part of the volume consists of his letters
directly connected with the letters, telegrams and notes
printed in volumes 34 and 35. The letters for 1900-03 to
P. B. Axelrod, G. V. Plekhanov, V. P. Nogin, S. I. Rad-
chenko, P. N. Lepeshinsky and P. A. Krasikov, Yelena
Stasova and others show Lenin’s varied activity in creating
the first all-Russia illegal Marxist paper, Iskra, and the
journal Zarya, and throw light on his struggle against
“Legal Marxism” and Economism. The letters for 1903-04
to G. M. Krzhizhanovsky, V. A. Noskov, V. D. Bonch-
Bruyevich, G. D. Leiteisen and others relate to Lenin’s
struggle against the disrupting and disorganising activities
of the Mensheviks after the Second Congress of the Russian
Social-Democratic Labour Party.

The correspondence for 1905-07 sheds light on Lenin’s
activity in connection with the calling of the Third Party
Congress and the fulfilment of its decisions.

The documents for the years of reaction show the meas-
ures taken by Lenin to resume publication of the newspaper
Proletary in Geneva and improve the work of the Central
Organ, and his struggle against open and undercover
liquidationism and the attempts to distort the theoretical
foundations of the revolutionary Marxist party.

A number of documents reflect Lenin’s activity in the
International Socialist Bureau.

A large number of letters during the years of the First
World War addressed to V. A. Karpinsky, A. G. Shlyap-
nikov, Alexandra Kollontai and others deal with the resump-
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tion of publication of Sotsial-Demokrat (the Central Organ
of the Party), the rallying of internationalist elements, and
the exposure of social-chauvinism and Centrism in Russian
and international Social-Democracy. The question of call-
ing the internationalists’ conferences at Zimmerwald and
Kienthal is a prominent one in these letters.

A considerable part of the documents in the volume
represent spadework done by Lenin—plans, summaries, out-
lines, theses. Among them are the “Preliminary Draft of
the April Theses”, “Plan for a Report on the Seventh (April)
All-Russia Conference of the R.S.D.L.P.(B.)”, “Draft
Decree on Consumers’ Communes. Preliminary Theses”,
“Material for the Fourth (Extraordinary) All-Russia Congress
of Soviets”, “Notes on the Question of Reorganising State
Control”, “On Polytechnical Education. Notes on Theses
by Nadezhda Konstantinovna®”, “Notes for a Speech at the
Tenth Congress of the R.C.P.(B.) on the Substitution of
Food Requisitioning by a Tax”, “Notes for a Report at
the Second All-Russia Congress of Political Education Work-
ers”, “Notes on the History of the R.C.P.”, “Notes for
a Speech on March 27, 1922, “Notes for a Report ‘Five
Years of the Russian Revolution and the Prospects of the
World Revolution’”, and “Outline of Speech at the Tenth
All-Russia Congress of Soviets”.

The volume includes 59 works (marked with an asterisk
in the contents) which were first published in the Collec-
ted Works in the Fourth Russian Edition. Three letters
to G. V. Plekhanov—November 9, 1900, July 13, 1901 and
December 1, 1902—relate to the period when Plekhanov
was a member of Iskra’s editorial board. They draw atten-
tion to the need to repel the efforts of some members of the
board to weaken Iskra’s fight against opportunism and
revisionism, and give details on the preparation of material
for the various issues of the paper.

In a letter to Karl H. Branting on April 19, 1901, Lenin
invites the Swedish and Finnish Social-Democrats to estab-
lish closer relations through contributions to the newspaper
Iskra and the journal Zarya. Lenin points out how impor-
tant it would be for the Russian people, the Russian workers

*N. K. Krupskaya.—Ed.
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in particular, to be informed about the political state of
the people of Finland and their struggle against tsarism.

The volume includes the “Preface to the Speeches of
Nizhni-Novgorod-Workers in Court”, written before
December 1 (14), 1902. In his letters to the secretary of the
British Labour Representation Committee, dated March 23
and May 20, 1905, Lenin gives an account of the disburse-
ment of the money sent in aid of the families who had
suffered of “Bloody Sunday” (January 9, [22], 1905).

In a letter to Lydia Fotieva on June 1 or 2, 1905, Lenin
tells of his intention to give a lecture in Paris on “The
Third Congress and Its Decisions”. The article, “The State
of Affairs in the Party”, written in July 1911 during the
preparations for the Party Conference at Prague, deals
with the struggle against the conciliators and their Men-
shevik and Trotskyite allies, who were trying to prevent
the calling of the Conference.

Eight letters addressed to the editorial board of the Bol-
shevik paper Pravda (five in October and November 1912,
and three between February and April 1914) show Lenin’s
guidance of Pravda, which brought up a whole generation
of revolutionary Russian workers known as “Pravdists”-
the letters deal at length with the work of the editorial board
in connection with the Fourth Duma election campaign.

The volume includes nine articles written for Pravda in
1912 and 1913 but not printed at the time, and 16 articles
published in Pravda in 1913 and 1914, part of them un-
signed, part over various pen-names, and which were only
established as belonging to Lenin on the strength of fresh
archive documents.

His articles “After the Elections in America”, “More
Zeal than Sense” and “In America” expose the deception
of the masses by the bourgeois parties, and the cynical
and dirty trading in “party principles” during the elections
to secure the fat jobs in the Administration. Lenin showed
how the American multimillionaires, under the pretext of
providing external defence for the state, were in reality
defending the interests of the capitalist monopolies; he
explained that the workers of all countries stood for peace,
and that imperialist wars waged in the interests of the
capitalists involved tremendous sacrifices.
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In a number of articles, Lenin analyses the working-
class movement in Germany. The proletariat’s growing
indignation against the imperialists and the plunder of the
masses by a handful of capitalist arms manufacturers is
described in “The German Social-Democrats and Arma-
ments”. In “Lessons of the Belgian Strike”, he examines
the general strike by the Belgian proletariat in April 1913
to back up their demand for universal suffrage. “The High
Cost of Living and the ‘Hard’ Life of the Capitalists™ and
“Capitalism and Female Labour” deal with the plight of
the workers in tsarist Russia and give a vivid description
of the enrichment of a handful of capitalists and the im-
poverishment and ruin of the masses of working people
in capitalist conditions.

Included for the first time in the Fourth Russian Edi-
tion of the Collected Works are the plan for a lecture on
“The Russian Revolution, Its Significance and Its Tasks”,
delivered at Zurich not later than March 27, 1917; a letter to
Giacinto M. Serrati of December 4, 1918; “Draft Third Clause
of the General Political Section of the Programme (for
the Programme Commission of the Eighth Party Congress)”,
showing the essence of proletarian socialist democracy and
its basic distinction from bourgeois democracy; a telegram
to Bela Kun of May 13, 1919, with greetings for the Red
Army of the Hungarian workers and peasants, and a letter
to Bela Kun of June 18, 1919, warning him not to trust the
Entente,* which was only trying to gain time to crush the
revolution.

A group of documents (December 31, 1920-August 5, 1921)
deal with the manufacture of electric ploughs.

In a letter to the chairman of the State Bank, A. L. Shein-
man, on February 28, 1922, Lenin points to the defects
in the work of the State Bank and the need for a more
careful selection of personnel. In a letter to N. Osinsky on
April 12, 1922, Lenin underlines the importance of studying
and broadly popularising advanced local experience.

The volume includes documents dictated by Lenin in
December 1922-January 1923: “Letter to the Congress”,
known as the “Testament”, and letters “Granting Legis-

*See Note 260.—Ed.



PREFACE 27

lative Functions to the State Planning Commission” and
“The Question of Nationalities or ‘Autonomisation’”

These works lead up to Lenin’s last writings, which are
of programme significance: “Pages from a Diary”, “On Co-
operation”, “Our Revolution (Apropos of N. Sukhanov’s
Notes)”, “How We Should Reorganise the Workers’ and
Peasants’ Inspection (Recommendation for the Twelfth
Party Congress)” and “Better Fewer, But Better” dictated
in January and February 1923 and published at the time
in Pravda (see present edition, Vol. 33).

In his “Letter to the Congress” Lenin emphasises the
need to preserve the Communist Party’s unity, and pro-
poses practical steps to ensure it, enhance the Central Com-
mittee’s prestige and improve the Party machinery. Lenin
proposes that the number of members of the Party’s C.C.
should be increased to between 50 and 100. He describes
the personality of some Central Committee members, and
points out Stalin’s defects and suggests a discussion of the
question of replacing him by another comrade as Secretary-
General.

In his letter “Granting Legislative Functions to the
State Planning Commission” Lenin points out the need
to extend its terms of reference and tells of the political
and business qualities its leaders should possess.

Of great importance is Lenin’s letter, “The Question
of Nationalities or ‘Autonomisation’”, written before and
during the First Congress of Soviets of the U.S.S.R. It
vividly brings out Lenin’s role as the true inspirer and
creator of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and his
concern for a correct national policy and the strengthening
of the U.S.S.R. He demands the application of the prin-
ciples of proletarian internationalism and the strengthen-
ing of the friendship of all the peoples of the Soviet Union,
great and small.

He condemns the Great-Power deviation in the national
question as the principal danger at the time, points out the
harmfulness of Great-Power and chauvinist distortion of
the idea of unifying the Soviet republics, and denounces the
excessive centralism and bureaucratic practices in this
sphere. He stresses the need to ensure full and effective
equality of nations, to exercise skill in conducting the



28 PREFACE

national policy and take account of the particular features
and interests of the various nations, and to strengthen the
sovereignty of each republic as a necessary condition for
the people’s unity and fraternal friendship.

% *
*

The works of Lenin included in Volume 36 are given in
chronological order, with the documents sent from abroad
dated in the New Style.

The volume contains an index of names identifying the
assumed names used in the text.
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1900

TO Y. M. STEKLOV!
Letter to Nakhamkis

1. We shall carry it.

2. The pluses of the article. [Remarks about the mass
and Social-Democratic mass movement—the impossibility
for Social-Democrats to renounce their strict Social-Demo-
cratic principles even for a moment—about propaganda and
agitation, and the relationship between political rights and
political freedom. About not narrowing down the signific-
ance of May Day, etc.]

3. The minus. Some minor alterations in the article are
desirable, and we suggest what they might be, hoping that
joint discussions of them will bring us to complete agree-
ment.

Firstly, there is need for a summing-up of what has been
said, a résumé, a conclusion, as you yourself have already
pointed out. Secondly, in connection with this, a rewording
of some passages and a shortening of the rest of the article
(whose total length must not exceed 1 printed sheet) are
desirable (for example, the following passages might be
cut down: p. 3 [N.B. 2]; p. 39 [N.B. 16] and some others).
It seems to us that the rewording should consist in the fol-
lowing: the whole form of the article has become something
of a challenge (“open letter”, the official form of address,
etc.), and this is hardly desirable. You yourself pointed
out some of the extremes in the present polemics (“Mr.
G.’s stalwarts”,? and similar things) and you were quite
right; but since these extremes were there, we should now
be more careful—not in the sense of conceding one iota
of principle, but in the sense of refraining from needlessly
embittering those who are working for Social-Democracy
within the limits of their understanding. Perhaps a
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criticism of the Rabocheye Dyelo programme in the third
person would be better in this respect?

For the same reasons it would be appropriate to make
some “allowance” for the formal side of the Rabocheye
Dyelo programme. After all, it is not the programme of a
party, nor even the draft programme of a party, so that it is
incorrect to compare it with the programmes of the French
and German Social-Democrats (at any rate, when such a com-
parison is made without reservations, as it is on your p. 42
[N.B. 17]).The criticism of the formal side of the programme
could be abbreviated (you yourself expressed the desire,
on p. 2, to “leave aside” the formal defects), reducing the
formal shortcomings, as particular cases, to the general
defect of the programme in principle. We think that such
an alteration is desirable with respect to the critical re-
marks on pp. 45 (N.B. 20), 39 (N.B.16), 20 (N.B. 9) and 6
(N.B. 6). The brusque formulation of these remarks here and
there might give the people occasion to speak (and not entire-
ly without foundation) of faultfinding. The superfluous
(from the strictly theoretical standpoint) reminder of the
need to reckon with local conditions, etc., could be the
result, not of the editorial board having failed to master
scientific socialism, but of its wishing to emphasise this
quite obvious point just at this moment, when it saw the
need to do so. And is there not sometimes a need to stress
even self-evident things? We do not deny at all that, in the
present case, 75 per cent—only 75 per cent—of the “need”
boiled down to the “need” of bowing and scraping before
Rabochaya Mysl. If we forget about the remaining 25 per
cent, we shall give the people a chance to accuse us of fault-
finding, whereas if we reduce these formal defects, as partic-
ular instances, to the general defect of principle, we shall
take the faultfinding edge off our remarks and reinforce
our line of argument.

Now a few more detailed remarks:

P. 17 (N.B. 8), footnote 1. The remark “What does this
dream augur?” is obscure.

P. 24 (N.B. 11). You cannot say that Social-Democracy
“is little concerned about whether its demands are attain-
able”. We understand your idea and accept it, but it should
be expressed with greater care and precision; “cannot make
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the immediate possibility of attainment the supreme test”
would indicate the road that needs to be taken, not the
possibility of early practical success, or something of that
sort.

P. 32 (N.B. 13)—*to use its own expression”: isn’t that
too strong?

P. 33 (N.B. 14)—“to seize, etc.”: an awkward, incau-
tious expression, because of the word “seize”.

P. 35 (footnote in fine*). (N.B. 15.)

“Gendarmes” and so forth. Would it not be better to
strike out or change this?

P. 43 (N.B. 18). Too strong. “Peasantry” is a term we
cannot eschew.

P. 44 (N.B. 19). Too strong and blunt. The question of
what the peasantry can provide is still far from settled by
the Russian Social-Democrats (compare the footnote to the
1885 Programme of the Emancipation of Labour group?),
and is hardly likely to be decided in the sense that the
political role of the peasants is equal to zero (cf. Der 18.
Brumaire®).

I hope to have a letter from you in reply to this, and
not a letter alone, but the article as well (preferably not
later than in 2 weeks’ time, 3 weeks at the outside).

G. V. has looked through the article and has also decided
in favour of it, noting only the passage on p. 24 (about
the possibility of attainment).

P.S. The “we” in this letter are those with whom you had
a talk at Bellerive.’ We do not undertake as yet to speak
for the whole editorial board with complete certainty, but
hope this will not produce any unpleasant consequences
either for you or for us.

Written not later than September 4,
1900
Sent from Nuremberg to Paris

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIII

* At the end.—Ed.
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TO %k k6

Dear Comrade,

We have received your letter, and hasten to reply.

If you consider the passing on of my words to G. as “re-
tribution”, as an unpleasant duty, then of course I must
withdraw my request. If you do not find it unpleasant,
please pass on my words on some suitable occasion, in a
conversation, not as a complaint but as a correction. At all
events, please bear in mind that I do not insist.

We are not displaying the “revolutionary Sotsial-
Demokrat organisation”’ signboard: when we wrote to you
we emphasised that we were an independent literary under-
taking.?

Whether we shall have an “impossible” polemic is a
question we dealt with in our previous letter.

We have no intention whatever of forgoing personal
acquaintance with this or that ally, but see no useful pur-
pose in having special relations between the Literary Group®
and the Union!® at the present time, because the Union’s
distrust of us can be dissipated, I repeat, only by our
publications, and any preliminary conversations would be
futile.

There has not been, and cannot be any question of “con-
sidering the Literary Group’s attitude to the Union binding
upon you’.

If your refusal to participate is quite out of the question
we are very glad not to have understood you quite cor-
rectly, and hasten to send you an address to which all ma-
terial from Russia could be sent (the Rogner address given
you can be used only from abroad, and please don’t pass it
on to anyone else). Please inform us what you might con-
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tribute to the journal and the newspaper, whether or not

you have anything ready and, if not, when you think you
could write.

Written in Munich
between September 6 and 15, 1900

First published in 1926 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany I
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TO P. B. AXELROD

October 10, 1900
Dear P. B.,

I have received your letter with the enclosures. Thanks
for these.

About the English journal (there were two messages in it)
my sister! says that she doesn’t remember the title exactly
—something like Family Pictures'?>—a yellow cover with
red drawings, an illustrated journal, somewhat larger than
Neue Zeit,’3 about 10 sheets; she says she gave it to you,
in the presence of your wife, to pass on to me.

Alexei is well, writing, busy organising contacts. He
will be free in six or eight weeks, hardly earlier. My
brother'* is still here, keeps putting it off.

The statement will be ready in a few days, and I shall
of course send it on to you.!® There is already plenty of
copy for the paper; only a pity that it’s mostly highly
specific workers’ stuff, strikes and strikes, and descriptions
of the workers’ condition. Nothing at all on internal ques-
tions.

Dietz has undertaken to publish the journal for us. The
type has been bought, but there is still no responsible
editor'®: one arrangement has fallen through, but there
are others in view. If we fail to find a responsible editor,
we shall move the printing press elsewhere.

How is your health? Do you manage to do any work?
I suppose Paris has completely worn you out? Let us know
about the article on Liebknecht!'” for the journal and for
the paper—how do matters stand, and when can we expect
to have it?
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I shake you warmly by the hand, and wish you the best
of health and more free time.

Yours,
Petroff

Here is the best address:

Herrn Dr. Med. Carl Lehmann,
Gabelsbergerstrasse 20a, Miinchen.

Inside, on the second envelope: for Petrov.

(Excuse the scribble!)

P.S. We have just had a letter from Nakhamkis, from
which it appears that there has been a misunderstanding
about the subject of the Paris congresses.’® You asked
Gurevich to write, and of course this was very good.
Koltsov wrote to tell us that he intended to deal with
the same subject, and even informed Nakhamkis that we
had “commissioned” him to write about it, which was not
actually the case. Would you write to Koltsov suggesting
that he should rather take up some other subject? Will
you do this, please, since we don’t know exactly where
he is at present. We are writing to tell Nakhamkis that
he and Gurevich should divide this work between them.

Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany II1
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TO P. B. AXELROD

October 18, 1900
Dear P. B.,

I received your long and kind letter of Oct. 15 yesterday.
Many thanks for it. We were very glad to learn that you
are better, and that you can get on with your work. Your
article for the paper is being copied already! You are
outstripping us: we are still unable to get organised to
have someone copy out all the things that have to be sent
off. Zagorskaya!® has still not arrived, while the stuff to
be copied keeps piling up. Sometimes I feel quite exhausted
and out of touch with my real work.

I did not quite understand your hint about the impend-
ing “trouble” with the Parisians.?? Of course it would be
terribly difficult for you to write about everything; but
perhaps you will pass on the substance of it to Vera Iva-
novna, who, we hope, will soon be coming here?

We still have no responsible editor.... The statement
has been prepared and sent to Russia (I will soon send you
a copy), and before long it will be possible to begin setting
up the paper. We intend to publish a long report, “May
Day Demonstrations in Kharkov” (about 50,000 letters and
spaces), as a separate pamphlet,?! and to print only a very
brief extract in the newspaper; after all, we cannot take
up three-quarters of a sheet with a single article! (The news-
paper will have 3 columns a page, approximately 6,000
letters each, or, to be more precise, “letters and spaces™.)
(We intend the first issue to have 2 sheets, 8 pages.) What
do you think?

Thanks for the advice on correspondents’ reports. We
shall certainly try to make use of it, because that would,
of course, only improve the make-up of the paper.??
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I quite agree with your view of my brother’s journey.
What can one do with him? We are constantly receiving
warnings from every side—both from Paris (that people
arriving from Russia mention us all three by name), and
from Russia (that I was traced on my way here,?® and that
in one provincial town they arrested a perfectly innocent
man, a distant relative, who had never seen one in his life,
and asked him what instructions I had given him!)—and
I am doing my utmost to persuade my brother either not
to go, or to go for a fortnight all told; I keep arguing with
him, ridiculing him, abusing him (I have never abused him
so violently)—but nothing seems to have any effect: he
keeps saying he wants to go home! And now he has brought
matters to the point of the statement being sent to Russia,
which means (if the statement arrives, and that is certain)
a direct indication of the new literary undertaking. After
all, there’s not much longer to wait before Alexei arrives,
surely? My “opponent” is about to arrive, and I will give
him this to read—Ilet him “refute” it, if he can do so with-
out a twinge of conscience!

We are both quite well, but very edgy: the main thing
is this agonising uncertainty?*; these German rascals keep
putting us off daily with “tomorrows”. What I could do
to them!

Yes, I quite forgot (please be so kind as to forgive the
hasty tone of this letter!)—we have already had negotia-
tions with Buchholtz but he refused, refused flatly. He
is pressing upon us a Vermittlerrolle,* and won’t budge!

My very best wishes, and greetings to all your family.

Yours,
Petrov

Zagorskaya has just arrived. I will be seeing her tomor-
row.

Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany II1

*The role of intermediary.—Ed.
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TO P. B. AXELROD

October 19
Dear P. B.,

A short P.S. to yesterday’s letter, so as not to make
you answer questions which have turned out to be erledigt.*

We have just received the Parisians’ letters, and at once
understood what I wrote to you yesterday that I had not
quite understood™*: namely, your warning to be “wise as
serpents” (easier said than done!) and to keep away from
the “émigrés”. The tone of the letters is such that it serves
as an excellent commentary on your remark, which is now
quite clear to me.

Yours,
Petrov
Written on October 19, 1900
Sent from Munich to Zurich
First published in 1925 Printed from the original

in Lenin Miscellany III

* Settled. —Ed.
**See p. 36 this volume.—Ed.
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TO P. B. AXELROD

October 21, 1900
Dear P. B.,

I saw Zagorskaya only yesterday; she passed on to me
something from you.

Please send us the article (on Liebknecht) as soon as
it is copied out. From what Zagorskaya said I could not
get an idea of the exact size of the article, but size is,
after all, not the main consideration: we can always make
room, and it will always be a pleasure to do so, for your
article.

As regards the lady from Paris who is going to South
Russia in a month’s time, and wants recommendations. I
think the best thing to do is to introduce her to my sister,
who is now in Paris and will be staying there another three
weeks, if not more. If you agree with this plan, let us know
this lady’s name and address, and also write some little
note to present to her on your behalf (if that should be
necessary). Send it either to me, or to my sister (103 Rue
de la Glaciére. M-lle Loukachevitsch, Paris. For Blank).

I hear that you have sent a cushion and an English jour-
nal over here. To what address, and for whom, if it was
marked postlagernd*? Zagorskaya could tell me nothing
about this.

All the very best,

Yours,
Petrov

* Poste restante.—Ed.
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P.S. I enclose a copy of our statement for America.?®
We don’t want to circulate it here—at any rate, certainly
not until it has appeared in Russia in sufficient quantities
(and we have had no news yet from Russia about this).
We have thought, therefore, of sending the statement at
present only to you and to G. V., but if you think it essen-
tial to send it to America without waiting for news from
Russia, then of course do so.

Yours,
Petrov

Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany III
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TO V. P. NOGIN

November 2, 1900

Please forgive me, dear Novosyolov, that I am so dis-
gracefully late with my reply to your letter of October
17. I was constantly distracted by “petty” matters and
chores here, and was also waiting for a reply from Alexei.
It was essential to wait for a reply, in order to clear up
the question of our editorial statement. Alexei has decided
not to circulate it at present. Therefore, in sending you
a copy, I beg you to keep it secret for the time being, and
not to show it to anyone (apart perhaps from that close
friend of yours who has authority from the St. Petersburg
group, and about whom you write?®) and, in any case,
not let it pass into anyone else’s hands. In general, we
have decided not to circulate this thing abroad until it
has been distributed in Russia, and since Alexei is holding
it back over there, it is particularly important for us to
see that it does not spread out here. Counting on your close
participation in our undertaking, I decided to make an
exception and to acquaint you with the statement. When
reading it please bear in mind that the intention is to pub-
lish both a paper and a journal (or a miscellany); but the
statement says nothing about the latter for certain special
reasons connected with the plan for publishing the jour-
nal.?” Therefore, some passages of the statement should
be read as applying not only to the paper.

Please write and tell me what impression the statement
has made on you and your friend.

What type of “agitation journal” do the members of the
Rabocheye Znamya group propose to publish (it was about
them you wrote, wasn’t it?)? What kind of journal is it
to be, and who is to work on it?
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As regards shipment across the frontier into Russia,
I think this will always be easily done: we have connections
with several groups who carry on such transport, and in
addition a member of our group was recently given a promise
(a solid one, judging by everything) that they would be
able to take anyone across the frontier into Russia without
a passport. This, I think, is easily arranged.

The Russian passport business is much worse. So far
there is nothing, and the “prospects” are still very in-
definite. Perhaps this too will be arranged by the spring.

I shall probably be staying on here for a fairly long time,
and our correspondence can therefore continue without in-
convenience.

You ask what work we should like to request you to take
on. I think that (by the spring or by the autumn, whenever
you intend to move) the following work will be of especial
importance for us: (1) transport of literature across the
frontier; (2) delivery throughout Russia; (3) organisation
of workers’ groups to circulate the paper and collect in-
formation, etc., i.e., in general, organisation of the circu-
lation of the paper and of close and proper connections
between it and individual committees and groups. We pin
great hopes on your co-operation, particularly in the
business of direct contacts with the workers in various
places. Does such work appeal to you? Have you anything
against travelling? It would probably require constant travels.

Is the St. Petersburg group, from which your friend has
authority, still in existence? If so, could he provide
addresses for contacts in St. Petersburg and a password, in
order to transmit our statement to them? Have they any
connections with the workers in general, and the St.
Petersburg Workers’ Organisation in particular?®?

All the best, and I wish you the speediest and easiest
emergence from quarantine abroad.

Yours,
Petroff
P.S. Have I written the address correctly?
Please confirm receipt of this letter.

Sent from Munich to London

First published in 1928 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany VIII
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TO P. B. AXELROD

November 3

I received your letter yesterday, dear P. B., and have
today already sent off the note to my sister. I have not
passed on the letter to V. I.

Before I forget: please, let me know to whom the cushion
and the English book you sent here were addressed. I have
not yet received them. If you sent them postlagernd, was
it the ordinary postlagernd or Bahnhofpostlagernd,* or
some other way? V. I. could not tell me, and I have been
waiting for your letter all this time, but there is no men-
tion of this in it. Since I don’t know the name in the ad-
dress, I cannot make inquiries. Please, ask Vera Pavlovna
to drop me a line about this, and kindly forgive me for
worrying you again and again with these trifles.

As regards the article on Liebknecht, truly we don’t
know what to do. Your article turned out to be long enough
for the journal: 8 pages (according to V. L., similar to those
in Nakanune?® in small type, i.e., about 8,000 letters per
page)—this makes 64,000 letters, and even if we take Na-
kanune’s larger type, it will come to about 50,000 letters!
Our paper will have the Vorwdarts format, also in three
columns. Each column of about 6,000 letters, which means
that half your article will take up an entire page of the
newspaper, plus another column! This is extremely incon-
venient for the paper, apart from the inconvenience of
dividing up such an article as yours about Liebknecht.

I will calculate all this more precisely when your ar-
ticle arrives. We shall do our best to carry it, but if this
proves to be impossible because of the size, will you be

*Railway poste restante.—Ed.
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so good as to allow us to publish it as a pamphlet supple-
ment to the paper (if you are writing about Liebknecht
separately for the journal)? We are now setting up the May
Day Demonstrations in Kharkov pamphlet (50,000 letters);
then will come the turn of the paper, and then of your pam-
phlet about Liebknecht; if it proves necessary, an obituary
could be written for the paper, with a reference to the pam-
phlet. What do you think of that?

I repeat that all this is mere supposition; it is essential
to make an exact calculation, and when I do this, on re-
ceipt of your article, I will write to you at once.

I wish you all the best, and particularly that you should
get well again as soon as possible. Kindest regards to
your family.

Yours,
Petrov
Written on November 3, 1900
Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany III
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TO P. B. AXELROD

November 8
Dear P. B.,

I have received your letter of the 5th and the article.?°
Many thanks. The alterations probably involved a great
deal of work and must have caused even more annoyance,
because condensing such a subject must be extremely unin-
teresting work. It is all the more valuable to us that you
undertook to do it. Please excuse us for not sending you
the articles: our “secretary” is, unfortunately, burdened
with serious family duties, and therefore the copying pro-
ceeds very slowly. I enclose an article, “New Friends of
the Russian Proletariat”, which we want to publish in
No. 1 as a feature.?! Please let us know your opinion (you
can pencil it on the article) and then be kind enough to
send it onto G. V.

As regards the Parisians, we decided on the very tactics
you advised: on the one hand, “not to arm”, and on the
other, “to abstain”. Of course, they are dissatisfied with
our abstention and we were recently obliged (of necessity)
to give such a rebuff to their expression of dissatisfaction
that we feared a “cooling-off” (feared is not quite the right
word, because we decided to give this rebuff even if it
should inevitably lead to a rupture). Yesterday, we received
a reply from the “secretary” of the group they have formed
in Paris®?; judging by the reply, our rebuff has had no
harmful consequences, and “all is well”. Let’s hope that
this will continue to be so in the future. It is quite true
that later on we shall probably have to think of the “rules”
and the other pleasant and interesting things you mention:
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but it was a master-stroke on your part to have set approx-
imately six months for this. It would be premature so
long as the undertaking is not “in full working order”;
we are completely in agreement with you in this respect.

But I cannot agree with you about beginning to appear
here openly. I cannot as yet think that “legality has al-
ready been lost”. To my mind, it has not yet been lost,
and this “yet” may last another few months, during which
time much will be clarified. (My brother is already in Rus-
sia, and so far all is well. The traveller3? is also wandering
successfully, so far.) And even if there were a complete
and final loss of legality, there might be weighty consider-
ations against coming out openly (for example, considera-
tions about journeys home). Therefore, until the first
issues have appeared, and until all of us (including Alexei
and my brother) get together, I shall, in any case, remain
in hiding. If the undertaking is destined to be a success,
this decision may soon change, but my earlier “optimism”
about this condition has been thoroughly shaken by “the
humdrum of life”.3*

As regards the journal, it will soon be clear, I suppose,
whether we shall organise it here or seek refuge in other
countries. As soon as this is cleared up, I shall let you know.

I find it very inconvenient to write to America, for after
all I know no one there, and no one there knows me, and
all the same it will be necessary to use you as an interme-
diary. Would it not, therefore, be better for you to write
direct, and to send the statement, informing them that it
comes from a Russian group, stating your attitude to this
group and saying that a pamphlet, May Day Demonstra-
tions in Kharkov, is now being set at the same printing press,
and that when it is finished the paper will be set; that the
statement says nothing about a journal (or a miscellany)
for technical reasons of secrecy, but that for No. 1 there
are being written (or are ready) such-and-such articles by
G. V., yourself and Kautsky (Erinnerungen™, an interest-
ing piece which V. I. is already translating), and others.
It seems to me that all the aims you mention will be attained
much better and much more directly by your letter,

* Reminiscences.—Ed.
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while your dispatch of the statement to America no longer
entails (I think) any undesirable publicity, particularly
the sending of one copy for the secretary of the society there
to read out at its meeting.®®

All best wishes,
Yours,
Petroff

P.S. I have received the cushion and the book.

Written on November 8, 1900
Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany 111
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TO G. V. PLEKHANOV

November 9

I received your letter today, dear Georgi Valentinovich,
and at once sent you by registered book-post (1) the article
“What Has Happened?” by Puttman; (2) the article by
Byvaly, and (3) the article by D. Koltsov about the Paris
Congress.8

Vera Ivanovna found this last article quite unaccept-
able and I entirely agree with her. The article is uninterest-
ing, quite unsuitable for the journal (especially since you
will be writing about Millerand®’) and much too long for
the paper. It contains 22,000-27,000 letters, whereas for
the paper we need an item of 6,000-9,000 letters or only
a little more. We would therefore like to ask Rakovsky
to write an article of that size for the paper, and to reject
Koltsov’s article. We decided to send it on to you, all the
more since you were going to reply to Rakovsky. So do
as you find most appropriate—either reject Koltsov’s ar-
ticle and order one from Rakovsky, or request Koltsov
to rewrite and shorten the article, under your guidance.
It seems to us more probable that you will choose the first
alternative, and in that case you can of course refer to us
when informing Koltsov, and we can write to him our-
selves as soon as we get your reply.

I am sending the article by Byvaly for polishing up and
insertion of some corrections which you indicated. Of
course you may make corrections: please do so with all the
articles, either making them in pencil right in the manu-
script or on separate sheets. I can, if you like, write to
Byvaly afterwards about these corrections—he is not likely
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to take a rigid stand, but if he does, we shall have to dis-
cuss the matter and make a choice: whether or not to take
the whole as it is. The only thing I cannot agree with you
on at all is the suggestion to cut out the mention of Ba-
kharev’s pamphlet,3® and this not so much because it would
be extremely unpleasant for the author, as because I, too,
consider Bakharev’s pamphlet useful (in spite of its de-
fects), for it raises a really important point and, on the whole,
deals with it correctly. Byvaly writes not only about the
old but also about the new; if serious revolutionaries had
no need of such pamphlets in the 1870s, we nowadays cer-
tainly have need of them, and we had the firm intention
to print a critical but approving note about it (possibly
in the paper, but not in No. 1). The fact that quite young
workers and intellectuals are being drawn into the mass
movement, who have almost completely forgotten, or
rather have no knowledge of what used to happen in the old
days and how, and the absence of organisation of “expe-
rienced” revolutionaries—all this makes it necessary to
publish pamphlets about rules of behaviour for socialists.
The Poles have such a pamphlet,®® which seems to give
a great deal more than Bakharev’s does. Vera Ivanovna
agrees that the mention of Bakharev should not be cut out.
In certain conditions, if you think it useful, a discussion
in the journal on the question of the possible importance of
such pamphlets might perhaps not be altogether irrelevant.
We intend Byvaly’s article for the journal and not the
paper. Vera Ivanovna says that our paper turns out to be
at a lower level, in terms of the readers for whom it is in-
tended, than you probably imagine. Vera Ivanovna is on
the whole rather dissatisfied with the paper: she says it
is of the Rabocheye Dyelo type, only somewhat more
literary, more brushed up. I have sent one article to
Pavel Borisovich, asking him to send it on to you. It would
be quite inconvenient to have the question of Kautsky’s reso-
lution shortened and abridged to the size of a newspaper
article and that is why we should like the journal to carry
an article or item on this question by you. Or perhaps you
intend to confine yourself to something very small? Prob-
ably even an item on this subject will require about 10
printed pages, i.e., about 20,000 letters, if not more?
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I must say that I thought you would be willing to write
an item about Solovyov. Puttman is hardly likely to take
it on. I shall write to him, but I am not very hopeful.

Vera Ivanovna is prepared to write about the Decembr-
ists,*® but what about the material? We shall write imme-
diately to have them send us what they can. Perhaps you
too will suggest what it would be particularly important
to have for this work. I think the most important thing
is the historical journals, which are not available
here.

Gurevich is writing a big article for the journal on French
affairs, and for the newspaper on the national congress.
Goldendakh or Nakhamkis was going to write about the
International Congress, but did not.

Please send us your article, “Socialism and the Political
Struggle “ (it can be sent by registered book-post to the
same address of Lehmann); I doubt that Alexei would not
like the article because of the comradely criticism, for I
remember him telling me that he found the objections of
Pavel Borisovich to be justified.

We shall number the separate sheets (unless they have
been numbered already) and I don’t think the compositors
will lose anything; after all, they always have to deal with
separate sheets, and the same applies to our paper, and
so far they have never lost anything. The question of “res-
ponsible editor” will evidently be settled favourably, I
think, tomorrow or the day after (today I received news
that two have agreed, and am expecting vital information
tomorrow). We think that all the same we shall not manage
(initially, at least) without the help of Blumenfeld, whom
Dietz has agreed to take on as a compositor, and who would
put the thing on its feet for us, train the Germans, etc. As
soon as all this is finally cleared up, I shall write or
telegraph to him at once. But I should very much like to
have your article, “Once More”, etc.,*' as soon as possible,
because we might have to send it for setting immediately.

Against Rabochaya Mysl—more precisely, only against
the article “Our Reality” in the Separate Supplement—
I had an article, “The Retrograde Movement in Russian
Social-Democracy”,*? written as far back as a year ago. It
has now been sent here to me, and I am thinking of rewriting
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it for the journal, with additional material directed against
Rabocheye Dyelo.

I don’t quite understand to which “latest No.” of Rabo-
chaya Mysl you refer. No. 8 was the last issue of the paper
(a new editorial board “from page 5), which, incidentally,
carries a repudiation of the famous parallels at the end
of the article on Chernyshevsky in the Separate Supplement.
Is that what you have in mind?

I would think the item, “To What Lengths They Have
Gone”,* a useful one, though now I doubt the “belliger-
ency”’ of Rabochaya Mysl: they nevertheless want to take
a few steps “towards us” (passez moi le mot*), and we ought
to try to consider them verbesserungsfihig.** But of course
there should be an attack in any case: they won’t change
unless attacked. I have been corresponding lately with
Vetrinskaya, an old comrade of mine in the League,*
and told her that I supported Alexei’s words: “We shall
have to wrestle with you.” Go aheid, if you are not ashamed,
she told Alexei. I wrote to say that I was not in the
least ashamed.

I should also like to have a talk with you about the eco-
nomic trend and Alexei’s views, but it is already very
late, and I will confine myself to a few words. The eco-
nomic trend, of course, was always a mistake, but then it
is very young, while there has been overemphasis of “econ-
omic” agitation (and there still is here and there) even
without the trend, and it was the legitimate and inevitable
companion of any step forward in the conditions of our
movement which existed in Russia at the end of the 1880s
or the beginning of the 1890s. The situation then was so
murderous that you cannot probably even imagine it, and
one should not censure people who stumbled as they clam-
bered up out of that situation. For the purposes of this clam-
bering out, some narrowness was essential and legitimate:
was, I say, for with this tendency to blow it up into a theo-
ry and tie it in with Bernsteinism, the whole thing of
course changed radically. But that the overemphasis of “eco-
nomic” agitation and catering to the “mass” movement

* Excuse the expression.—Ed.
** Capable of improvement, not entirely hopeless.—Ed.
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were natural, you too, unless I'm mistaken, recognised
in “The New Campaign” written in 1896, when Vilna
Economism*® was already & [l’ordre du jour,* while St.
Petersburg economism was emerging and taking shape.
Every good wish, and please excuse the disorderly writ-
ing.
Yours,
Petroff

Written on November 9, 1900
Sent from Munich to Geneva

First published in 1956 Printed from the original
in Kommunist No. 18

*On the agenda.—Ed.
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TO P. B. AXELROD

November 16

I have just received, dear P. B., your remarks on the
article “The Urgent Tasks”.*6 Many thanks. What do you
think about the unpopularity of this article? It won’t sound
discordant, will it?

I enclose the preface to the pamphlet May Day Demon-
strations in Kharkov (some, but very small, corrections
were made in the manuscript you have). Please, let’s hear
what you think of it, and do not hesitate to make your
remarks on it, in ink or in pencil.

I am also sending you a document received from Russia
about the amalgamation of the St. Petersburg Workers’
Organisation and the League of Struggle.?’” They say the
St. Petersburg people are terribly proud of it, and Kiev
is said to have adopted the programme already. It must be
written about. Would you like to do so? (After reading
this “document”—this “specimen”, as my brother calls
it—please send it on to G. V., if you don’t need it.)

We have at last found a responsible editor. Ettinger has
undertaken to sign two numbers in any case, giving up
all claims about the “tone”, etc., and reserving the right
after these two issues to make a statement in the press about
her disagreement with the content, and so forth. Let us
hope that she will keep to this condition (she only asks very
earnestly that we should say nothing about it to anyone
until publication), and in the meantime we shall either
find someone elge, or make other arrangements.*® I per-
sonally negotiated with Ettinger with the aid of Buch-
holtz, who resigned from the Union for the purpose of taking
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some steps in the spirit of conciliation. I shall write in more
detail about these steps later, considering that there is
little of interest in them.

We now hope to begin setting in a few days.

With all good wishes,
Yours,
Petroff

Written on November 16, 1900
Sent from Munich to Zurich
First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany 111
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TO P. B. AXELROD

November 19, 1900
Dear P. B.,

I have just received your letter of November 17, and
read your remarks with great interest. Of course we shall
try without fail to send you as many articles as possible,
as this is valuable for the publications in all respects, quite
apart from your natural interest in them. One thing we
are sorry about is that our secretary is iberarbeitet™; but
this will change soon all the same, because serious reforms
are afoot in the matter of Kinderpflege.***

Danevich has sent in an item of about 12,000 letters
for the paper, on the French national congress; I hesitate
to say whether it is entirely suitable. Very possibly we
shall manage without it if we have your chronicle of events,
which we are awaiting impatiently. Danevich is writing
a big article on French affairs for the journal.®®

The enclosed letter is for Rolau: my colleague is writing
to him about our “tea” business, because we think that
my correspondent Skubiks is not in town.5! Please be good
enough to pass this letter on to Rolau, and ask him to reply
to us at once (forgive me for troubling you with such a re-
quest: I hope you can entrust, say, Gurevich with this).
But if Rolau is not in town, would you be so kind as to
read the letter addressed to him, and have a talk about
its matter, if only with Skubiks’s wife. The thing is that

* Overworked.—Ed.
** Child care.—Ed.
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we must have a definite reply as soon as possible, and if
neither Rolau nor Skubiks is available, this can’t be done
otherwise than by a personal talk between you and someone
of their company.
As regards the article by L. Axelrod,’?> I quite agree
with you that it should first of all be sent to G. V.
Every good wish, and excuse this too hasty letter.

Yours,
Petrov

Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany III
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TO P. B. AXELROD

November 26, 1900
Dear P. B.,

I have just received a letter from our mutual friend,
who tells us that everything has been arranged. At last the
business will go forward “steadily”! He begs you to send
(me), as quickly as possible, the Nusperli passport™ (or
Husperli? It is not clear, but you must know what is
meant).??

Tomorrow, November 27, he begins the setting, and
consequently we may hope that in two weeks’ time (or a
little more) everything will be quite ready. It is therefore
very important to have all the material available within
a week, including your foreign chronicle. I hope that this
date will not cause you to break off anything, for I suppose
most of it has been done. V. I. is writing to G. V. today,
asking him to hurry up the person who is writing about
the Paris congress.5* It is, of course, quite possible to make
references to his article (if you do make any) even before
the article arrives.

Wishes of all the best and of good health.

Yours,
Petrov

P.S. I am this very day sending Dietz the manuscript
(by G. V.).55 I hope there, too, things will go ahead deci-
sively. High time!

Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany II1

*He writes: I will send it back as soon as I arrive here.”
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TO P. B. AXELROD

December 11
Dear P. B.,

Thank you very much for letting us have your remarks
so speedily on the item about the split.’® I have made the
corrections you want, except that I could not cut out al-
together the mention of the Rabocheye Dyelo’s services:
it seems to me that this would be unfair to an opponent
with a record not only of offences against Social-Democracy.

Poletayev told me a piece of news that has made me
very glad, that you have to some extent got free of the
yoghurt, and could pay us a short visit. Now this would
be splendid! I think there will be no difficulty in finding
accommodation, one can take a room by the week. After
all you do have a Swiss citizen’s passport. I am still waiting
(still, because I have been waiting a long time already, and
to no purpose) the early arrival of both friends. Alexei
writes that he is “eager to come”, but is being somewhat
delayed by various circumstances. The other friend has
not written for a long time, but I don’t think this means
that anything very bad has happened. By the time they
arrive, both Iskra (in 1 or 2 weeks) and Zarya will probably
have appeared (Dietz has hired another compositor and
is driving ahead quickly, hurrying us up. By the way, will
you have anythiog for this issue of the journal*?). By
that time, something will also have been cleared up about
the transport (what a difficult problem!) and about the

* Perhaps you could put together something of what you wrote
about Liebknecht and which did not go into the paper.
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material, and then it would be extremely desirable to have
a general meeting. I look forward to this very much.

What about young Adler’s article®”? Is he writing it?
When will it be ready? Please hurry him up in a letter and
—if you find the correspondence too burdensome, or if the
Umweg* via Munich—Zurich—Vienna entails long delay,
then give him Lehmann’s address (Herrn Dr. Med. Carl
Lehmann, Gabelsbergerstrasse 20a. Miinchen. On the second
envelope: fiir Meyer)—and give us his address, and we shall
squeeze a reply out of him.

We want to print 1,000 copies of Zarya for Russia and
500 for abroad.

I am eagerly awaiting your chronicle, and then a meeting.

Yours,
Petroff

For Gurevich:

Please try and arrange the following: we need to have
a good address in Zurich through which Yefimov (Dietz’s
compositor) could carry on correspondence with Geneva,
i.e., an intermediary, transmitting address. If you can,
please send it to me as soon as possible, and in any case
drop me a line at least right away in reply.

My best wishes, and regards to Vera Pavlovna.

Yours,
Petroff

Written on December 11, 1900
Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany III

* Roundabout way.—Ed.
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TO P. B. AXELROD

Midnight, December 14, 1900
Dear P. B.,

Forgive me for having disturbed you unnecessarily with
my telegram. Not having received the article in the morn-
ing, I inferred (after your telegram of yesterday) that some-
thing had happened, and decided to inquire by tele-
gram, in particular under the influence of a desperate letter
from the printers. And then your article arrived a few hours
later! I hasten to inform you without delay of its arrival,
as you asked, and, once again, please excuse the telegram.

I am very, very glad that we shall soon see each other;
my “brother” will, I think, also arrive in a few days, and
Alexei too, possibly, in 2 or 3 weeks’ time.

There is still no article from Paris on the International
Congress—I have sent a telegram today.

I may have to go away for a short time before the paper
appears, in order to sort out various small items (we are bad-
ly out in thousands of letters, and are now throwing out a
good deal!), but this will take 3 or 4 days, no more.

Let me know whether I should take a room for you, or
just have a preliminary look for one. I will ask V. I. about
your requirements, and will begin my search.

Forgive the brevity—I am very tired and in a hurry.

Very best regards,
Yours,
Petroff

Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany III
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TO P. B. AXELROD

December 24,1900
Dear P. B.,

I returned from my business trip only yesterday,?® and
found your letter. The paper should be ready today; as soon
as I receive it I shall send it to you, unless you start out
yourself.

My brother arrives this evening.

Alexei will not get rid of his obstacles and leave before
Dec. 20 (0O.S)).

I was quite unable to send the proofs—I myself could
not get them, and had to make the journey to sort things
out on p. 8. However unpleasant it was, I had to divide your
article, and hold up the second half for the next issue,?
otherwise what was essential could not have gone in, on
account of the setting (for technical reasons) in bourgeois,
instead of brevier.

And so, from Vasilyev—? And from Adler—nothing?
You say nothing of Adler in your letter.

The journal is going forward: G. V. has sent in an article
on Struve®*—6 articles have been sent in all.

All the best, and I heartily wish you speedy recovery
from the influenza which is raging so everywhere this year.

Yours,
Petroff

P.S. T have just learned from Gurevich’s letter that you
have received the article on Austria. That’s fine. Have
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you a really good translator? If not, send us the article,
we shall translate it over here.

To Gurevich

Thanks for your information. Of course it would be de-
sirable to have details about the Riga comrade: what kind
of work would and could he take on? How free and finan-
cially well off is he, etc.?

Please tell Skubiks that I got his letter, but did not
reply because I was away—and now can only say that
our man is already “there” and has an address, so that the
matter I was corresponding with Skubiks about is settled.

With best wishes,
Petrov

Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany 111
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1901

TO V. P. NOGIN

January 3, 1901
Dear Comrade,

I have received Revolution and Counter- Revolution,®' and
am very grateful to you for sending this booklet. As regards
transport we cannot at this moment undertake any definite
obligations. Our routes are just now being arranged and
will evidently be arranged satisfactorily; but it remains
to be seen how they will function. In all probability we
shall be able to give you quite a definite reply in 2 or 3 weeks
at the outside, and will be happy to undertake the shipment
of your booklet, if we can. We know nothing of Max Menkus,
and are not doing our business through him. Your letters
and reports have been received. We have already used some
of them for the paper. Incidentally, the first issue should
be ready in a few days, and I shall then send you a copy.®?
We expect our Poltava friend to arrive here in the very near
future. All the best. Oh yes, there is also this. Having
learned that we have completed a translation of Kautsky’s
book, Bernstein and the Social- Democratic Programme, a
member of the Rabocheye Znamya group approached a mem-
ber of our group in Russia offering to publish the transla-
tion.%® But we should like to publish it ourselves, in our
own name. Therefore would the persons who made the
offer agree to give us the money for its publication, if only
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some of it? Please write to tell us whether you are able and
willing to write to them about it.

Yours,
Petrov®

We propose to publish Hyndman’s article in the near
future with a footnote that “it has been sent to us in the
author’s MS. through the good offices of a member of the
Rabocheye Znamya group in St. Petersburg”.®* If you have
anything to say about the underlined words, please inform
us immediately.

All the best,

Petrov
Sent from Munich to London
First Published in 1928 Printed from the typescript
in Lenin Miscellany VIII text with corrections

and postscript by Lenin

* Here is added, in an unknown hand: “Address: Herrn Philipp
Rogner Cigarrenhandlung Neue Gasse Niirnberg.”—Ed.
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TO V. P. NOGIN

January 24, 1901
Dear Comrade,

I have received your letter about the passports, have
written to my friend here who might be expected to help me
in this respect, and am now awaiting a reply. I think it
will be possible to get a foreign (Bulgarian or German)
passport (for entering Russia), but I'm not hopeful about
a Russian passport, or at least a blank passport, not filled
in. This may, of course, come off, but I should advise you to
take steps right away to secure a foreign passport, at the
risk of being left without any at all. But as regards a Russian
passport, if we succeed in getting one, it will be more likely
in Russia.

If there is to be no mention of Rabocheye Znamya in the
footnote, would you suggest another way of putting it?
For example, from (through) a member of the Rabocheye
Znamya group who worked in St. Petersburg in 1897, or
something like that. I think it would be better to say some-
how through whom the article was received, but if you
think otherwise, naturally we shall publish it without any
indication of how we received it.

I have been told the name of tbe St. Petersburg man
who made the proposal (in one of the provinces, and a fairly
remote one) about publishing the translation of Kautsky.
I am afraid to entrust the name to the post; however, I
will let you have it in this form. Write down Alexei’s name,
patronymic (in Russian style) and surname, and number
all the 23 letters in their order. Then the surname of this
St. Petersburg man will consist of the following letters:
6, 22, 11, 22 (for this substitute the next letter of the
alphabet), 5, 10 and 13.%°
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As to the sale of Revolution and Counter-Revolution,
we shall inquire from those organisations abrsad with whom
we have contacts.

Over here everything now depends on transport, which
is eating up a lot of money because this is a new undertaking.
I cannot therefore give you any definite reply as regards
financial aid for fabricating passports, until it has become
clear just how much money is needed for this, and what
the chances are that all the other essentials (money apart)
are available. Alexei paid out money to one influential organ-
isation as long ago as last spring (sic!) for the purchase of
blank passports (which they had promised), but so far has
had nothing.

Would you agree to take on yourself in the immediate
future a permanent function in transportation—i.e., to
live near the frontier, travel around, communicate with
the contrabandists, etc.? Do you know German, or any lan-
guage other than Russian?*

Every good wish,
Yours,
Petrov

I enclose the paper®; please show it to no one except
your friend, and let me know your opinion. No. 2 is at the
press.

Write to me at the following address:

Herrn Georg Rittmeyer,
Kaiserstrasse 53 1.
Miinchen.

(Without any enclosure, if the letter is in Russian.)

Sent from Munich to London

First Published in 1928 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany VIII

*Do you know of any comrade suitable for this work and who
knows Yiddish? And also do you happen to know an absolutely
reliable comrade who is a compositor?



67

TO THE BORBA GROUPY

February 3, 1901
Dear Comrades,

We are deeply distressed over your letter of refusal to
co-operate. Our letter to Nevzorov (a letter with a special
enclosure for you of the “statement,” the No. 1 of Iskra,
and a proof of Ryazanov’s article) and your refusal letter
must have crossed, having been sent off at the same
time.

This alone will show you how far it was from us to keep
you from taking part in our affairs. We ask you to excuse
the delay—that is indeed our fault, but you must bear in
mind that we suffer as much as you do from the “indefinite
state of relations”. We have strictly abided by our group’s
decision not to circulate the newspaper abroad before it is
circulated in Russia, making an exception only for our
closest associates, including your good selves. Until quite
recently, we had been altogether uncertain as to whether
the paper would circulate in Russia (even today we cannot
vouch for it); we had our hands full in this matter in
connection with some fresh negotiations (with the liberal
democrats—so far a big secret!),® and this delayed
fulfilment of the decision adopted a fortnight or so ago to
send you the issue of Iskra.

Our statement has not yet been circulated in Russia
but has only been shown to several persons.

We repeat that what has happened is the result not of
any lack of concern but of the indefiniteness and bustle
from which we ourselves have not yet emerged. We should
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be very happy to see the misunderstandings produced by
this cleared up and find you taking your old attitude to our
common cause.
Comradely greetings,
Petrov

Sent from Munich to Paris

First Published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XII1
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TO THE BORBA GROUP

February 21, 1901
Dear Comrades,

Your insistence on “defining relations” has surprised
us but, to our deep regret, we cannot satisfy you in this
respect. Our business is just being started, the wheels have
only just been set in motion, and whether it will really
get going depends on everyone vigorously co-operating
—when suddenly, instead of doing the urgent work, we are
asked to set about “defining relations” with some kind
of particular exactness! We think that close and constant
collaboration (which has already been expressed by your
sending us two articles, and on which we were relying for
the future) is a sufficiently definite relation, and that from
it there clearly follows also the right of contributors to
speak on behalf of the publication, enlist supporters, estab-
lish contacts, collect funds, order articles, etc. That this
enlistment will naturally lead also to more intimate con-
tacts between those enlisted and the editorial board, and
that the establishment of final agreements (about any
undertaking, or about the management of this or that sec-
tion, or this or that function) will require direct contacts
between the editorial board and those who have been en-
listed, all this likewise follows, as a matter of course, from
the very nature of relations between close contributors
and the editorial board.

We hope that our relations could in the course of time
develop from the form of simple collaboration to the kind
of co-operation under which some departments would be
allocated, and general editorial conferences would be held
from time to time.
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Furthermore, we do not deny of course that the business
of organising things abroad will require (in 3 or 6 months’
time) the creation of new forms, organs and functions, and
were relying on you in this respect, but we are unable to
set about all this immediately, when Zarya and Iskra have
still to be consolidated.

We hope that you, too, will realise our position and
will agree that any further “definition of relations” at the
present time is impossible.

All the best.

Sent from Munich to Paris

First Published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIII
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TO P. B. AXELROD

February 27, 1901
Dear P. B.,

I have received both your letters, and have passed on
the letter from Italy to V. I. I don’t yet know the contents
of that letter, because I transmitted it through Blumen-
feld. He and I are setting out tomorrow: he is going on
through Vienna, I am going via Vienna to Prague on my
own business.®® Please excuse me for writing briefly, because
of appointments and packing.

A letter has come from Dietz to the effect that he is not
printing the statement (about an alliance with the liber-
als), that this is dangerous (“amalgamation”, groups, etc.)
and that, altogether, would it not be better for us to have
a secret printing press?! We are very much astounded by this
piece of news from the erratic idiot Dietz. We have decided
(provisorisch™) for the time being to leave Zarya here (for
the time being!) and print the rest in Geneva.

I think that diplomatic relations with the Parisians have
been resumed.

Molotov has already written his article on finance (for
No. 3 of Iskra).”” He has promised a review of foreign affairs.

There is still not quite enough material for No. 3 of
Iskra.

Judas (the calf) has not yet left. He is clearing out at
last in a few days, I think—thank God. “All is well” with
him.

From home there is letter after letter about the student
disorders. My brother writes that he will soon be coming.

* Provisionally.—Ed.
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No. 2™ has not yet reached Russia.

All the best. I will make certain to write a more sensible
letter when I return (I shall be away for 4 or 7 days) and
take up my usual routine.

Yours,
Petrov

Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany 111
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TO F. I. DAN

March 22, 1901

Many thanks for your letter of March 2 addressed to
Rittmeyer. We are very glad that we have at last estab-
lished correspondence with you (of which I wrote you as far
back as July 15!). Please observe the rules so that we
should always know in any important affair that the letter
will reach us. The address you used last time is one of
the best: make use of it.

Collect cash. We have now been reduced almost to beggary,
and it is a question of life or death for us to obtain a large
sum. We shall send you Zarya in a few days. So do every-
thing you can about finance.*

How do matters stand with the doctor’s group?’? Last
summer, their representative behaved in a way that was
equivalent to a rupture (he made some idiotic demands on
us)—but later a member of his group renewed contact with
our representative in Berlin.”® Get some sense out of them:
are they willing to help us or not?

Send us an address for delivering a suitcase,’
more reliable one for letters and books.

4 and a

Yours,
Starik

What about the Finnish routes’? We know nothing,
and have not had a single letter from you about this. Please,
repeat.

*The money can be sent through a bank by cheque, in a registered
letter addressed to Carl Lehmann (the third letter is a German h),
M.D., Gabelsbergerstrasse 20a. Keep this address in mind: it is good
for cash, and for letters and books.
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If the bearers of a suitcase have no letter from the organ-
isation, then you should not talk freely with them about

anything at all.

Sent from Munich to Berlin
First Published in 1928 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany VIII
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TO V. P. NOGIN

April 6, 1901

Alexei and I have just received your letter about Zarya.

Many thanks for your detailed and frank opinion; we find

such comments all the more valuable because they are so

rare. What you say about the inadequacy of the political

reviews and articles in Zarya is perfectly justified. We fully

realise this inadequacy, and will do everything to put it
right.

With best wishes,
Yours ....

Sent from Munich to London

First Published in 1928 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany VIII
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TO KARL H. BRANTING™

April 19, 1901
Dear Comrade,

Our comrade in Berlin has already written you on our
behalf that we should like to establish closer contacts with
the Swedish and Finnish comrades.

Allow me, at this time, to make the following request
on behalf of the editorial board of the Russian
Social-Democratic journal Zarya (J. H. W. Dietz Verlag.
Stuttgart).

We attach very great importance to informing the Rus-
sians in general, and the Russian workers in particular,
of the political situation in Finland and the oppression
of Finland, and also of the stubborn struggle waged by the
Finns against despotism. We should therefore be most
grateful to you if you transmitted to all the Finnish com-
rades you know our urgent request to support us in this
undertaking.

It would of course be particularly helpful for us if we
could find a permanent Finnish contributor who would
send us, firstly, monthly notes (4,000-8,000 letters), and,
secondly, longer articles and reviews from time to time.
We need the latter for Zarya and the former for the illegal
Russian paper Iskra, whose editorial board has made this
request of us.

If you think it useful, I will send you Zarya and two
issues of Iskra.

The articles may be written also in Swedish or in Fin-
nish; we shall find a translator ourselves.
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I beg you to inform me whether you can comply with
our request.
With Social-Democratic greetings,
I. Petrov

P.S. Please excuse my extremely bad German.
My address is as follows:

Herrn J. H. W. Dietz Verlag.

Furthbachstr. 12.

Stuttgart.

On the inner envelope:

An die Redaktion der Morgenr6te—fiir Herrn Petroff.

Sent from Munich to Stockholm

First published in Swedish Printed from the original
on March 8, 1955 Translated from the German
in the newspaper Morgon-Tidningen
No. 65
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TO G. V. PLEKHANOV

April 21, 1901
Dear G. V.,

We are very glad that your adventure ended satisfactori-
ly.”” We are expecting you: we need to have a talk about
a great deal, both on literary and on organisational subjects,
and about Iskra (the third issue should be ready by May 1.
Then we want straightaway to print No. 4), and about Za-
rya. You have the address for calling—Velika Dmitrievna’s.
Here is another (Alexei’s) just in case: Occamstr. (in Schwab-
ing) 1a, III, rechts bei Frau Kraft, and ask for Herrn Vernet;
only it would be better, when using this address, to write
beforehand about your call, as otherwise you may easily
not find anyone at home.

I send you Promyshlenny Mir Nos. 1-11. We have Frank—
I will send it to you, if you need it before you come.”

We have only one copy of Na Slavnom Postu™: we shall
order another, because there is a big demand for it.

We are in complete agreement with you about the priori-
ty of organisation over agitation at the present time. Listok
“Iskry” is fairly cautious about any direct appeal—or do
you consider even this dangerous®’?

Hoping to see you soon.

Yours,
Petrov

Please bring or send Narodnoye Khozyaistvo.®

Sent from Munich to Geneva

First Published in 1928
in the miscellany Gruppa Printed from the original
“Osvobozhdeniye Truda” No. 6
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TO M. G. VECHESLOV
For Yuriev

April 25

I have received your letter.

Please send us as soon as you can an exact account of
how many suitcases you have received and of what kind,
how many have gone and how many remain. We need this
to draw up our report and financial accounts. As regards
the literature, I have also long been asking you to write
how much you received, and what in particular, where you
sent it and how it was used.

We have not got the May Day leaflet (N.B.).

The money (100 marks) has already been sent; I repeat
my request that you make an extra effort to obtain money
in Berlin and elsewhere for the suitcases; you will thereby
be giving us the most serious and essential help. How much
money of your own have you in hand? What is the average
(and actual) monthly turnover?

It would be very important to send Kharkov Days
as soon as possible to the South, where they are pressing
for it.

I have not quite understood you about the bulletin.
(1) Is it the Iskra Promotion Group or the Neutral Group
that wants to publish it?%2 (2) Are the bulletins to be the
same as before or different? We think that it would be ex-
tremely unwise to spend money on bulletins of the old
type and, for our part, find it difficult to promise raw ma-
terial, for the reason that we are working intensively at
present on turning Iskra into a monthly paper,®® and we
have neither the time nor the money for copying and sending
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out material. What we have to think of is not dividing up
the available material into bulletins, and weakening both
its importance and impression by circulating it in a raw
state abroad, but, on the contrary, concentrating all the ma-
terial in Iskra and accelerating its publication with well-
edited and illuminated material. Any other tactics would
mean not a struggle against, but a promotion of, the present
ideological vacillation and confusion.

It is not surprising that such bulletins were published
by the Neutral Group, with its absurd composition and
programme, but we should expect more co-operation and
rational work from the Iskra Promotion Group. Try and
pass on these views to your group (but do not read my letter
in full, because I am writing to you personally) and per-
suade it. Let us know its decision.

Bulletins reviewing the foreign press on Russia are a
different matter. They are of course useful. Send us cuttings
from the Russian papers. Would it also be possible to sup-
ply the Iskra editorial board with Russian journals, after
they have been read in Berlin? If it would, let us know what
journals we could count on (we have some, but not enough).

Written on April 25, 1901
Sent from Munich to Berlin

First Published in 1928 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany VIII
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TO S. I. RADCHENKO

We have received your letter. We fully approve of your
method of distributing the literature, and advise you to
keep strictly to it, without listening to anyone’s advice
or calumny.

One thing that is desirable is that you should show some
consideration for the Sotsialist group.,8* and, in case of need,
give them some privileges (for example, credit), because
they are seeking to come closer to us, and promise to agitate
for us. They have offered us a share of their income instead
of payment for literature; we authorise you to accept this,
at your discretion, if you find it not unprofitable financially.
(Why do the Sotsialist group complain that you don’t give
them any literature?)

In general, don’t give away anything free, but distribute
everythlng as quickly as possible for cash.

Don’t give any money to Grigoryev, send it all to us.
Grigoryev should make money on his own literature, of
which he has a lot.

Number 3 is being printed, and the fourth is to follow
immediately. A May Day leaflet and a special Iskra leaflet
have appeared.®

Do everything you can to have people sent to Berlin to
collect the suitcases (the address is).* The password is:
from Petrov.

If you still have some 100-200 of Kharkov Days, send
them immediately by hand to....

Contact Pskov. We shall be sending the suitcases to
Lepeshinsky, and you can collect them from him.

Written at the end of April 1901
Sent from Munich to St. Petersburg

First published in 1928 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany VIII

* A blank space in the manuscript.—Ed.
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TO P. N. LEPESHINSKY AND P. A. KRASIKOV
2a 3b—r——=86

June 1, 1901

We should be very glad to work together with —r——.
He would be particularly useful at this time of wobbling
among the public in general, and of all kinds of intrigues
abroad in particular. Unfortunately, our financial posi-
tion is very bad, and we are absolutely unable to allocate
any money for his journey and his living expenses. It is
also extremely difficult to find paid employment here (we
say nothing of France and French Switzerland, because

we don’t know them. —r—— himself is better informed
about this than we are). Only in one case could we give some
financial support: if —r—— were to undertake to go abroad,

get a French passport here and use it to cross the frontier
two or three times in various places, taking across a couple
of suitcases each time. We have to pay for such transport
anyway, and should of course pay him more willingly than
some outsider. With his knowledge of the language and
his resourcefulness, he would certainly be able to do it, and
might find someone else on the way for the same purpose.
If he is agreeable, let him write at once—you will read
him the whole of this letter—and tell us his distinguishing
features in as great detail as possible. On the strength
of these features we shall then immediately apply for a
French passport, and on receipt of it will let him know, so
that he can start out. In general, our cause now hinges on
transport, transport and transport. Whoever wants to help
us should entirely concentrate on this.
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Now about the 125 rubles. We have been repeatedly
caught out over advances to other organisations: we have
given away a pile of money, and the result has been insig-
nificant, almost nil. Therefore we are very much afraid of
paying in advance. Furthermore, it is more important
for us to have swift delivery of a small quantity (if only
half a pood a month) than of 10-20 poods over 3-4 months,
because our first priority is Iskra’s monthly publication
and delivery. Up to now suitcases virtually alone have kept
us going. So have as detailed a discussion as possible to find
out whether the offer is reliable, which organisation is mak-
ing it, the type of transport, and whether we could have our
own man in there for supervision and participation, and then
let us know. If they agree to have a trial run without payment
in advance, take the decision yourselves. But if we are to
hand over a sizable sum immediately, we shall have to
consider and discuss all the particulars very thoroughly.

Sent from Munich to Pskov

First published in 1928 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany VIII
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TO P. B. AXELROD

June 1, 1901
Dear P. B.,

We have just received your letter with the materials
and letters of Deb.*8” enclosed. Many thanks; we shall
have to sort out the material.

As regards Deb.’s proposal, we agree of course to let
him have 300 offprints, and we hope that his reservations
will not present the slightest obstacle to our printing his
reminiscences. The deadline for No. 2 of Zarya is one month,
i.e., July 1. The maximum length is 2 sheets, or 2', at the
outside. We hope that he will divide up his 4-5 sheets into
chapters, so that they will fit into No. 2 and No. 3 of Zarya.

We know nothing as yet about the conference.®® Please
persuade Koltsov and someone else from Sotsial-Demokrat
to agree. After all, this does not commit anyone to anything,
but it removes from us the odium of being unwilling to stop
the dissension. We really are not inclined to make any
substantial concessions either to Borba or to Rabocheye
Dyelo (how feeble No. 7 of its Listok is®! We have already
left it behind even technically, in speed of coverage).

No. 5 of Iskra is at the press. The leading article is “About
Vacuous Dreams” (by Starover). A feature article by G. V.,
“New Wine in Old Bottles”, is about the manifesto of
the Socialist-Revolutionaries and their turn towards the
Social-Democrats. Then one (or even two) short articles on
the massacre of May 4-7 in St. Petersburg (in Vyborgskaya
Storona and at the Obukhov Works). There is also some
pretty good material for the social chronicle and the labour

*We shall, of course, preserve his letter.
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movement section, and also for the “May Day in Russia”
section—for instance, a vivid letter from a St. Petersburg
working woman about the killing on May 4 of a workman
(her relative) in the crowd marching to Nevsky Prospekt.”
There is a letter from our close friend, a worker at Ivanovo-
Voznesensk.”? about the feeling there, the attempts to
celebrate May Day and the success of Iskra.

Only the financial side is in a bad way; all the rest is
going well, with promise for the future.

How is your health? Is it easier for you now in your
Erwerbsarbeit*? Do you get enough rest? How do you intend
to spend the summer?

Very best wishes to you and all your family.

Yours,
Petrov

Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany II1

*Work for a living.—Ed.
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TO M. G. VECHESLOV

June 17, 1901

We have received your letter asking us to send you 100
marks. Unfortunately, I cannot fulfil this request until
I have received from you the “latest information” which
you promised. I simply cannot take it on myself to decide
to pay out this sum (both for formal reasons, because it
depends on the board, and for the reasons I explained to
you when we met), and I cannot get the board together at
present because some people are absent. I ask you once
again not to be sparing of reports to us of the latest and most
detailed facts, otherwise our relations will never settle
down to normal. Information of the kind that “so far every-
thing is satisfactory” may produce, if anything, a negative
impression on our board, which decides such matters. I
understand very well that the most energetic efforts often
prove fruitless for reasons beyond our control, and that it
would be stupid to blame you for any failures. But you,
too, must understand that unless we have the most circum-
stantial and exact information of what those efforts were,
what exactly was successful (respective™ unsuccessful), why
precisely and what the state of affairs and the plans at the
present moment are, we cannot take any further steps and
impose on our principals further sacrifices, for which we
bear the responsibility.

Sent from Munich to Berlin

First published in 1928 Printed from a copy
in Lenin Miscellany VIII written by N. K. Krupskaya

*Or.—Ed.
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TO P. B. AXELROD

June 9, 1901
Dear P. B.,

I enclose Nevzorov’s article, which we have rejected.”?
Just have a look at this thing (I heard you were interested
in it), and when you have read it, please send it on at once
to G. V., who is also interested in the Parisians. We think
it is essential to keep a copy, as a document.

We are having No. 6 of Iskra set up—it will probably
be 6 pages, because there is a good deal of material in the
social chronicle and on the labour movement. For the second
number of Zarya we have sent (1) G. V.’s leading article,
“What Next?”, and (2) L. I.’s article, “Why We Don’t
Want to Go Backwards™, signed Orthodox. Then Arsenyev
and Velika Dmitrievna are writing articles, and there’s
a paper by Alexei (what did you think of it? Velika D.
was dissatisfied). I have written a little article on Witte’s
minute and the preface to it, and have of course damned
Mr. R. N. S.3—Velika Dmitrievna is very much displeased,
and I shall have to send the article to G. V., etc.: this Mr.
R.N.S. is a sore point!

How is your work going, and how is your health? Will
you have a long holiday this year, and where do you intend
to spend it? I should very, very much like you to look in
here and have a talk about various things—but I am afraid
of inviting you lest, instead of relating, you put more strain
on your nerves. If this does not frighten you, do come.

They have written to us from Russia that there is increas-
ing talk of a congress. This once again impels us to think
of a programme. The publication of a draft programme is
extremely necessary, and would be of tremendous impor-
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tance.”® But apart from you and G. V. there is no one to
take it on: it’s a job that requires calm concentration and
careful consideration. Please come to our help, provided your
affairs and your health permit. Or perhaps you will see
G. V. and spend some time with him—you could then take
advantage of such a stay?

Kautsky passed through here (on his way for a holiday
in Tyrol), but we forgot to talk with him about the Erfurter
Programm (which Alexei is now looking through). Has
he promised a special introduction?

What were the books about which you told Alexei’s
sister that they had been sent?

We can’t be too sure about the foreign affairs review
for Zarya: Parvus wants to write only about organisation,
Luxemburg and Danevich will (perhaps) give us something
on France, and nothing else, neither on Germany nor Aus-
tria. That’s bad!

Well, until later. Forgive me for writing so rarely; I
have very little time left in the local hurly-burly. The
Londoners? are here at the moment; I like them. What
do you think of them?

Very best wishes to you and all your family. Yours....

Leiteisen’s address is: 52, Faubourg du Temple. Mr.
Gouman. Paris; on the inner envelope: pour Mr. Basile.

[We shall have to wait a little with reprinting the first
issue of Iskra: the matter of the one thousand copies that
have been preserved, as it turns out, and of the attempt
now being made to transport them will soon be cleared up.]

The note on Adler will still be in time for Iskra No. 6,%
if it arrives not later than in a week.

I write nothing about the draft agreement with the Union:
there is nothing new, and you must know the old situation
from Alexei’s sister.

Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany III
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TO G. V. PLEKHANOV

July 13, 1901

I have received your letter of the 11th. As regards Ortho-
dox’s P. Scriptum,®” the majority opinion is being set forth
to you today by Alexei. I disagree with this opinion,
and I (personally) would like to know your view, both of
this P.S. in particular, and of the opinion likewise that it
could supposedly be rejected after the adoption of the whole
article, owing to the “literary defects” in the P. Scriptum.
The “rescue” of the P.S., about which you write, may be
possible if there is a resolute vote by Pavel Borisovich for,
and even then not for certain: the votes will be equally
divided, for Alexei, is now almost entirely against.

Generally speaking, I think that on any matter in any
way relating to “controversial” points, you ought to make
a direct inquiry about the reasons for the opinions ex-
pressed by our Struvefreundliche®® this could be done by
letters addressed to Lehmann as before (altogether, letters
should now be addressed through to Lehmann) with an addi-
tion “fiir Meyer” and “for Puttman” I’m afraid I simply
cannot undertake to give an account of their views. This
applies also, for instance, to my article against R. N. S.%°

Many thanks for the offer to send material against Cher-
nov. I have just got on to him, and could probably find
use for what bears on France and Belgium (Vandervelde et
Destrée, Le socialisme en Belgique,* quoted by Chernov,
and also Vandervelde’s latest work!’?). But send it only
if you don’t need it, and if you can do without it for a few
weeks. I very much need to have Liebknecht’s Zur Grund-

* Socialism in Belgium.—Ed.



90 V. I. LENIN

und Bodenfrage,* which I have failed to find here, either
among Parvus’s books or at the library. If you do have it,
please send it along for a short time.

Chernov quotes someone called Gerolamo Gatti, who is
a downright opponent of the Marxists: Le nuove correnti
dell’economia agricola (Milano-Palermo, 1900).** Do you
know what sort of bird this is? Is he worth reading? Is there
a French translation? (I don’t know Italian, though perhaps
my sister could help.)

Very best wishes. Write about my article.

Yours,
Petrov

Sent from Munich to Geneva

First published in 1956 Printed from the original
in Kommunist No. 16

*On the Agrarian Question.—Ed.

** Gerolamo Gatti, Agricoltura e socialismo. Le nuove correnti
dell’cconomia agricola (The Agrarian Question and Socialism. New
Trends in Agriculture).—Ed.
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TO P. B. AXELROD

July 21, 1901
Dear P. B.,

I was intending to reply to your letter, but kept putting
it off until I received the article. Don’t be in any particular
hurry with it, if it is hard work, or even give up reading
it altogether, to give yourself a rest and have some proper
treatment. G. V. has already written to me in considerable
detail where he sees changes desirable, and I shall of course
try to make all these changes'®' (but as to changing the
tone ... I really don’t know whether I can do that. It is hard-
ly likely that I can write in diplomatic tones about a gentle-
man who arouses such violent feelings in me. And I don’t
think G. V. is quite right when he says that my “hatred”
will be incomprehensible for the reader: I will quote the
example of Parvus, who, without any knowledge of the
author, after reading the introduction felt the same
hostility to this “dolt”, as he called him—but that is in
parenthesis). I very much disapproved of our having im-
posed two jobs on you (reading my article and Orthodox’s)
just when you had gone away for treatment and a rest. Try
rather to make really good use of the period of your treat-
ment, and do not by any means burden yourself with a
close reading of the manuscripts.

Please, write (and send manuscripts and everything else)
only to the following address:

Herrn Dr. Med. Carl Lehmann.

Gabelsbergerstrasse 20 a/Il.

Miinchen (inside: fiir Meyer).

The Rittmeyer address is no longer good (but if you have
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sent something to Rittmeyer before receiving this letter,
we shall still get it).

Do you happen to have Liebknecht’s book Zur Grund-
und Bodenfrage (Leipzig 1876)? Or perhaps one of the
Zurich comrades has it? I need it very much for an article
against Chernov, and it is not available at the library
here, nor has Parvus or Lehmann got it.

Well, so long. I wish you the very best, and hope you
have a good rest and are thoroughly fit again.

Yours,
Petrov

P.S. Here’s another request: do you (or Greulich) hap-
pen to have the minutes of the congresses of the International
—or Vorbote'®? (which, I believe, carried the full reports)?
This Chernov fellow keeps worrying me: I do believe the
scoundrel has distorted things in referring to the minutes
of the congresses of the International, and putting down
as “dogmatic Marxism” even the “solidarised communi-
ties” (of Rittinghausen).'®® If you could help me with this
material, I should be very grateful.

[But if you have to go to a lot of trouble to find these
references, don’t do it, please: 1 shall manage somehow.]

Here’s yet another request (I feel that I'm making a
hog of myself—piling up request upon request—but it’s
hard to stop once you’ve started. But really, if you have to
go to a lot of trouble, like travelling about in search of
the books, etc., let it go, and “shelve” my applications.
I’ll manage somehow. I shall make mincemeat of Chernov
in any case). The fact is that the swine Chernov quotes
Engels’s article, “The German Peasant” (in Russkoye Bo-
gatstvo, 1900, No. 1). When I found the article I discovered
that it was a translation of Engels’s article “Die Mark”
(Anhang™ to the pamphlet, Die Entwicklung des Sozialis-
mus von der Utopie zur Wissenschaft)!®* (I've only got the
4th edition of the pamphlet, 1891), but at the end of the
translated text there is an addition of two tirades in Russian
which the original does not have and which contain highly
dubious statements: “restore (sic!) the mark”, etc.

* Addendum.—Ed.
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I wonder what that is: a distortion by Russkoye Bogat-
stvo? In which case they ought to be pilloried good and
proper. But first we must look at this from every side:
a footnote to the Russian article says that Engels’s article
“appeared in one of the German magazines in the 1880s,
without his signature. But the offprint which Engels sent
to one of his friends was signed with his initials”. (1) Have
you any idea which “German magazine” it is? Could it be
Neue Zeit? (2) Do you happen to have an early edition
of the pamphlet Die Entwicklung des Sozialismus von der
Utopie, etc., with the “Die Mark” Anhang? It is necessary
to make a collation to find out whether the early editions
contained the tirades the 4th edition does not have (al-
though this is very unlikely).

Then I need for the purposes of comparison the pam-
phlet: W. Wolff, Die schlesische Milliarde,'®> which I was
unable to find at the local library and which is not avail-
able at the Vorwdrts Buchhandlung® either—it’s been sold
out.

Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1925
in Lenin Miscellany II1

First published in full Printed from the original
in the Firth Russian Edition
of the Collected Works

* Bookshop.—Ed.
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TO P. B. AXELROD

August 24, 1901
Dear P. B.,

I enclose Nevzorov’s article which he has rewritten. It
has confronted us with this dilemma: either to publish
it in Zarya, or to reject it altogether. The votes are divided
equally (Alexei and Arsenyev, for; Velika Dmitrievna and I,
against). Please cast your vote. I must say that I am par-
ticularly exasperated by the fact that everyone (even Ar-
senyev!) says the article is “vile”, “treacherous™ (as G. V.
has also called it), but they keep talking of printing it!
To my mind, this is the worst tactics of indulgence and
connivance. They say in defence of the article: “It’s a
contributor’s letter to the editorial board. It’s awkward
to reject it.” In my opinion, once a contributor adopts that
kind of attitude, we are in duty bound to put an end to it.
Let him go to Rabocheye Dyelo and Godspeed (Nevzorov
even wrote to ask us if we had any objections to it!? Sic!)—
that will help us to “document” his figure much better,
and take him to pieces much more freely than in our Zarya.
(One of the arguments for was that it should be printed
to provide the occasion for replying to the widespread ar-
guments.)

And so, it’s up to you to decide the issue!

And how about Finn’s article? If it’s a good one (as
you wrote), shouldn’t we publish it in Zarya? Will you
send it to us?

How is your health? I heard that you were not far from
Thun, but I hope the letter will be readdressed.
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When do you expect to visit G. V.? We rely on you very
much as regards the programme.
Well, so long. Hope you will be fit soon, and all the best.

Yours,
Petrov

Number seven of Iskra will appear in a day or two. G. V.’s
article (the second against Struve) has been sent to Zarya.
Then there will be articles by Nevzorov, Alexei, Velika
Dmitrievna and Arsenyev; one on the agrarian question
(which I am writing)!°® and one by G. V. against Bernstein
(a review of the Russian translation of his book). There
is no review of foreign affairs. Perhaps Danevich will write
one? He has already sent in a second letter for Iskra (it
will go into No. 8).

Sent from Munich
to Heiligenschwende
(near Thun, Switzerland)

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany II1
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TO P. B. AXELROD

August 30, 1901
Dear P. B.,

I received your letter today, and today also sent off the
proofs of my article'®” to Dietz. I have made the change
you suggested—at the end, separating the liberals from the
revolutionaries who had been designated together as “we”.
But as regards the “providential slip”, I could do nothing
about it: alteration of this passage would have required
much too extensive changes; besides, the spirit of the whole
article makes it impossible to alter it in the sense of eli-
minating the “one-sidedness” (you are right, of course,
that the presentation is “one-sided”: how could one observe
a judicious balance in a polemical article devoted to an at-
tack on one of the flanks of our opponents! What I mean
is that it’s not that I don’t see the defect here but that it
lies too deep to be eliminated by one particular alteration).

We have been receiving all your letters. As regards my
sister, I don’t know how matters stand, because I haven’t
heard from her for quite a long time.

You have, of course, received Alexei’s letter describing
the obstacle to the congress'®®? We shall wait and see how
you and Danevich decide this matter.

The seventh issue!®® has appeared, and has of course
been sent to you. In the eighth, there will be Ryazanov’s
article, “The Imperial Drink Shop” (on the vodka mono-
poly); then we anticipate an article on the new law (of June
8) on land grants to nobles in Siberia.''® In the social chron-
icle, there are reports on the liberals’ congress, the dis-
graceful treatment of exiles in Siberia, the deep unrest in
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out-of-the-way places like Kursk, and about the revolt
of seminary and gymnasium students. We also have a very
interesting article by a worker—a reply to Dadonov, who
abused the Ivanovo-Voznesensk workers in Russkoye Bo-
gatstvo.''! It’s a very good article, they say (I haven’t
read it yet), so that we don’t know where it should be best
printed, in Iskra or in Zarya. In No. 8 of Iskra, there is
a letter by Danevich from France.

We still have no foreign review for Zarya! Nor are we
likely to have one on home affairs either.112 It’s a misfor-
tune! Meanwhile, Zarya is getting fatter and fatter. We
already have 6 sheets+4 (Plekhanov’s “Critique”)-+ 2
(him again, against Bernstein)+ 2 (Nevzorov+ Alexei)+ 2
or 3 (Velika Dmitrievna and Starover).... As for me, I'm
bogged down in the agrarian question.

Well, I hope we shall soon meet.

All the Dbest,
Yours,
Petrov

Sent from Munich
to Heiligenschwende
First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany II1
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TO E. L. GUREVICH

November 3, 1901
Dear Comrade,

You told us, in our talk here before the departure,
that however our relations developed—and even if we went
our several ways—you would in any case remain a contri-
butor to our publications. After that we repeated to each
other, even after the sad outcome of our negotiations
on organisation,'® that we did not in any way “declare
war on each other”, and remained political allies albeit
temporarily treading our different ways.

We hope, therefore, that you will continue to send your
letters from France to Iskra. To our regret, we have not
been able to get a definite reply to this question from
the member of your group here. Please, let us know
whether or not you intend to co-operate with us in the
future.

You know, of course, how much we value your literary
co-operation, and if today, after the formation of the
League, the organisational relations between ourselves and
your group have become more complicated, there are no
obstacles to closer literary collaboration on our part, in
any case. We should welcome it.

With comradely greetings....

P.S. From what Ryazanov said I have drawn the con-
clusion that my words about the possible effect of our dif-
ferences on the literary agreement were misunderstood.
All T had in mind was the pamphlets agreement (the League
has set up a special board of pamphlet editors); but the
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foundation of the League has not affected the purely literary
relations between the editorial board of Zarya and Iskra
and their contributors.

Sent from Munich to Paris Printed from a copy

First Published in 1928 written
in Lenin Miscellany VIII by N. K. Krupskaya
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TO LYUBOV AXELROD

November 27, 1901
Dear L. 1.,

Thank you for your book which V. Iv. has shown me.
I very much regret that I have not yet been able to start
reading it: first, I have lately been very busy with a pamph-
let (against Rabocheye Dyelo),'* and, secondly, I am once
again going down with some “undetermined” illness. The
work is at a standstill, and I don’t know how soon I shall
be able to get down to it again! And it’s urgent work.

As regards a recommendation to Popova, to my deep
regret I am quite unsuitable for this. I don’t know and never
have known Popova personally. I dealt with her only
through Struve (and, you will understand, it’s quite out of
the question to ask him to recommend your book. Yet he is
editorial manager of Popova’s publications!). If I were to
apply to Popova, therefore, the result would be sooner
negative than otherwise.

But even that is not all. I recently wrote (a month or
six weeks ago) to Popova for the first time, asking her to
send me a copy of the second volume of the Webbs, the
translation of which I edited and which has only just been
published.!® Up to this day I have neither reply nor book!

I once had what you might call a “friendly” correspond-
ence with Vodovozova. But she has not replied at all to my
last letter to her (a business one, written last spring!). As
you see, there again I am no use at all.

You will have either to look for someone with better
connections in literary and publishing circles, or to apply
directly to several publishers enclosing your book. [Per-
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haps Filippov could help you? After all, he has printed
something of yours! My relations with him have been broken
off.]

Berg will write to you or have a personal talk with you:
he wants to go soon.
Best wishes,
Yours,
Frey

Sent from Munich to Berne

First published in 1929

Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XI
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TO G. V. PLEKHANOV

December 1, 1901

I have read, dear G. V., your letter about Finn’s article.
You have proved much stricter. It seemed to me that the
article was not a bad one. But your arguments have fully
convinced me, and I agree to the amputation. I have already
spoken to the author about the need for some changes and
cuts. He did not resist absolutely, but expressed the “wish”
that the cuts should not be too heavy, as otherwise, he
said, he would find someone else to publish the article.

We shall try to write to the author: we have the address,
but it’s not very convenient to write.

However, I will not undertake to correct the article.
That will have to be your job, if the decision is to
carry it.

Best wishes,
Yours,
Frey

Your criticism of Finn’s article has made me think again
of how poor Iskra’s economic section is, a fact you spoke
of at Zurich. Why don’t you send us anything for this sec-
tion? It would be so important to have anything from notes
of half a column (4,000 letters, 4-6 of your pages) about
current events like the co-operative congress, new data
about syndicates, economic reviews in The Economist, ma-
jor strikes, fresh statistical data, etc., etc., to articles of
1'5-2 columns, or feature articles up to 20-25 thousand
letters (up to 30 of your pages)! You seem to be more in
touch with economic literature than anyone else, so it would
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be easiest for you to draw up such notes, even occasionally!
Do try and help us, or Iskra will become monotonous. Of
course I would not even dream of distracting you from your
work on the programme, which is urgently needed and
has first priority; but it would be possible to write small
notes and little articles in between, about the new issues
of economic journals, etc.

Iskra’s historical section is also weak: feature articles
telling about the European revolutions, and so forth. I
think that here we could even translate. Please send us
suitable material; you once said you had something in
view.

Yours,
Frey

I am still unwell, and “struggling” with the pamphlet
against Rabocheye Dyelo, which is advancing almost in
crab-like fashion.

Sent from Munich to Geneva

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany II1
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TO G. V. PLEKHANOV

December 19, 1901
Dear G. V.,

I have just received your letter of the 17th, and am re-
plying at once. I replied to you over a week ago about the
trip to Brussels,'® sending the long letter to P. B. (since
it also included the plan for No. 4 of Zarya) with a request
to send it on to you immediately. If the letter has not been
lost, it is a scandal that he has delayed it! I am writing
to him immediately.

I support Alexei’s opinion that you must go. Krichevsky
can do us harm—and now that the decisive struggle is begin-
ning, we should keep an eye on him. We won’t be able
to get along with them.

I am sending you 230 marks: 80 marks=100 francs for
the International Bureau, and 150 marks for the trip. Will
that be enough?

Take a circular ticket (the period is 2 months) with a
break at Munich (if it’s imprudent to do so from Geneva,
order it in Zurich). At Zurich persuade P. B. to come too.
Then we shall all be together at the beginning of January,
and shall have done both with the programme (this is im-
portant) and with No. 4 of Zarya, etc.

I am expecting Zarya any day now. I already sent P. B.
its contents in that letter.

Write a little report or a note for Iskra on the sessions
of the International Secretariat.

Every good wish,
Yours,
Frey

Reply whether you will be here.

Sent from Munich to Geneva

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany 111
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TO L. I. GOLDMAN

. I have always said that the distribution of functions
tends to resolve of itself: over here, the literature is pub-
lished, articles are written for the paper, etc. In Russia,
the literature is distributed and contacts are established.
Transport is handled by special persons, appointed by
mutual agreement of those here and there, and connected
with both sides. Such is the ideal....

. We have long been concerned over the fact that organ-
isation in Russia (a matter of first-rate importance) has
been making such slow headway, and, you will recall, we
even sent you a “plan” last summer!” (unfortunately we
have not kept a copy of the letter elaborating the “plan™).
But you replied: “We have no men.” You now seem to have
found it possible to get down to this, and we are all ready,
of course, to help all of you, if it depends on us. But our
role here is quite a subordinate one. You are connected
with X. Y. Z.18; consequently, all the “sources” of liter-
ature are within your reach. Establish contacts with one
another, and turn these sources to use; if you find people
who are suitable and have earned your complete confidence,
make up a management committee from among them by
joint agreement and we shall of course write to everyone
we can to have them abide by the committee’s instructions.
What is essential though is that the management committee
should without fail have in view the whole of Russia, and
not by any means one district only, because Iskra’s whole
future depends on whether it will be able to overcome local
rule-of-thumb work and district separateness, and become
an all-Russia paper in practice....

Written in December 1901
Sent from Munich to Kishinev

First published in 1928 Printed from the original
in “Doklad organizatsii Iskry of the “Doklad...”
vtoromu syezdu R.S.D.R.P.” in N. K. Krupskaya’s
in the journal Proletarskaya handwriting

Revolutsia No. 1
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1902

TO LYUBOV AXELROD

February 18, 1902
Dear L. 1.,

In reply to your letter, I hasten to tell you that the ar-
ticles by Struve and Bulgakov appeared in the May 1897
issue of Novoye Slovo (No. 8, according to their special
numbering).!!

We are very glad that you will be finishing the article
soon—please send the articles of Struve and Bulgakov
along with it.

Have you made any use of the articles by V1. Chernov
in the latest issues of Russkoye Bogatstvo on the subjective
method, Berdayev, etc.? What a good thing it would be
to devote even a few lines to giving this chatterbox
a dressing down! In No. 2 (February) of Sozialistische
Monatshefte'?® someone called Lozinsky also tries to bury
materialism and extols Berdayev.

We hear from Vologda (where Berdayev and Bogdanov
are doing time) that the exiles there engage in earnest
discussions of philosophy, and that Berdayev, as the one
who knows most about it, appears to be “winning”.

Every good wish,
Yours....

Sent from Munich to Berne

First published in 1929 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XI
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TO P. B. AXELROD

March 22, 1902
Dear P. B.,

How is your health after your journey? Have you
recovered from the life of a wanderer, and from the
“reaction” you expected when you were going away?

Velika Dmitrievna sent you G. V.’s programme and our
scheme for a “settlement in committee”,2! through a com-
mittee of arbitration sui generis. This scheme seems to be
falling through because of G. V.’s unwillingness, but I
don’t yet know this for certain. I should like to know your
impression of G. V.’s new draft and which of the two drafts
you now favour.

The copying of your pamphlet!?? has only just been
started: up to now the copyist was busy with copying for
Iskra (with Tsvetov away, Iskra has been making very slow
headway: only one issue will appear in March). Evidently
delay is inevitable if your pamphlet is to be published here;
but if you are very much opposed to this, let me know, and
we may then send it on to Geneva. If speed is not so im-
portant for you, then as soon as the copying is finished and
Tsvetov returns, the pamphlet will be sent to the printers.

A few more words about the programme. We consider
it very undesirable to put it up for a vote by the whole
League (instead of the editorial board alone), respective®
have a discussion in the press among ourselves (although
this will not be easy to avoid if the attempt to reach
agreement fails). What is your opinion?

All the very best wishes for your health.

Yours....

Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1924 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany I1

*Or.—Ed.
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TO P. B. AXELROD

March 27, 1902
Dear P. B.,

I have just received your letter, and hasten to reply.
I very much like your idea of printing the article in Zarya,
instead of as a pamphlet (a supplement to Iskra), both in
general and in particular, on account of our plans for moving
to London (Yevgeny is writing to you about it).'?® About
half of your article is already copied, and I shall send it
to you directly it is finished: the work of copying is going
ahead quickly now. It will be a fine thing to have a maga-
zine-type article in Zarya. As for the changes that may be
required on account of the letter being addressed “to Iskra”,
they will be insignificant.

No one, so far as I am aware, has begun or intends to
write any review on Kanun revolutsii.'?¢ Therefore please
do write it: what we are short of in Zarya is reviews.

As for the programme, I will send you my comments on
G. V.’s draft in a few days (my sick friend now has them)'?5;
I showed them to my friends here, and they persuaded me
not to send them to G. V., in view of the proposals which
had been made for an “arbitration or conciliation” com-
mittee. But I would be very happy to send them to you
personally to show you my Bedenken™ set forth therein
systematically. As regards our meeting,?® however, I don’t
think it could bring matters to a satisfactory conclusion
just at present. I don’t know what the whole board will
decide (we shall be acquainting it with your plan this very
day), but I personally very much fear that in the absence

* Considerations.—Ed.
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of an already prepared third draft, in the absence of a new
make-up of those voting, in the absence of any firm agree-
ment on how to vote, who is to vote and what significance is
to be attached to the voting, our Zurich meeting would once
again be inconclusive. And you are a thousand times right
about the importance of issuing a programme.

Have you seen Borba’s Kalendar127? How did you like it?

No. 4 of Revolutsionnaya Rossiya'?® has appeared.
That’s hard work!

Forgive me for the brevity and hastiness of this letter.
I am in a great hurry.

Yours....

Sent from Munich to Zurich

First published in 1924 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany I1
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TO A. A. BOGDANOV

Dear Comrades,

We are very glad about your proposal for the publication
of pamphlets. There is, in fact, a certain lack of pamphlets,
and we could easily publish them in any quantity. (As
regards transport, we cannot at the moment guarantee
regular delivery en masse, but we hope that this too will be
constantly improving.) However we beg you not to insist on
the stipulation that pamphlets should be accepted or reject-
ed en bloc, without any partial changes at all. This stipu-
lation is extremely inconvenient, and will hold up every-
thing terribly. Take the very first article sent to us, about
organisation (the technical problems of organisation). In
the general opinion of the editorial board, this article (in-
teresting and valuable though it is) cannot appear in this
shape, because it contains quite inappropriate and tactless
remarks (like “one-man rule” and “dictatorship by one
member of the committee”, etc.); and there are also minor
defects requiring correction. Yet an agreement about such
changes, not particularly essential from the author’s stand-
point (but unquestionably necessary), could be reached
without any difficulty at all. Think this over well, and
don’t hold up an important undertaking out of a desire
to impose particularly restrictive conditions on us.

We repeat that the article is, on the whole, practical
and valuable; in general, we are even prepared to agree to
the stipulation that articles should be accepted or rejected
as a whole, without partial corrections. But, then, under
this, stipulation, we should be obliged to reject your very
first article, and that would be harmful to the cause. After
all, it would surely be possible to come to an agreement
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with the author about any partial corrections. Why don’t
you try and let us make these corrections by way of expe-
riment? If you like we shall write to you in greater detail
about what precisely should be changed.

Written between March 28
and April 19, 1902
Sent from London to Vologda

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIIT
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TO F. V. LENGNIK

And so your task now is to turn yourself into a committee
for preparing the congress,'?® to accept the Bundist into
this committee (after assessing him from every angle—
this N.B.!), and to push your own people through into
the largest number of committees possible, safeguarding
yourself and your people more than the apple of your eye,
until the congress. Remember: all this is of the utmost
importance! Be bolder, more pushy and more inventive in
this respect, and in all others, as discreet and as careful
as possible.

Wise as serpents—and (with the committees: the Bund'®
and St. Petersburg) harmless as doves.

Yours ever,

Starik

Written on May 23, 1902
Sent from London to Samara

First published in 1928 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany VIII
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TO I. I. RADCHENKO

We have just given the Bundist contact with you. This
concerns the congress. You and he (4a bureau or someone
else) must form a Russian Committee for preparing the
congress. Behave as impressively as you can and act with
caution. Take on yourself the greatest possible number
of districts in which you undertake to prepare for the con-
gress, refer to the bureau (giving it some other name), in
a word, make sure that the whole thing is entirely in your
hands, leaving the Bund, for the time being, confined to
the Bund. We shall begin negotiations here about a rap-
prochement over here, and will inform you immediately.

And so, for the time being, have in mind the composition
of a Russian Committee for Preparing the Congress which is
most advantageous for us (you may find it convenient to say
that you have already formed this committee, and are very
glad to have the Bund participate or something like this).
Take on yourself, without fail, to be secretary in this com-
mittee. These are the first steps. And then we shall see.

I say have the composition “in mind” to have as free a
hand as possible: don’t commit yourself to the Bund right
away (you can say, for example, that connections have been
established with the Volga, the Caucasus, the centre—we
have a man from over there—and the South—we’re sending
two down there), and make yourself master of the under-
taking. But do all this most carefully, without rousing
objections.

Write whether your role is clear to you. Perhaps we
shall yet have time to exchange letters.

Make certain to send the weekly paper regularly to Rog-
ner’s address: we need the most regular correspondence.
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And we should like to send a special weekly: let us have
as quickly as possible the address of a doctor, a technician,
a cyclist, an artiste, and so on, and so forth.

Yours ever....

Written on June 22, 1902
Sent from London to St. Petersburg

First published in 1928 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany VIII
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TO G. V. PLEKHANOV

July 2, 1902
Dear G. V.,

Excuse my writing in such a hurry. I have come here to
Brittany for a rest (I am awaiting my family here as well),'®!
but in Paris Berg gave me his item, and I have received the
article over the signature of Veteran which you sent.

I am completely in agreement with Veteran. On account
of the note about Lekkert in Iskra I had a little battle with
Berg and Velika Dmitrievna, who both, as usual, had an
attack of nerves, and began to talk about the inevitability
of terror, and the need for us to express this (in one way
or another). The item in Iskra was thus a compromise:
that was all I managed to secure.!3?

Now Berg himself has become more resolutely opposed to
terror, even that of the Lekkerts.

But the question is whether it is all right to insert your
article with the Veteran signature. Of course, if you wish,
it will certainly go in (and there is time for it to go into
the next issue)—but wouldn’t it be better for you to turn
it into a leading article for No. 22, combining it, so to
speak, with Berg’s article “How to Fight”? I enclose this
article which, in my opinion, contains passages requiring
corrections, passages which are undesirably evasive on the
question of Lekkert.

I also enclose an item about the priest’s letter. What
is your opinion?

And so please reply as soon as possible, dear G. V., and
send all three articles straight back to London (J. Richter,
30. Holford Sq. 30. Pentonville: London W. C.). Write to
me at the same address.
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I think a leader would be the best place to say what you
do say: the substance of the matter will be brought out
(the “objection” to Iskra will be smoothed out) and the
integral impression will be made stronger. You will find
it easy and natural to develop your article into a leader,
thereby substituting it for the article “How to Fight”.
Such a substitution would, in my opinion, be the best result.

All good wishes,
Yours,
Lenin

Sent from Loguivy
(Northern France) to Geneva

First published in 1928 Printed from the original
in the miscellany Gruppa
“Osvobozhdeniye Truda” No. 6
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TO NADEZHDA KRUPSKAYA

July 16, 1902

I enclose a letter to Arkady.

I received today your letter, the proofs and the money.
Merci.

There is some damned muddle altogether about this
“congress” in Switzerland.!®® Who was it (first of all) who
thought of a “congress”? Not we. It was probably invented
by B. N., who ought really to be given a good head-washing
for irresponsible behaviour (his tour of Europe, his idle talk
with Korenevsky about the congress, etc.); if you haven’t
done it already, please give him a thorough talking to.
I was thinking of doing it myself, but I suppose you will do
it better, because I am very angry.

No one is arranging a “congress’: a congress requires
that everyone should be there (whereas we know nothlng for
sure about Arkady and Sonya'®*). A “congress” requires
some of those abroad (like Dimka, the old fellows, maybe
Alexandrova and others), and that has not even been men-
tioned. No one has even been preparing a programme for a
congress, and no one knows what to talk about at one: About
the Iskra organisation in Russia? Without any delegates
from that organisation itself? All of this is amazingly hasty
and ill-considered!

L. Gr. himself is now postponing it “until the autumn”.
Will you, too, help to “blast” this “congress” nonsense?
It is essential right away to see Lapot: he will both see the
Swiss and will himself come and see us. What else is there?
Then there’s Povar, who evidently still needs some training—
so let him study at Zurich: that will be excellent. Maybe
he, like B. N., will remain abroad for months?! Why hurry
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to see him, then? When he wants to go, he himself will have
to come and see us, so there is no need to drag him over now.
And what is this nonsense that B. N. and V. V. have been
writing to Berg? “We can’t talk except in the presence of
P. B.” Talk with whom? Povar? He is at P. B.’s. With
the three persons? They are at P. B.’s. With Lapot? He
will be visiting P. B. Advise Berg to give V. V. and B. N.
a thorough bawling-out for this nonsense, and write to
me what Berg thinks about it, and whether there is any
hope that he himself will reply to them in a way that will
discourage them from talking nonsense. Besides, P. B.
himself went to Munich, and will come to London as well.
No one doubts that a visit from G. V. is (will be) necessary.

I wrote to G. V. that I know nothing about a “congress”,
but that it is essential to have a business-like meeting (with
Lapot and others) in London, where, of course, he also
will be. If necessary, I will write to him again.

Try pressing L. Gr. in every way in order to dissuade
him: he has no clear idea of who is to attend this “congress”,
for what purpose it is to be held, and how it is to proceed.

Yours ....

I suppose it is not necessary to return the proofs, n’est-ce
pas?*

And what about V. I.’s article, hasn’t it been set?
{ Please don’t forget: there is a quotation from

Bulgakov in my agrarian article: Vol.? p.? It should
not be left in this form, and if I don’t return earlier, and
don’t see the proofs again, cross out not the whole footnote,
but only the words: “Vol.—p.—7.13

Sent from Loguivy to London

First published in 1928 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany VIII

*Isn’t that so?—Ed.
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TO I. I. RADCHENKO
A Letter to Arkady

Dear Friend,

I have read your long letter of June 6™ over again, and
want to add something to my previous letter.!3 I was very
glad indeed to have your report of a talk with the workers.
Such letters are a great rarity for us, and they really
invigorate us. Be sure to pass this on to your workers, with
our request that they themselves should write to us not
only for publication, but simply to exchange ideas and
not to lose contact and mutual understanding. I personally
am particularly interested, in this connection, in what the
workers will think of What Is To Be Done?, because I have
not yet had any views from workers.

And so give us a direct contact with your group of
workers, and also with Manya'®”: this is very important, and
will very much consolidate both their closer approach
to Iskra and your own position among them. And then,
if there are really capable people among Manya’s leaders,
it would be a good thing for one of them to come and see us:
suggest this to them and find out what they think of it.

Then there are three more points.

(1) If Vanya®®® is with us, how are you to determine
your relations with him? What is your opinion? Perhaps,
if Vanya and Manya are entirely on our side (and if they
issue the statement I wrote of—this is extremely important),
they could include you in their Central Committee!®® and
in addition formally confirm you in your function for the
special work of unification on an all-Russia scale (i.e.,
“The Central Committee authorises N. N., who is one of its
members and a member of the Iskra organisation in Rus-
sia, an organisation with which the C.C. is in complete

*June 19, N.S.—Ed.
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solidarity, to be in charge of work in preparation for Party
unity, in the Iskra spirit”).

Perhaps it might be varied in this way (of course I am
suggesting all this only tentatively, no more): “The C.C.
of the St. Petersburg Committee, expressing its complete
solidarity with the Iskra organisation in Russia, is happy
to co-opt to the Committee, with its full consent, a group
of persons belonging to that organisation and specially
engaged in transporting Iskra and distributing it through-
out Russia. The C.C. assigns such-and-such members to
assist this group and allocates such-and-such funds, and
one of the members of this group (Arkady) enters the C.C.
of the St. Petersburg Committee, while remaining a member
of the Iskra organisation in Russia, and takes special charge
of preparations for all-Party unity in the Iskra spirit.”
By the group I mean the persons you sent for fish,40 etc.
I repeat that I am only suggesting various acceptable and
possible propositions, in fulfilment of your request to sug-
gest a “concrete draft of a plan”, and leaving it to your
discretion to make use of my suggestions in one form or
another. Be sure to write how things stand at present, and
in what direction you are moving them. Strike the iron
while it is hot, and remember that we have to come to
a mutual agreement in as detailed a form as possible about
the plan for finally and irrevocably winning over the “tun-
ing fork” (=the St. Petersburg Committee=Vanya). And
you must be as wise as a serpent with your young friends!

If this is possible, it would be best of all. Then you would
be a delegate from Vanya in the Organising Committee
(preparing for Sasha'¥!, and one more of our people could
be in it from Sonya. Write as soon as you can what you
think of all this, and whether you have talked about it with
Vanya and with Manya.

(2) It is you who must without fail set up an Organising
Committee in Russia, and take it into your own hands: you
on behalf of Vanya, Claire on behalf of Sonya+one more of
our people from the South—that is the ideal. Be extremely
careful and restrained with the Bund, without showing your
hand, and letting it deal with Bundist affairs but not allowing
it to stick its nose into Russian affairs: remember that there
you have an unreliable friend (and maybe even an enemy).
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(3) Explain to everyone everywhere that it is pure gos-
sip that Iskra’s editorial board itself wants to become the
Russian Party’s C.C. It is nonsense. The C.C. can exist only
in the field of operations, and our hope is that it will devel-
op out of the Organising Committee and revolutionary
workers. The relationship between Iskra’s editorial board
and the C.C. would be determined by the division of func-
tions principle (ideological leadership and practical direc-
tion), with regular congresses serving to ensure unity, or
possibly the attachment of one of the five (as an assumption)
members of the C.C. here as a permanent delegate. The
gossip is being spread by Borba, and it must be exposed.
We don’t want to reply in print to these rogues: the best
way to punish them is for Iskra to be silent.

Perhaps Vanya’s doubts (about which you wrote) are also
due to his vague idea of all this? Make sure that both Vanya
and still more Manya are quite clear about it.

All the very best, and hopes above all that you will
manage to hold out.

Yours,
Lenin

[P.S. If it should come into Vanya’s head to demand a
precise definition of relations between Manya and himself,
between his members and the members of Manya who are
in the St. Petersburg C.C., I think this would be best post-
poned until we meet here, and that Vanya should be told
straight: “One of two things—either we really see eye to
eye; and then a month of work together will see us working
so smoothly that there will not remain the slightest shadow
of misunderstanding between us, because we shall all be
Iskrists. Or else we shall find ourselves in disagreement—
in which case we shall part ways in a proper manner.
But we don’t want to look silly once again by drawing
up agreements, etc.!” From your letter of June 6 I see
that you replied to them at the outset in this sense, and
of course it was an excellent thing to do.]

Written on July 16, 1902
Sent from Loguivy to St. Petersburg

First published in 1924 Printed from the original
in the journal Proletarskaya
Revolutsia No. 3
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TO ALEXANDRA KALMYKOVA

September 27, 1902

I have received your letter. Many thanks for your de-
tailed reply. Until Viscount arrives I will not, as you wish,
either raise the general question of finance or give any mfor-
mation about your letter, except in general terms i.e.
neither about how you define the body of holders”,
nor about what amount you specify, nor about how soon
you can provide it (the whole immediately, or in instal-
ments). We shall, in any case, have vertrauliche® talks
with Viscount about all the most important questions;
so it will be best for me first of all to show him your letter,
and to decide jointly with him on the limits, so to speak,
of any further information about its contents.

I personally incline to the view that for the time being
it would be best not to tell anyone about the whole amount
(to keep it secret), nor to tell absolutely anyone about the
possibility of obtaining it all at once, because at the pres-
ent moment there’s an infinity of “possible” expenditure
on “possible” undertakings. The abundance of escapes is
putting a mass of people at Iskra’s “disposal”, provided
all of them are given maintenance, but if we start this on
a grand scale, frivolously and in haste, we shall find our-
selves “on the rocks” within six months or a year. On the
other hand, if we are more “tight-fisted”, a fairly large
number of peripheral undertakings manage “to make do
with their own resources”. In view of this, it is best to
arrange matters in the old way (i.e., to speak to all those
who participate in this way): you can provide a good deal

* Confidential. —Ed.
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yet, let us say, “over 10 thousand”, but, first, not all at
once, and second, you wish to provide only in extreme
necessity, advising them to seek regular sources to cover
current expenses themselves. I repeat that so far this is
my personal opinion, and I don’t yet know Viscount’s opi-
nion. We wanted to raise the question with him here about
some “amicable”, “friendly” division of functions, start-
ing from the principle that after all it is better to take
advantage of peace to bring about a stable modus vivendi
than to postpone matters once more until some “accidental”
conflict. But whether this will succeed, whether we shall
decide in this way, whether it will be convenient to raise
the question—all this is still unknown.

At present, we are very hard up for money, and there
are some urgent expenses. Therefore, please send 2,000 marks
immediately, if possible: what you can, of this amount,
at once, and what you have to draw, as soon as possible
(and let us know when it will arrive). But in my opinion you
should already draw a larger amount: draw some 3,000
rubles and keep it at home, so that we could get it from
you at short notice. Otherwise we literally don’t know how
to get out of it: we already owe 150 rubles, and are putting
off a payment of 50 rubles next week. We need about 300
rubles for departures (quite essential), about 200 for the
people here soon, etc. Write as soon as you can what ar-
rangements you have made, when and how much you will
be receiving.

I shall pass on what you say to Brock. There is a crowd
of people here, and altogether too much commotion. Yet
many more are arriving in the next few days!

You write nothing about your plans for coming here, and
very vaguely about your health: only that you don’t feel
well, but what is the matter? I am also worried about the
lack of news from home.

Well, my best wishes,
Yours,
Lenin

Sent from London to Dresden

First published in 1928 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany VIII
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PREFACE TO THE SPEECHES
OF NIZHNI-NOVGOROD WORKERS IN COURT'

NIZHNI-NOVGOROD WORKERS IN COURT

We reprint the speeches of the Nizhni-Novgorod workers
from the lithographed leaflet issued by the Nizhni-Novgorod
Committee of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party.
To add anything to these speeches would only mean weaken-
ing the impression created by this ingenuous account of the
workers’ misery, of the growing indignation among them
and of their readiness to fight. It is now our duty to make
every effort to have these speeches read by tens of thousands
of Russian workers. The example of Zalomov, Bykov, Sa-
mylin, Mikhailov and their comrades, who courageously
stood up in court for their fighting call: “Down with the
autocracy!”, will inspire the whole working class of Russia
to equally heroic and resolute struggle for the freedom of
the whole people, and the freedom of steady working-class
advance to the bright socialist future.

Written before December 1 (14),
1902

Published in Iskra No. 29, Printed from the original
December 1, 1902
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TO G. V. PLEKHANOV

December 1, 1902
Dear Georgi Valentinovich,

I was already going to inquire why you were silent, when
I received your letter. Your requests will be fulfilled.

Why do you say nothing either (1) about a topic for Iskra
or (2) about a feature article on Tarasov!*®? Did you not
get my letter from Berne? Please reply as soon as possible
whether you intend to write a leading article for Iskra
on this or some similar theme. [As soon as possible, be-
cause No. 28 is ready and the setting of No. 29 has begun.
In No. 28, there is a leading article by Vera Ivanovna
against the S.R.s to show that they are distorting history by
their inventions that no politicians were insulted in the
period of Narodnaya Volya,'** etc. The heading is: “Le
mort saisit le vif”.*]

How are your polemics with “Vladimirov” going? What
about your lecture? How are Lalayants’s and the other study
groups? What are the Zhizn people'® up to?

Best wishes,
Yours,
Lenin
Yes, I almost forgot to say that Lev**
Please forward the enclosed letter by local post.

Sent from London to Geneva

First published in 1956 Printed from the original
in Kommunist No. 16

*“The Dead Seizes the Living.” —Ed.
**The phrase is incomplete.—Ed.
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1903

TO F. V. LENGNIK
To Kurtz

January 17, 1903

Yesterday we received Kievski S.-D. Listok No. 1, dated
November 30 (sic!) through an outsider. It is simply a scan-
dal that our Iskrists always lag behind! Why didn’t Zarin
send us this leaflet in time? Why hasn’t he written a single
word about this undertaking? We implore Zarin to link
us up directly with some member of the Committee, some-
one who is conscientious and mobile and who knows
everything that is going on. Every leaflet (whoever issues
it) must be sent immediately to two different addresses in
two copies, one in an envelope, another wrapped up in a
Russian newspaper. Then we must immediately be given
contact with Vakar. We are very much afraid that the Kiev
Iskrists, owing to their inactivity and onlooker attitude,
will suffer the same fate as that of the St. Petersburg Is-
krists. Not a word either about receipt and distribution
(N.B.) of the literature! This is a desperate situation!

Sent from London to Kiev

First published in 1928 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany VIII
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TO YELENA STASOVA

Why don’t you reply to No. 16 of Rabochaya Mysl, pub-
lished in Geneva, apparently by Nadezhdin? Are you really
going to let this pass too without a protest? What a scandal
that leaflet No. 1 of Rabochaya Mysl was burneds: of
course, there were some things in it that needed correcting,
and drastically at that. But then why wasn’t it done? It’s
quite incomprehensible what is going on at your end! Why
has the printed leaflet on the 200th anniversary of the press
been delayed!*’? Send us immediately every leaflet, your
own and other people’s, workers’ and students’, all without
exception, with a note saying whether they may be quoted
and whether they were distributed—two copies of each to
two addresses, either simply in envelopes or wrapped up
inside a legal newspaper sent by book-post, only with a
strong wrapper crosswise.

Why don’t you send to Iskra the St. Petersburg Commit-
tee reports of the money you collect? Be sure to do
this. There is great need of workers’ letters from St. Peters-
burg; please do your best to get some, especially about
unemployment, and then about the impression created by
our literature.

Correct leaflet No. 1 of Rabochaya Mysl, rewriting it
in a more restrained and more business-like tone, and be
sure to publish the story of the split within the Committee.
Nadezhdin’s Rabochaya Mysl cannot, I emphasise, cannot
be let off without a public protest.

Written on January 28, 1903
Sent from London to St. Petersburg

First published in 1928 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany VIII
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TO G. M. KRZHIZHANOVSKY AND V. A. NOSKOV
To Claire and Boris from Starik

Dear Friends,

Kurtz is writing to you about yesterday’s meeting.'*®
There is no longer any hope, absolutely no hope of peace.
You can’t imagine even a tenth of the outrages to which the
Martovites have sunk here, poisoning the whole atmosphere
abroad with their spiteful gossip, encroaching on our con-
tacts, money, literary material, etc. War has been declared,
and they (Lyuba, Kostya, Yeryoma) are already on their
way to fight in Russia. Get ready for the most legal but
desperate struggle. We must by all means fill the places
on all committees without exception with our own people.
Special attention should be paid to Kharkov, Yekaterino-
slav and Rostov. Is it true that the Kiev Committee has
adopted a resolution backing the Minority? Is that pos-
sible? Why weren’t we told earlier?

I would very strongly advise you to co-opt Konyaga and
Ignat. You will soon see and get to know the former. About
the latter I will say this: in wartime he is, truly, useful
and essential; he will be quite loyal; he can be kept away
from functions for which he is not fit; there is much idle
gossip about him; there is no need to fear that he will co-
opt God knows whom, because Kurtz will be staying here,
and we shall take care of him. I repeat that I strongly ad-
vise you to take in Ignat, but, of course, it is entirely up to
you; I have made Ignat give me a solemn promise that he
would obey his chiefs in all things (and admitted to him
that he should be prepared for not being co-opted).

Please be sure to get the Bureau to function properly,
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so that we should get weekly letters from you. I would ask
you even more earnestly to have Brutus go underground:
it’s not worth while perishing cheaply. Let him travel
all over the place in the next two or three months, and then
come here to replace Kurtz. This step is really essential.
We have seen Lebedev. Ruben is here also.

Gurvich and Khinchuk are Martovites.

Hurry up with your reply about the Council. You should
at once make a formal appointment of one more member
representing you, and he should transfer his vote to Kurtz.
Please don’t delay.

Written on October 5, 1903
Sent from Geneva to Kiev

First published in 1927 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany VI
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TO F. I. DAN
Copy of a Reply
Addressed to Potresov (for Dan)

December 2, 1903
“Dear Comrade,

“The elimination of the personal conflict between Mar-
tov and myself could be confirmed in an annex to the mi-
nutes of the League’s Congress.'*® For my part, I should
only welcome it. But no one has either the formal or the
moral right to abbreviate anything in the minutes of the
Congress, or to delete anything from the description of what
took place.”

With comradely greetings,
N. Lenin

Written in Geneva (mailed locally)

First published in 1929 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany X
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1904

TO THE SOUTHERN BUREAU
OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF THE R.S.D.L.P.

To Odessa

From Lenin, C.C. member abroad and member of the
Council

Comrades,

We have been informed privately that the majority of
the Nikolayev Committee is accused of incorrect action.®
I should very much like to be clear on what happened. Be so
kind as to reply to me immediately yourselves (and ask for
an immediate reply to me also from the comrades who are
at present members of the Nikolayev Committee, passing
this letter on to them) on the following questions:

(1) Who were the members of the Nikolayev Committee
before the raid of March 8-9? A full list of conspirative
names is essential. How many members were there in all?
How many supported the Minority and how many the Major-
ity?

(2) Were all the members of the Nikolayev Committee
arrested on March 8-9? If not, how many remain? How many
belong to the Majority, and how many to the Minority?

(3) Was or was there not a formal resolution of the Ni-
kolayev Committee (before the raid of March 8-9) on the
nomination of candidates? If there was, when was it adopted,
how many candidates were nominated and who precisely
were they?

(4) Have there been arrests in the Nikolayev Committee
since March 8-9? What changes in its composition did each
of these arrests bring about?
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(5) Were or were not Comrades S. and O. (members of the
Minority with whom there was a dispute) members of the
Nikolayev Committee before the raid? Did they or did they
not work in Nikolayev earlier? If they did, when, how
long, in what capacity, in which group, in which line, etc.?
When precisely did S. and O. come to Nikolayev?

(6) How many days after the wholesale arrests (March
8-9) did Comrade N. come to Nikolayev?

(7) What right had Comrade N. to declare Comrades
S. and O. members of the Nikolayev Committee, without
consulting Comrades V. and A., members of the Nikolayev
Committee, and without obtaining their consent?

(8) Did Comrades S. and O. make any complaint about
being members of the Nikolayev Committee without any
appointment and without co-optation? If they did, please
state in detail on what grounds.

(9) What connections were Comrades S. and O. supposed
to hand over to Comrades V., N. and A.? Where did Com-
rades S. and O. get these connections? Who gave these con-
nections to them, and when?

(10) Why did S. and O. not recognise Comrades V. and
A. as the Committee?

(11) What official organisations of the Nikolayev Com-
mittee existed at the time of the raid of March 8-9, i.e.,
what groups of agitators, of organisers, of propagandists,
etc., and how many such groups? Please list all without
fail, and state how many members there were in each, how
many of the Minority and how many of the Majority?

(12) When was the group of agitators whose meeting of
10 on April 20 adopted a resolution in favour of the Major-
ity formed? Was it before the raid or after the raid? Was
its composition changed after the raid, and how precisely?
Did or did not this group (or some other groups) have a for-
mal or tacit right to nominate candidates for membership
of the local Committee?

(13) Do you happen to know from where, and with whose
help (in cash, etc.), S. and O. were sent?

Written in Geneva
at the end of May 1904

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XV
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TO V. D. BONCH-BRUYEVICH

July 26, 1904
Dear Vladimir Dmitrievich,

Thank you for your letter of 23.7.04 about our affairs.'®
I reply point by point.

As regards general policy, I am still for an armed peace,
for retreats with protests (as we said in our talk with Nina
Lvovna in the presence of yourself and Martyn Nikolaye-
vich), in short, for our old tactics. Protest against every
infringement, publish, agitate, without giving them any
pretexts for the coup d’état which they desire. As to the
details of particular measures, you can judge better on the
spot.

That C.C. agents were not given any papers is the direct
fault of Boris, who was the last to leave.1%2 I have already
written to Martyn Nikolayevich that I advise him to ex-
plain to the C.O. editorial board the absurdity of demanding
the papers: tell them Boris has been written to twice, there
is a report about his arrest, so must we really wait six months
for a reply from Russia? Keep protesting—but de facto
you will still be carrying on everything.

As regards finance, I have the feeling that we were rash
in taking on the library: it’s not luxuries we need, it’s
sustenance. Do you remember my telling you this? And the
300 francs have been spent! Please, do be careful, don’t
let yourself be carried away by the library,'®® keep your
mind on the cause as a whole.

My best greetings to Ignat. How does he feel?

I am terribly worried about Nina Lvovna. Write at
once if you hear anything.
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To my mind, we must issue a reply to Plekhanov (in
pamphlet form, not as a leaflet, and with a short preface)
if the C.0O. fails to publish it despite all our protests. And
don’t be late with this, or it will lose its interest.'®*

Every good wish, and greetings to Vera Mikhailovna and
all our friends.

Yours,
N. Lenin

Write to me (and send newspapers) to Meiringen, post-
lagernd.*™

Written in Switzerland,
sent to Geneva

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XV

* Poste restante.—Ed.
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TO V. D. BONCH-BRUYEVICH

Dear Vladimir Dmitrievich,

I have received your letter and hasten to reply. I simply
cannot understand why you fell out, and what the point
is.1%° T don’t see why not sell 20-30 copies of Zarya and
why this should be “running ahead of things”. I should
think this was the kind of routine matter in forwarding
that could be left entirely to the manager of the forwarding
section, i.e., to you. I am writing this very day to Martyn
Nikolayevich asking him to try and clear up the misunder-
standing. You shouldn’t be too much upset about indivi-
dual expressions, even sharp ones, even unfair ones. You
see, surely, that we are all very edgy—the cause of it all
is the rotten situation created by the new traitors in the
C.C. Maybe we shall now soon put an end to all this, once
and for all, and make a fresh start—then the basis for petty
conflicts will disappear. In the meantime, we must try
and see it through patiently, and I would reply to caustic
remarks by jokes about “the deadly destroyer”.'®® I quite
understand your irritation, but joking seems to be the only
answer. If a dispute arises, drag out its solution, write
to us here, that’s all you should do. Please take all possible
steps to accelerate the appearance of

(1) the pamphlet by Ryadovoi and Galyorka,

(2) your statement with the documents,

(3) Galyorka’s pamphlet which was sent today.’’

How is Ilya? He visited me yesterday, I told him what
was in hand,’® but he still can’t make up his mind. Has
he been given my (1) letter on the subject of the agreement
of 26.5.04'%%; (2) protest against the C.C. declaration,'®®
and (3) letter about the protest'$'? It is absolutely essential
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that he and all the compositors read this; don’t delay with
this.

Have matters been arranged about the co-operative print-
ing press'®?? Hurry.

Ilya says there is a rumour that Glebov has a letter of
resignation from Travinsky. We shall look into it and
check.

They’re a nice lot, aren’t they? Five and four are argu-
ing; two of the five resign; two of the four are taken—
then the three, instead of resigning, stage a coup d’état!63!

Yours,
N. Lenin

Written in Switzerland,
between
August 18 and 31, 1904,
sent to Geneva

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XV
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TO V. D. BONCH-BRUYEVICH

September 13, 1904
Dear Vladimir Dmitrievich,

I think you should not send any application, as we
decided previously.'6*

Stick a leaflet on the pamphlet,’®® printing on it (1)
an advertisement about your publishing agency (and on the
back); (2) Boris’s statement on its prohibition (as already
set); (3) the letter from Boris dated Sept. 12 (this one),166
without the postscript; (4) a short additional remark,
something to this effect:

“Such is the policy of people who so magnificently car-
ried on a war ‘of principle’ against formalism and bureau-
cracy! It would, however, be interesting to learn which
clause of the Rules prohibits Party members from publish-
ing Party literature?

“V. Bonch-Bruyevich”

Greetings to everybody. I shall be back on Thursday,
the day after tomorrow.
Yours,
N. Lenin

P.S. Inform Sergei Petrovich: (1) that on Thursday we
shall evict him from his quarters and shall be spending the
night there ourselves; (2) that Pan wrote about Samsonov
four days ago. He should have been sent direct!

Written in the neighbourhood
of Geneva
Sent to Geneva

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XV
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TO G. D. LEITEISEN

September 29, 1904
Dear Comrade,

I was very pleasantly surprised by reports from Sergei
Petrovich and Martyn Nikolayevich about your political
stand at the present time. I need not tell you how painful
it has been for me, over the last twelve months, to see a
break in the good relations which had previously always
existed between us. In view of these reports, I think it
would not be worth our while to look back to the past:
we could probably resume our old relations exclusively
on the basis of our common positive tasks of the present
and the future. If I am mistaken in this, you will, of course,
correct my error; but I feel it to be my duty, after my
talk with Martyn Nikolayevich, to make a first attempt
to clarify frankly and directly how we stand.

Respectfully yours,

N. Lenin
My address is:...*
Sent from Geneva to Paris
First published in 1930 Printed from a copy written
in Lenin Miscellany XV by P. N. Lepeshinsky

*No address is given in the MS.—Ed.
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TO MARIA GOLUBEVA
Coded
Personal from Lenin to Maria Petrovna

Dear Comrade,

I was extremely glad to learn from our mutual friends
(particularly from Zver—I don’t know whether you knew
her by the same nickname) that you are alive and have
taken up a political stand in solidarity with us. We were
acquainted and saw each other so long ago (at Samara in
1892-93) that it would be difficult for us to renew our friend-
ship without the help of new friends. And I should very
much like to renew it. For this purpose I am sending you,
taking advantage of the address I have, a detailed letter
about our affairs, and earnestly ask you to reply personally
and as soon as you can. It is quite impossible to work
together unless there is regular correspondence, but up to
now Saratov has been in the habit of keeping a stubborn
silence for months at a time. Please see that all this is changed
now, and begin to write us yourself as circumstantially
as possible. Without detailed letters from you personally it
will be impossible to get a clear picture either of your
personal activity in the cause or of Saratov conditions in
general. Please make yourself spend 2 or 3 hours a week
on this.

I send you very best greetings and good wishes.

Lenin

Written after October 5, 1904
Sent from Geneva to Saratov

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XV
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TO E. E. ESSEN
To Baron from Lenin

November 4, 1904
Dear Comrade,

The many reports I have had about you oblige me to
beg you to leave your work temporarily and come here for
a month. I understand perfectly how carried away you are
by your work, and how hard it is for you to tear yourself
away from it, but, after all, we must think of deploying our
forces from the standpoint of the general plan of the cam-
paign. We need experienced workers, and you must find some
young people to substitute for you temporarily, and come
over here without fail to settle some common problems, to
tell us about all your conclusions from your journeys, and
to confer about the new steps we are taking. This is quite
necessary, otherwise we shall be left without reserves in
any serious contingency in the future. Please reply to me
personally as soon as possible, and I entreat you not to
postpone your journey even for as long as a week. You’ve
been intending to come for a long time; but keep putting
it off. It may end badly: I’ve seen it happen before. My
best wishes, and hope to see you soon.

Yours,
N. Lenin

Sent from Geneva to Odessa

First published in 1924 Printed from the original
in the magazine Krasnaya Letopis No. 1



141

TO A. I. YERAMASOV

Dear Friend,

Your help was extremely valuable to us in general and
to me in particular. If I have not yet made any special
request of you, it was because there has been no extremity,
but I have been confident of the utmost possible support
on your part. At the present time, a moment of extremity
is approaching, a situation so serious that I could not even
imagine anything of the kind before. Our undertaking is
threatened with complete collapse, unless we manage to
hold out for at least six months with the help of extraordin-
ary resources. And to do that without folding up our activ-
ities we need a minimum of two thousand rubles a month:
for editing, publishing, transport, and equipment of the
most essential agents. That is why I now address this most
urgent request to you to help us out and procure this sup-
port for us. Please let me know as soon as possible whether
you are able to fulfil this request of ours.

Written in December 1904

Sent from Geneva to Russia
First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XV
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1905

TO s sk 3k 167

March 9, 1905
Dear Friend,

I am unable to answer most of your questions, because
I myself know no more than you do. It looks as if Voinov
is not in favour of a single centre. The Russians are. Whether
or not it will go through, I don’t know. I am more in fa-
vour of the old system,%8 but do not attach any particular
importance to it. The crux of the problem is consultations
between the Central Committee and the editorial board—
and that in effect brings us back again to some sort of
Council.

“Then we shall see.”

I can’t write about you to Moscow, because I have no
personal friends there, and one has to be careful with such
things. It is better to wait and see how they decide them-
selves.

I will send you the outline of my report (“The Tasks
of the Third Congress™) if I find it*: it is very brief, almost
what was said in “From the Editors”, in Vperyod.'®®

I have not so far been able to find out what sort of con-
sent there was on the part of the Central Committee to a
congress. I myself was very much afraid of a skilful C.C.
intrigue—you saw our attitude in Vperyod.' Now the
Minority C.C. have nearly all been arrested, only Fisher,

*1 have found it. I can’t send it, because it is hieroglyphics on a
scrap of paper. My advice is to concentrate on the experience of the
Second Congress.
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Nikitich and Karp remain. Stein and Povar'™ have also
been arrested. This will probably weaken the Mensheviks
for a long time. Over here, dear old Martov has a real fit
at his club at any mention of the congress. Judging by
this, they won’t come. But who can know for certain? I am
ready even for the worst: for a split on our part, but con-
sider this improbable.

Don’t tell me you have not even managed to get a min-
ute of Deutsch’s most disgusting boasts. Why, that is
unheard of! One couldn’t even expect such impudence.
You should have forced him up against the minutes, published
a list of “their” groups or at least passed the minutes on
for the congress, so as to show the Russians the boundless
impudence of these gentlemen.

All the Dbest,

N. Lenin

Written in Geneva

First published in 1926 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany V
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TO THE SECRETARY OF THE BRITISH LABOUR
REPRESENTATION COMMITTEE'”

March 23, 1905
Dear Sir,

Thank you very much for your donation. I have received
a cheque for £80 (francs 2,008) and directed £60 (frs 1,506)
according to your prescriptions in St. Petersburg to our
St. Petersburg Committee of the Russian Social-Democratic
Labour Party. I have received also the second cheque for
£90 (the sum not yet received here in francs). £50 will be
also sent to aid the widows and orphans of the St. Peters-
burg (labourers) working men, killed on 9 (22) January.
With kind regards.
Yours very sincerely,
Vi. Oulianoff
(Editor of the Vperiod)

VI. Oulianoff, Editor of the “Vperiod”,
3. Rue de la Colline. 3. Genéve.
Switzerland.

Sent to London

First published on August 18, 1946 Printed from the original
in the journal British Ally No. 33 in English
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TO P. A. KRASIKOV

April 5, 1905
Dear Friend,

So far I can say nothing definite about the date.'™ I
think you will have time enough to go to Liege, if you
can return on Sunday, or if you don’t take a return ticket
and don’t go back to Paris (probably the best thing will
be to take a 45-day circular ticket, Paris—Liege, etc.—
Paris, right away). It’s hardly possible before Monday, al-
though, I repeat, I'm not sure. Today, April 5, was fixed
as the latest date for departure from St. Petersburg—ergo
it is hardly likely before Monday. So far no one has arrived.
On Friday, two will be setting off from here—they may
call at your town, but strictly incognito.

Have you seen Plekhanov’s Dnevnik'™? What a melan-
choly tone of utter resignation! I am sorry for the old man,
he’s angry for no good reason, but what a lovely brain....

Our line with the delegates must be strictly peaceable:
we “have nothing to lose, but stand to win everything (if
there’s a victory)”; for our opponents it’s the other way
round. You will, of course, see this yourself from the B.M.C.
and C.C. leaflet,’” and also from No. 13 (Question of Or-
ganisation).'”

Hurry, hurry, hurry with the report of the Committee of
the Organisation Abroad,' the list of members and all the
documents.

Au revoir,
Yours,
N. Lenin

Greetings to Kiska! How is she getting on?

Sent from Geneva to Paris

First published in 1931 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XVI
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TO sk 178

I hasten to remind you about one thing which it is es-
sential to translate and publish as soon as possible, and
which I forgot to mention in my talk with you (although
I have had this thing in mind for a very long time!). It
is Friedrich Engels’s Die Reichsverfassungskampagne, from
the collection of the works of Marx and Engels published
by Mehring (Marx, Nachlass, etc., Vol. III). This is quite
a separate thing, which really must appear as a pamphlet.
It is now of particularly great interest.'”

Written in Geneva in April-
May 1905

First published in 1931 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XVI
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TO THE SECRETARY OF THE BRITISH LABOUR
REPRESENTATION COMMITTEE

May 20, 1905
Dear Sir,

I acknowledge with thanks the receipt of £25, of which
£5 will be subscribed, according Your condition, for relief
work. Your subscriptions are all mentioned in our paper
Vperiod (Forward), which we send to You. Now I send
You again the issues of this paper, where the subscriptions
are mentioned and I notice these mentions with blue pencil.

We have written already to St. Petersburg Committee of
the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party that it is ne-
cessary to make a report before some working men meetings
about the subscriptions from the L.R.C. All communica-
tions with the organisations of our party being secret it
must take some time before an answer can be received. This
week some Russian comrades go to St. Petersburg and
I repeated to them my request. They promised to me to
take all measures to accelerate this report in St. Petersburg
and to send a notice to You. Your letter from 22.4.05 will
also be sent to the St. Petersburg Committee.

I hope, dear Sir, that you will soon receive a letter from
our Petersburg comrades stating the report before working
men meeting in the Russian capital.

I beg to apologise for my bad English.

With kindest thanks.

Yours very sincerely,
VI. Oulianoff
(Editor of the Vperiod)

VI. Oulianoff,

3. Rue de la Colline. 3.

Genéve. Switzerland.

Sent to London

First published on August 18, 1946 Printed from the original
in the journal British Ally No. 33 in English
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TO LYDIA FOTIEVA

My dear Kiska,

I have just sent you a telegram. To be on the safe side,
I will explain what it is about. I have been summoned
to Paris on business. I want on no account to waste my time
in travelling merely for this reason, but to give a lecture.
The subject: “The Third Congress and Its Decisions”. The
contents: a parallel analysis of our decisions and those
of the Mensheviks. They have just issued an announcement
about their conference, and I will analyse it. I can speak
only on Tuesday (I will be arriving on Monday, but my
evening will be taken up) and must finish in one day. If
you can, hire the biggest hall (where I spoke against Struve—
Filatov and the others will know) and inform the maxi-
mum number of people. If you have not yet telegraphed a
clear reply, do so tomorrow, so that I should know exactly
whether a hall has been hired. Perhaps you will even have
time to write to me by express (so that I should get it not
later than Sunday morning), but if you have something
important to report, be sure to cable.

I am giving the same lecture here today.

All the best,
Yours,
Lenin

Tournez s’il vous plait!*

If by any chance it turned out that I couldn’t deliver
the lecture, I might not come at all. Therefore be sure to
reply.!80
Written on June 1 or 2, 1905

Sent from Geneva to Paris

First published in 1931 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XVI

*P.T.0.—Ed.



149

TO THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF THE R.S.D.L.P.

September 15, 1905
Dear Comrades,

I have received the money, 1,000 rubles—2,640 francs—
and the first issue of Rabochy. It makes an excellent im-
pression. Let us hope that it will largely solve the difficult
problem of providing a popular exposition which is not
boring. There is something fresh in the tone and character
of the exposition. A splendid fighting spirit. In short, let
me congratulate you on this success with all my heart, and
wish for more. So far, I have the following minor remarks:
(1) a little more should be said about socialism, in view
of the “explanatory” nature of the organ, and (2) the fight-
ing political slogans should be more closely and directly
tied in with the resolutions of the Third Congress, and with
the general spirit of our revolutionary Social-Democratic
tactics.

Now for your letter of Aug. 24, 1905,'! which simply
amazed us all by its tone. I. About information. You “can
do nothing more”. That is not true, since we find that
the Bund, and the Mensheviks, and a number of Bolsheviks
can do more, and are doing it. It is a fact that the C.C.
member abroad is not as well informed as the Bundists and
Iskra. This should be put right, and maintained steadily
through tireless effort. Here is the most recent example.
We received your active boycott resolution just the other
day.'®? People arriving from Russia have known about it
since June! And you tell us that you “can do nothing more”?
Its late arrival caused discordance between us, through
no fault of mine, for, not knowing how you were interpret-
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ing it, I gave a different interpretation of “active boycott”
in Proletary.

There you have another fact of the two-centre situation
which you have restored . In substance, the discordance turned
out not to be great, but still it is undesirable on a question
concerning the course of action of the whole Party. I believe
it to be (1) extremely important and the only correct ap-
proach, from the point of view of the decisions of the Third
Congress, to put forward directly, as the central point
in the agitation campaign, the slogan of insurrection and
a provisional revolutionary government. (2) I think it is
quite wrong to advise that meetings of the electors should
be “dispersed by force”. Such tactics would be fatal. One
of the two things: either there are no conditions for using
force on a sizable scale—in which case, we should confine
ourselves to agitation, speeches, strikes and demonstra-
tions, making an effort at persuading the electors and on no
account “dispersing them”. Or conditions do exist for the
use of force on any considerable scale—in which case the
force must be directed, not against the electors, but against
the police and the government. In that case, undertake an
insurrection. Otherwise you risk landing in a most absurd
situation: the workers “use force to break up” meetings
of electors; the government uses force to defend them!
This in practice shows the harmfulness of not advancing
the straightforward and resolute slogan of insurrection, as
a centre of agitation against the Duma: prepare for an insur-
rection, try to persuade everybody (including the electors
as well) to prepare for an insurrection, explain its objec-
tives, forms, methods, conditions, organs and preliminaries.
But don’t use force to no purpose, before it has been accu-
mulated, for if you haven’t convinced the electors, it is
plain madness and suicide for the Social-Democrats to scat-
ter them by force.

Furthermore. II. You write that you were not tricking
the Organising Committee, but were doing the will of the
Third Congress. I think that you are clearly wrong in this.
I wrote to you as long ago as...* about the need to prepare

* A space was left in the MS. after “as long ago as” for the date of
the letter to the Central Committee—dJuly 28 (see present edition, Vol.
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the conditions for unification, and two congresses to give it
effect (in the same place and at the same time, with an obli-
gation on the part of each organisation to accept the deci-
sions of its own congress). So there is no difference of opinion
there. But it is a fact that you have forgotten about the
secret resolution (I append it below) concerning the obli-
gatory endorsement of the conditions of fusion by the
Fourth Congress. That is what I have been insisting on. Two
clauses of the Organising Committee’s statement—Clauses
2 and 3—(Letuchy Listok TsK'® No. 3, p. 5) speak out
directly against unification through a congress. This cannot
be denied. But you, in your reply, say nothing at all of
your disagreement! So the result is that you have set aside
the resolution. That this is a mistake, and that it must be
corrected, is beyond doubt.

Then there is another unquestionable mistake: the ab-
sence of any direct reply to the Organising Committee.
You write that “it was a question of fusion on the basis of
the Third Congress”. Have a heart, gentlemen! Why deceive
yourselves? Why Weaken your correct position by obvious
hypocrisy?

Fusion on the basis of the Third Congress was rejected.
It was offered here both by Vinter and by Vadim directly
both to Plekhanov and to the Organising Committee. Given
such a unification, there would have been a single C.O.
(through his agents, Plekhanov even suggested a “trio”
for it). Given such a unification, there would have been a
single C.C., formed out of both halves as an essential con-
dition, i.e., the “co-optation” would not have been co-optation
but a real fusion.

But this was rejected. Consequently, there remains ag-
reement up to the Fourth Congress, and fusion “on the
basis of the Fourth Congress”. Instead of giving such a direct
and clear reply and statement for all to hear, you evade
the substance of the question by withholding your opinion
from our people (for while the O.C. is patently proposing
fusion not on the basis of the Third Congress, you reply:
this is on the whole acceptable, good, let’s have another

34, pp. 320-22). N. K. Krupskaya crossed out “as long ago as” and
wrote “earlier” over it.—Ed.
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talk about it!). Meanwhile you write to me: “Our ultimatum
was the Rules of the Third Congress.” And you don’t call
that self-deception? Why, if you say it in public, in the
first place, all the Bolsheviks will laugh you out of court,
and, in the second place, the Mensheviks will reply to
you in such fashion that all your good intentions about fu-
sion will go to the devil!

In my opinion, it is better to tell the Party frankly:
to our regret, they have rejected unification on the basis
of the Third Congress. Let’s set about preparing for the
Fourth Congress in such a way as to have two congresses
assemble at the same time and in the same place. Let’s
work out a plan of unification. Let’s say, in all parallel
organisations everywhere there are equal numbers of both
groups (a la Nikolayev'®*). If so, draw up a list of parallel
organisations, a complete list, and poll all of them. Then
there is a Central Committee, shall we say, also half-and-
half, i.e., in equal numbers. With complete unification,
there can be no objection in principle to “co-optation” of
that kind (though in practice the question is more compli-
cated and one must know how many parallel organisations
there are, etc). (In parenthesis: it’s a great pity that in No. 1
of Letuchy Listok you boasted that 2/3 of the Party are on
our side. Thereby you prejudiced any future acceptance
of the “half-and-half” principle on your part. And were
you really telling the truth about the 2/3?) Furthermore,
the C.0. With fusion it would be absurd, in my opinion,
to have two Central Organs and I believe it possible that
the Bolsheviks will prefer, rather than have this absurd
situation, to have their own organ issued by several commit-
tees, in accordance with the Party Rules. If there are two
rival Central Organs, unification will be a dead letter. In
that event, it is better to have “agreement”, on a basis
similar to that at Nikolayev, i.e., everywhere unification
or conciliation commissions, with equal numbers from both
sides.

III. About money. We were all thunderstruck by your
statement that the C.0. must be published “on resources
from abroad”, and that the bankruptcy of the C.C. must
begin with the C.O. You write that this is not irritation and
not a rebuke. Give me leave not to believe you. To say this
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calmly, coolly and in all seriousness is to proclaim a rup-
ture between the C.0. and the Party, and this is something
you could not wish. It is something unheard of to have the
Party’s C.O. published not with the Party’s resources, but
on funds abroad, and to decide that the bankruptcy of the
Party must begin (rather than end) with the C.O. If we
were to take this seriously, instead of regarding it merely
as a sign of nervousness on account of temporary difficulties
(for in general your turnover is a “fat” one, and your pros-
pects both of the 60,000 and the “undertaking” are three
times “fatter”), we should have to take immediate steps
to start publication “on resources from abroad” of an organ
of the Committee of the Organisation Abroad. But, I re-
peat, I regard this monstrous outburst on your part only
as a state of nerves, and will await our personal meeting,
since, in my opinion, it is not the beginning of a break,
but a misunderstanding.

Best wishes,
N. Lenin

Written in Geneva

First published in 1926 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany V
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TO M. A. REISNER

October 4, 1905
Dear Mikhail Andreyevich,

I am very grateful to you for your letter, which gives
me even more information than Felix Alexandrovich did
in his report of a talk with you, as to the plans and tactics
of our so-called Cadets.!®® It was extremely valuable to
have your communication that the liberals, Witte, etc.,
are in deadly fear of an active boycott. I have just received
news from Russia that an inter-Party conference of Social-
Democrats (both sections of the R.S.D.L.P., the Bund,
probably the Letts, etc.)'®® has been held. The active
boycott tactics have been finally adopted.

Your plan is not clear to me: (1) Do you really think there
is the slightest hope that the Cadets will refuse to partici-
pate in an election to the Duma? I think there is none. (2)
Don’t you think it better for us, if we are to conclude an
agreement with the radicals, to demand a million or so
from them for the purpose of arming the Petersburg work-
ers, than to have an election to a Constituent Assembly
right now? What point will there be in holding an election
before or without a fight against Trepov?

Of course, this needs to be discussed in greater detail.
I pin my hopes, first, on the meeting you will be having
in Berlin over the next few days with one of my friends,87
and, second, on our meeting here with you about which
Felix wrote to us. Wishing you success in the struggle for
an active boycott.

Yours faithfully....

Sent from Geneva to Berlin

First published in 1926 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany V
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TO THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF THE R.S.D.L.P.

October 25, 1905
Dear Friends,

I have just received your letter about my appointment
to the International Bureau!88 (it is a pity that you did not
appoint Orlovsky, but we can discuss that when we meet)
and about a meeting at Odessa (Berlin). It is essential to
have a meeting as soon as possible. Instead of Odessa, I
can suggest Warsaw (Konigsberg)89—all the conditions are
the same, but it’s nearer and more unexpected for the po-
lice. In the latter place all could be ready for you in four
days, given the best possible conditions (a legal passport),
on which I advise you to begin working energetically at
once. Given worse conditions, the period is still very short,
and it would be a good thing, if possible, to increase the
number of participants. If you decide on an unfamiliar
city (Konigsberg is 22 hours from St. Petersburg) the meet-
ing could be appointed in a café, hotel, or tavern, with the
aid of a guide-book.

I am writing this very day to the I. Bureau for informa-
tion about the conference and its date; directly I receive
the reply, I will forward it to you. Please hurry with our
meeting, regardless even of the conference with the I. Bu-
reau.

Were minutes taken at the inter-Party conference? If they
were, send them to us without fail.

Written in Geneva

First published in 1926 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany V
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1907

TO M. S. KEDROV

Dear Comrade,

According to our agreement, the material for Vol. II
should have been delivered by Oct. 1, and for Vol. III,
by Oct. 10.° The first volume has been delayed. I have
already handed in 12 sheets for Volume II, another 7 are
ready, and I can hand in the remainder (about 5 or 7) very
soon. But I should like to know whether you really require
all this material so quickly. Will you be setting it at once?
Have you already sent the 12 sheets of Volume II for set-
ting? Will publication be delayed if I send you the end of
Volume II later? If it will, I can let you have the end of
Volume II immediately, if you want it. But I have a plan
to write, for the end of Volume II, a large work about the
distribution of land in Russia (using the new statistical
data of 1905) and about municipalisation (taking into
account Volume IV of Capital, or Theorien iiber den Mehr-
wert, which also appeared in 1905). I think it would be of
great interest for the public, and would be very timely. I
have already collected nearly all the material for the work
and processed part of it. I need a few weeks to finish it;
I hope to be able to write the work in a few weeks.

Please, let me know, therefore, whether you want Vol. II
to be delivered immediately without this new article, or
to have it handed in with the new article in about a month
or six weeks.

Written at the end of November and
the beginning of December 1907
Sent from Finland to
St. Petersburg

First published in 1930 Printed from a copy
in Lenin Miscellany XIII written by N. K. Krupskaya
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1908

TO G. A. ALEXINSKY

January 7, 1908
Dear Pyotr,

Nadezhda Konstantinovna and I arrived at Geneva to-
day.® We haven’t decided finally where to stay: Alexan-
der Alexandrovich is very much against Geneva, and we
are reconnoitring in other places.

But we have to find out just what the situation here is
as well. Please write immediately (1) whether you know
of a suitable person to manage the printing press and the
forwarding section'®?; (2) what you think of the doc[tor]*
as such; (3) what particularly should be borne in mind about
the printing press; [does it need] an owner in view of the
fact that it [belongs] to the C.0. of the Bolshevik [group]
of the Stockholm Congress? Why do you consider only the
Menshevik printing press to be the property of the C.C.?
(4) Do you think that a weekly paper is possible, and what
approximate sale could it count on? 300-500-1,000?

We received your letter in Berlin amidst the panic caused
by the arrest of the 17,3 and therefore destroyed it without
a sufficiently attentive reading.

Reply to the address....

How is your health? When [app]roximately will [you]
be able to come back here? Has your health [at all] im-
proved during this period?

All the best....

Sent from Geneva to Vienna

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIIT

*Part of the sheet on which the letter was written was torn off
and is missing. The words and phrases restored from the remaining
letters and from the context are bracketed.—Ed.
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TO G. A. ALEXINSKY

Dear Pyotr,

I have the following request. I have written a big work
on the subject of the agrarian programme, in which, among
other things, I deal in detail with the debate in the Second
Duma.® I lack some of the documents introduced in the
Second Duma.

More precisely: Mushenko introduced a draft of the 104
or 105, not the “well-known” Trudovik'®® draft of the First
Duma, which was repeated in the Second as well, but the
new, S.R. draft.*®® It was reprinted in French in Rapport
du parti S.R. au congres de Stuttgart. Do you happen to
have the Russian text? Can you get it? I will be very much
obliged if you can help.

Has it appeared in a separate edition? Where and when?

Yours,
V. Ulyanov

Written between January 7
and February 2, 1908
Sent from Geneva to Vienna

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIII
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TO G. A. ALEXINSKY

February 3, 1908

Well, that’s what I call a “good” turn! Giving the ad-
dress and connections to the Menshevik Mandelberg. That
was really naive. On no account let Mandelberg come any-
where near us; but now that you have committed this piece
of stupidity, get the address back from him and cheat him.

We wrote to you yesterday about Proletary. There is a
tremendous and inevitable sharpening of the factional strug-
gle everywhere. Details when we meet.

V. Ulyanov

Sent from Geneva to Vienna

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIIT
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TO MAXIM GORKY

Dear A. M.,

It’s a long time since I wrote to you. Our trip is being
constantly put off: the main obstacle at present is the lack
of news from Brussels. My friends wrote to me from there
that I am expected at a meeting of the Bureau (International
Socialist). I asked the secretary when I should come
(because, I said, I had to go to Italy). There’s still no reply.
But I mustn’t miss Brussels.

Have you received Proletary? What are your intentions
about it, then? And what about An. Vas.? It was with
regret that I got his refusal to write about the Commune.
Innokenty is our third editor.

Drop me a line about what plans you and An. Vas. have
for Proletary.

All the best,
Yours,
Lenin

Written in the first half
of March 1908
Sent from Geneva to Capri

First published in 1924 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany I
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TO MARIA ANDREYEVA

Dear Maria Fyodorovna,

I enclose a letter from our librarian to A. M.

The thing is this. I want very much A. M. to write a legal
open letter to the Russian papers, asking assistance for
the Kuklin Library in Geneva by the dispatch to it of news-
papers of the period of the revolution and material on its
history.

A very short letter explaining to the general public why
assistance to the library is also important for the work
both of Gorky himself and of many other literary men he
knows. 97

I would ask you to arrange to have the letter hecto-
graphed (I hope Zinovy Alexeyevich will not refuse to help
in this) and sent to all Russian newspapers and journals of
a more or less decent trend.

Please organise all this!

I would ask Zinovy Alexeyevich to send me by slow
delivery the books which Victor did not take, unless Natalia
Bogdanovna takes them.

All good wishes,
Yours,
Lenin
May Day greetings!

Written in the end of April 1908
Sent from Geneva to Capri

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIII
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TO Th. A. ROTHSTEIN

July 8, 1908
Dear Comrade,

As regards the creditor, I have decided to postpone the
letter until a plenary meeting of the Central Committee,
which is to take place in the very near future.'®® I find
it inconvenient to butt in with the meeting of the author-
ised Party collegium about to take place.

I shall be very glad to see you here. I can say little that
is definite about the neighbourhood of Geneva: I have
been ill all the time since my return from London, and
am sitting at home, without seeing anyone who lives in the
country. I know that in France, but quite close to Geneva,
there are many good and hardly expensive places. For
example, there is Mornex on the slopes of the Saléve, which
means that it is fairly high up. A friend of mine lived there
in 1904, and I believe one can stay there on one’s own quite
cheaply, and at slightly higher cost at the pensions, but
for 4-4', francs for sure, because that is the usual price.
One can also find a place a little farther away from Geneva
(Mornex is about 7 versts away, I should think, and there
is an electric tram up to Saléve)—within 10 versts and
more, on the slopes of the Jura, but I don’t know what the
place is like over there. I will try and find out something
more definite, and will write to you directly I discover
anything.

Every good wish,
Yours,
Lenin



TO Th. A. ROTHSTEIN 163

VL. Oulianoff. 61, III. Rue des Maraichers. 61. Geneéve.
T_his is a new address. It’s not far from the Ecole de méde-
cine.

Sent from Geneva to London

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIII
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NOTE TO A. A. BOGDANOV

Dear A. A,

Here is Steklov’s letter. Reply to him yourself. I
replied that I was agreeable, provided the subjects were
changed round—philosophy for me, the peasant question
for Bazarov.!®?

All the Dbest,

Lenin

P.S. Return the letter.

Written in Geneva
October 27 or 28, 1908
(mailed locally)
First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIIT
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1909

TO G. Y. ZINOVIEV

The last two-thirds of Kamenev’s article are quite bad,
and can hardly be edited. I straightened out the first third
(p. 1 to end of p. 5) but am not able to make any further
alteration, because I see that what it needs is not editing
but complete rewriting.

In this part of the article, Kamenev gives an incredibly
woolly and confused expression, with thousands of frills,
to his idea (that the Octobrists?®® and the Rightists are
fighting over minor matters, that their struggles, dissen-
sions, fights are inevitable in bourgeoisifying the monarchy
and that from this fighting the revolution follows only in-
directly, i.e., provided the proletariat enters the arena,
and not directly, not by the bourgeoisie itself “going left™).

To my mind, we cannot publish it in this form.

Either persuade the author to rewrite the last two-thirds—
and we shall then “edit” the article, or have a hand your-
self at rewriting the last two-thirds almost completely.

I enclose (pp. 1-3 in ink) an approximate plan for its
rewriting.

Written at Bombon (Seine-et-Mar-
ne, France) in August 1909
First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIII
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TO G. Y. ZINOVIEV

Tuesday
Dear Grigory,

I have received the article about the Swedish strike.?!
It’s a very good one. I have sent it to Paris together with
the end of my article on Bogdanov?’? (which came to 100 lines
—2 pages of Proletary in the supplement). I don’t know
now whether you will approve it all. I leave it entirely
to your judgement: I am so sick of writing this article that
now I don’t know whether it wouldn’t be better to scrap
the whole, and reply to Bogdanov literally in a couple of
words about his scandal-mongering regarding the “property
of the whole group”. It’s up to you!

I shall write about Plekhanov. The Swedish strike article
should go in as the leader.

Best wishes,

Lenin
Written at Bombon (Seine-et-Marne,
France) in August September 7 or 14,
1909
First published in 1930 Printed from the original

in Lenin Miscellany XIIT
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1910

TO LEON TYSZKA
For T.
March 28, 1910

Dear Comrade,

Thank you for sending me Rosa Luxemburg’s articles.?%?

I must protest in the strongest possible terms on the
main question—regarding the replacement of Warski by
Leder.204 Why, you put us in the most impossible situation!
I will not say anything of Leder’s personal qualities (as
they caught the eye in work together at congresses and
conferences: these impressions of him did not at all testify
to any knowledge, capacities, literary taste, understanding
of the business, and often bore witness to petty faultfinding,
etc., etc.—you will appreciate that I am writing to you,
too, privatissime™). I won’t enlarge on the fact that it is
not right to substitute an inexperienced and scarcely suit-
able person for an experienced writer, a sensible Marxist
and an excellent comrade.

But I will speak about the position of the C.0. editorial
board and about the crisis in the Party. You surely cannot
have failed to notice the critical situation. Warski and
I write to the Central Committee about a change in the
composition of the C.O. (Dan is clearly disrupting it).
The liquidators?°® are disrupting the C.C. And in these
circumstances, just when there is unquestionable need of

* Strictly confidentially.—Ed.
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a man who was at the plenum, who has been tested in the
work, who is working nicely with the board, who has begun
a serious war with a serious enemy—just at that moment
he is being replaced by a new man! Where’s your fear of
God? Don’t you see it means paralysing the C.0.? After all,
the C.O. is now the only organ of leadership for the whole
Party (until the C.C. gets together again after its disruption
by the liquidators). It is terribly important to have the C.O.
in working trim—and this is surely no time “to begin all
over again”, to “initiate” a newcomer, to argue instead of
getting on with the job. Please do try to understand that,
in order to find loopholes, the Mensheviks, relying on the
plenum (and formally they have an unquestionable right
to rely on it), argue about every single word in the resolu-
tion, its every omission, every incident at the plenum (even
the tiniest). Now, is it conceivable, in the situation, to have
a man play the part of pendulum when he was not present at
the plenum and has not worked with us in the central
bodies of the R.S.D.L.P. for years and years? Why, this is
absolutely impossible! It means blocking the whole busi-
ness—and that at a time when highly important questions
come up for decision at every meeting. Why, Leder will
be obliged to say “I don’t know” to the thousands of argu-
ments and the cavilling of the Mensheviks (who, as you
know very well, are devilishly skilful at making use of every
fraktioneller Dreck®). Now, I ask you, can we have such a
man at such a time?

No. No. We are not demanding anything excessive of the
P.S.D.** We know their forces, and their needs, and the
conditions of work in Poland. We are not overburdening
Warski, and are not preventing him from doing Polish
literary work. But you must let us have him in the C.O.,
as we agreed during the plenum. Without Warski, we are
absolutely not in a position to “tide over” the period of
crisis, i.e., to secure a change in the composition of the C.O.
Now, when the crisis is over, when the composition of the
C.0. is altered, then ... but even then, let’s not have Leder,

* Factional piece of dirt.—Ed.
** Polish Social-Democrats.—Ed.
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for the love of God. In that case, let’s have Karski, if we
can’t have Warski even then. But at present Warski is
absolutely, absolutely essential.
All good wishes. Greetings to Rosa.
Yours,
Lenin

Sent from Paris to Berlin

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany 111
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TO MARIA ZOLINA
For M. M.

April 30, 1910
Dear Comrade,

Thank you for letting me know about Mikhail’s condi-
tion. I took steps at once to get a grant for him. As matters
stand, it is hopeless to try and get it through the Central
Committee’s Bureau Abroad, because there we are now in
a minority. There was an opportunity to write to Russia,
and I asked the Russian Central Committee to take a decision
on a grant for Mikhail. T hope to have a favourable reply in
two weeks’ time. In any case, it would be essential to en-
sure that Mikhail should continue the treatment and stay
at Davos for the time being, until a complete cure.

All the best,
Yours,
N. Lenin
My address is:
Mr. VI. Oulianoff.
4. Rue Marie Rose. 4.
Paris. XIV,

Sent from Paris to Davos
(Switzerland)

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIII
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TO LEON TYSZKA

July 20
Werter Genosse,*

I have just learned from Warski that two of the Golos
people (who were at the plenum) are already in Russia.
The situation is critical. Since the plenum, we have lost
three Bolsheviks.2’® We can’t afford any more. It’s all
up, unless the Poles come to our rescue. It’s all over, unless
you get a second Polish C.C. man, and send him along
with Hanecki for 2-3 weeks, in order to convoke the colle-
gium at all costs only to carry through the “measures” and
for co-opting purposes.?’” It depends on you. We have done
everything possible, lost three, can’t afford any more.
Write to me as follows: Mr. Oulianoff. Rue Mon Désir.
Villa les Roses. Pornic (Loire-Inférieure). France. I shall
be there until August 23—then at Copenhagen.?%

Warm greetings to Rosa.

Yours,
N. Lenin

Written on July 20, 1910
Sent from Paris to Berlin

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany 111

*Dear Comrade.—Ed.
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TO KARL RADEK

September 30, 1910
Werter Genosse,

Excuse me for this delay in replying to your two letters.
I returned to Paris only the other day,?’® and was unable
to reply earlier.

As regards an article for the C.0. on the disarmament
resolution of the Copenhagen Congress, it was ordered (back
in Copenhagen) and written by another contributor.
Unfortunately, your proposal came too late.

As to inserting your article in the next issue, I must
have a talk with Warski and another member of the editorial
board. I shall do this.

Concerning your leading articles in Leipziger Volkszei-
tung, I must say that the question is very interesting, but
I have not studied it at length, and it seems to me that
theoretically you are not quite right. The criterion of what
is “impracticable within the framework of capitalism”
should not be taken in the sense that the bourgeoisie will
not allow it, that it cannot be achieved, etc. In that sense,
very many demands in our minimum programme are ‘“‘imprac-
ticable”, but are none the less obligatory.

Then, when mentioning the Inaugural Address of the
International, you omit from your quotation Marx’s words
about the principles of relations between states.?'® Is not
that a “minimum programme” in foreign policy? And
finally, why do you say nothing about Engels’s “Kann
Europa abriisten?”*?

*“Can Europe Disarm?”—Ed.
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You are quite right, in my opinion (all this is my per-
sonal opinion, of course), that it is impossible to leave out
the demand to arm the people. Wouldn’t it be more correct
to concentrate your fire not on the fact that Abriistung®
is written into the resolution, but that Volkswehr** is
not?

I want to reply to Martov and Trotsky in Neue Zeit.
I have already written to Kautsky and asked him whether
they would carry it and how long it could be. It is also neces-
sary of course to reply in Leipziger Volkszeitung.

Best wishes,
Yours,

Lenin
Sent from Paris to Leipzig

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIII

* Disarmament.—Ed.
** Arming the people.—Ed.
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TO KARL RADEK
To Comrade Karl Radek

October 9, 1910
Dear Comrade,

I intended to reply to the articles by Martov and Trotsky
in a long article on the substance of the matter in Neue
Zeit. But things turned out otherwise. You published a
very good statement, while Comrade Karski, even before
I had written to Kautsky and Wurm of my intention, had
sent Neue Zeit an article against Martov.2! Wurm sent me
Karski’s article, and I agreed that that was enough.

But I cannot, however, leave unanswered Martov and
Trotsky’s most incredible absurdities and distortions. About
a third or a half of my article is now ready. Its subject
is: “The Historical Meaning of the Inner-Party Struggle in
Russia”.?'? Please give me your advice: is it possible and
will it be useful to publish this article in Leipziger Volks-
zeitung?

If the answer depends on whether or not the editorial
board likes my article, I am of course prepared to send it
to you without laying down any conditions.

I should be very grateful to you if you could tell me any-
thing about this right away. For instance, I should like to
“now whether you could publish a few feature articles on
the subject in Leipziger Volkszeitung. What is the maximum
length of an article to be? And one other thing: I do not
write German, but Russian. Can you have a translation made
in Leipzig—or do you find this inconvenient or difficult,
and prefer that I should find a translator over here (which of
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course, in all probability, I can do)? Or, finally, should
I write in my very bad German (of which this letter is a spe-
cimen), and you can then have my bad German translated
into good German in Leipzig? (A friend once told me that
it was easier to translate into German from good Russian
than from bad German.)

With best wishes,
Yours,
N. Lenin
My address is:
Mr. VI. Oulianoff.
4. Rue Marie Rose. 4.
Paris. XIV.

Sent from Paris to Leipzig

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIII in German
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TO G. V. PLEKHANOV

November 22, 1910
Dear G. V.,

Comrade Grigory has just given me your letter. I have
had only one paper from the International Socialist Bureau,
exclusively about money, i.e., about our Party’s contribu-
tion for the maintenance of the International Socialist
Bureau. I passed it on to the treasurer of the C.C.’s Bureau
Abroad, and replied to Huysmans that I had informed the
C.C. about the contribution. I shall, of course, send on to
you every “non-financial” paper from the International
Socialist Bureau.

What did you think of Rabochaya Gazeta?

People are saying here that Martov and Co., when
resuming the publication of Golos, invited the pro-Party
Mensheviks “to clear out” of “their” group.

Best wishes,
Yours,
Lenin

Sent from Paris to Geneva

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIII
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1911

TO G. V. PLEKHANOV

February 3, 1911
Dear Comrade,

I received your letter about Singer today, and passed
it on to a comrade who promised to send a telegram (I my-
self have a touch of the flu). By the way, on December 18,
I sent you a letter from Huysmans and my draft reply.213
Your reply seems to be such a long time in arriving! Send
me back Huysmans’s letter, at least.

The Duma group informs us that the liquidators made
a new attack after Jordansky’s note in No. 4 of Zvezda.
The liquidators were backed by Smirnov, Martov’s brother,
Cherevanin and others.

Veselovsky, Chernyshov, Lositsky were against.

Poletayev (who wrote to me about it) says that there is
no doubt that they have won, i.e., that the liquidators’
attack has been beaten off.

Best wishes,
Yours,
Lenin

Sent from Paris to San Remo
(Ttaly)

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIII



178

TO MAXIM GORKY

Dear A. M.,

How is your health? M. F. wrote that you had returned
with a cough, etc. I hope you are better.

We’ve had some bad luck with Mysl.?"* You probably
know what has happened from Rech and other papers. We
have to transfer the whole business to St. Petersburg, and
begin all over again. But we have no legal and reliable
people.

Could you help us, if you sympathise with Mysl? Or
perhaps Pyatnitsky could help? As things are, we still
have enough money to publish such a small journal (pro-
vided, of course, that we all work for nothing and pay
outsiders 20 rubles a sheet! Not so generous, you see). So
at present it is only technical help that is needed: to find
a publisher who, without spending a kopek of his own, would
bring out the journal (and we so strongly recognise the
strictest legality, that we give the right both to the pub-
lisher and to the secretary of the editorial board+a lawyer
to hold up anything in the least dangerous; we brought out
four issues without the slightest faultfinding from the court.
No. 5 was confiscated on account of Kautsky?'®! That was
obviously a mere pretext. There was nothing illegal in Kaut-
sky).

Why should not Pyatnitsky or someone else help us in
such a safe business? If it is impossible to find a publisher,
what about a secretary, a legal person whom we would pay
50 rubles a month for worrying about the printing press and
forwarding. All we want is an honest and thoughtful person.
The trouble is that we have no legal people, except work-
men (and they won’t do).
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The second question. We have a translation of Kautsky’s
latest articles against Maslov, which has already been paid
for.2'% It’s quite legal. It’s an essential thing, because
Maslov has written a lot of nonsense and has also lied to
his Russian readers. It’s 3-5 printed sheets. Could it be
published—without author’s fees (for our translation has
already been paid for) at cost price? Is Pyatnitsky (or
someone else) suitable for anything like this or not?

The third question. Y. M. Nakhamkis, deported here
from St. Petersburg for his connections with the Social-
Democratic Duma group (he is Nevzorov or Steklov, author
of a good book about Chernyshevsky?'?), is badly in need
of work and asks me to inquire whether it would be possible
to publish Peary: A Journey to the North Pole. He thinks
it will have a good sale.

What news 1is there of the “plans”? Please write.

And do reply to the workers at our school. They are good
fellows. One of them is a poet, and keeps writing verses,
but the poor chap has no guide, helper, instructor or ad-
viser.

Best wishes,
Yours,
Lenin

Robert E. Peary:

La découverte du pbdle nord. Paris—magnificent illustra-
tions. The blocks can be bought here cheaply. About 15
printed sheets, each of 40,000 letters and spaces. (I have
just seen Steklov, who gave me these details.)

Written at the end of April 1911
Sent from Paris to Capri

First published in 1924 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany I
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THE STATE OF AFFAIRS IN THE PARTY

Our Party has undoubtedly arrived at one of the critical
points of its development. All Bolsheviks must do their
utmost to fully clarify their principles, to unite, and once
again lead the Party out on to the high road.

The events that have just taken place abroad (June and
July 1911) are a sign of crisis in the Party centres. These
events, described and commented upon in a number of leaf-
lets of nearly all groups and trends, amount to this, that
the liquidators (through the Central Committee Bureau
Abroad?8—C.C.B.A.) have finally prevented the convoca-
tion of a plenum. The Bolsheviks have broken with this
C.C.B.A., which has outlawed itself, and jointly with the
“conciliators” and the Poles have set up a Technical Com-
mission and an Organising Commission?? for the convocation
of a conference.

What are the principles involved in these events?

The break with the liquidators, who had broken with the
R.S.D.L.P., but continued to obstruct all its work from
inside the centres (like the C.C.B.A.), means the elimina-
tion of this obstruction and the possibility of unanimously
setting about the restoration of the illegal and really revo-
lutionary Social-Democratic Party. That is the first and
main thing. The second is that the break with the C.C.B.A.,
which had violated all Party laws (and the consequent re-
signation from the C.O. editorial board of Martov and Dan,
who since February 1910 had taken no part in the C.0.),
means putting right the mistake of the plenum (in January
1910) owing to which it was not the pro-Party Mensheviks
but the Golosists?? (i.e., liquidators) who turned out to be in
the central bodies. The principle laid down by the plenum
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(cleansing the workers’ party of the bourgeois trends of
liquidationism and otzovism??') has now been divested
of the liquidationist centres concealing it.

Fortunately, a court of arbitration has now assessed
the hypocritical outcries of the Golos people and Trotsky
in defence of the C.C.B.A. Three German Social-Democrats
(Mehring, Kautsky and Clara Zetkin) were to decide the
question of the Bolshevik funds conditionally handed over
to the C.C., and they decided provisionally, pending the
conference, to give the money to the Technical Commission
and not to the C.C.B.A. This decision is tantamount to
the court of arbitration’s recognition that the C.C.B.A.
was in the wrong.

What is the attitude of the other factions abroad? Trotsky,
of course, is solidly behind the liquidators, the Vperyod-
ists??? also (they have not yet said as much in the press,
but it is known from their official negotiations with the
Organising Commission). Plekhanov is “on the fence”, while
preaching agreement with the C.C.B.A. (see Plekhanovites’
resolution).

The C.C.B.A. is itself trying to set about the calling
of a conference, with the help of Trotsky, Vperyod and Co.
Whether anything will come of such an “alliance”, no one
knows. A collapse of principle is there inevitable. Nothing
even resembling Party work can result from this bloc.
The “bloc” which is being organised by the former C.C.B.A.
means nothing but intrigue to cover up the anti-Party and
anti-Social-Democratic activity of the group of Messrs.
Potresov, Mikhail, Yuri, Roman and Co.

The Bolsheviks’ task now is to unite, beat off the attack
of all the enemies of Social-Democracy, give a lead to all
who are wavering, and help the illegal R.S.D.L.P. to get
on its feet.

Some say this is a split. The hypocrisy of these outcries
from the gentry in the C.C.B.A. has been recognised even
by the Germans, who are not familiar with Russian affairs.
Martov’s pamphlet in German, delivered to the holders
of the funds, caused Clara Zetkin to make this comment:
“A disgusting production.”

In Russia, there is no split among the illegal organisa-
tions, there are no parallel Social-Democratic organisations.
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There are Party people, and liquidators who have broken
away and set up a separate group. Groups abroad, like those
of Golos, Trotsky, the Bund, and Vperyod, want to cover
up the break-away of the liquidators, help them to hide un-
der the banner of the R.S.D.L.P., and help them to thwart
the rebuilding of the R.S.D.L.P. It is our task at all costs
to rebuff the liquidators and, despite their opposition, re-
create the R.S.D.L.P. To say that rebuilding and reinforc-
ing the illegal party, despite the opposition of the break-
away legalists, is “a split” means to make a mockery of the
truth and (unconsciously or hypocritically) stretch out a
hand to the liquidators. There are some who say that the
Bolsheviks want a faction of their own. On this point the
“conciliators” (in Paris) have now separated into a faction
of their own. Without desiring “factionalism”, they have
set up a new faction (with representatives of its own in the
Technical Commission and the Organising Commission—and
that is the basic symptom of a faction, the “conciliators’”
internal discipline among themselves).

How does the question of factionalism stand? In January
1910 the Bolsheviks dissolved their group on condition that
all the other factions would also be dissolved. This condi-
tion has not been carried out, as everyone knows. Golos,
Vperyod, and Trotsky and Co. have intensified their fac-
tional activity. And on December 5, 1910, we Bolsheviks
publicly declared that the stipulation had been violated
and that our agreement on the dissolution of all factions
had been broken, and demanded a return of our group’s
funds.

Not only the anti-Party trends, but also the Plekhanovites
have remained a separate faction: they have their own organ
(Dnevnik), their own platform, their factional nominees to
the central bodies, their internal faction discipline.

In these circumstances, the shouts against “factionalism”
are so empty, especially when coming from those who have
just formed their own faction. Surely it is time to under-
stand that shouts against factionalism are meant to distract
attention from the really important question, that of the
Party or anti-Party content of the activity of the various
factions. We Bolsheviks set up the T.C. and the O.C. in a
bloc with the factions of the “conciliators” and the Poles.
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The Poles are for the “conciliators™; we are in the minority,
we are not responsible for the conciliatory errors of the T.C.
and the O.C. The whole history of “conciliationism” (which
we shall recount in the press, directly the conciliators force
us to do it) is crying evidence of its erroneous nature. The
Bolsheviks must understand this, so as not to repeat these
errors.

The “conciliators” have not understood the ideological
roots of what keeps us apart from the liquidators, and have
therefore left them a number of loopholes and have frequent-
ly been (involuntarily) a plaything in the hands of the
liquidators. At the January 1910 plenum, the “conciliators™
(together with the Poles) got through an idiotic clause
in the resolution: “For the first time”, etc. (see Lenin’s
article in Diskussionny Listok No . 2,223 or Plekhanov’s
Dnevnik, which admitted that the clause was blown up,
integralist, i.e., nonsensical). The conciliators put their
trust in the Golos people; in return, Golos publicly disgraced
the conciliators with its greasy kisses.

The conciliators put their trust in Trotsky, who has
clearly executed a full turn towards the liquidators. The
conciliators in Russia (having had control of the C.C. Bu-
reau, i.e., all the authority and all the money, for more
than a year) haggled with the liquidators, invited them,
“awaited” them and, for that reason, have done nothing.

Now, by entering the T.C. and the O.C., the conciliators
have reached the parting of the ways. On the one hand, the
fact of the break with the C.C.B.A. is recognition and cor-
rection of conciliationist errors. On the other, the formation
of a separate faction against the Bolsheviks, and the alli-
ance with the least steady Poles, is a step in continuation
of their old errors.

It is our duty to warn all Bolsheviks of this peril, and
to call on them to unite all their forces and to fight for the
conference. One and all must be mobilised for this struggle.
The Bolsheviks must win, in order to take the Party on to
the high road.

Since the revolution, the Bolsheviks, as a trend, have
lived through two errors—(1) otzovism-Vperyodism and
(2) conciliationism (wobbling in the direction of the liqui-
dators). It is time to get rid of both.
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We Bolsheviks have resolved on no account to repeat (and
not to allow a repetition of) the error of conciliationism
today. This would mean slowing down the rebuilding of
the R.S.D.L.P., and entangling it in a new game with the
Golos people (or their lackeys, like Trotsky), the Vperyodists
and so forth. But this is a critical time, and there can be no
delay.

All Bolsheviks must unite, organise the conference speed-
ily and at all costs, win a victory at it or go over to open
and straightforward opposition based on principle. Only
Bolshevism, which is alien to waverings either to the left
or to the right, can bring the Party out on to the high road.

Written in July 1911

First published in 1956 Printed from a typescript copy
in the journal Kommunist No. 5
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TO MAXIM GORKY

September 15, 1911
Dear A. M.,

It must have been two months ago that I wrote to you
last—at the beginning of the school224 (it is now over, and
the students have gone away). There was no reply, and I
was wondering whether the “negotiations” had become
protracted or whether anything had radically changed.
Leshchenko was here the other day and told me about Capri,
and I was very glad to learn that the whole trouble was
the postponement of the meetings you had had in mind until
“after the fair”.??® But the plans at Capri, Leshchenko
said, were unchanged: a literary monthly, a full-sized paper
and also, I understand, a tabloid.

Yes, all this would be very welcome indeed just now.
The liquidators are buying Kievskaya Kopeika (so they
say in St. Petersburg, whence we had a letter today), and
are transferring it to St. Petersburg. It would be extremely
important to organise a counter-attack.

So far we have been able only to collect our last cash
for reviving Zvezda. I very much count on your help: send
us an article. Help is particularly important at the begin-
ning, because it won’t be easy to resume an interrupted
publication.

Have you received the pamphlet by Kamenev, and have
you read it? I cherish the hope that it must dissipate some
of the prejudices you seem to have against its author.

Our Party affairs are in a pretty mess, but still things
are coming to a head. Plekhanov is hedging, he always acts
that way—it’s like a disease—before things break. Martov
sent Kautsky and Zetkin the translation (in typescript)
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of his pamphlet, and this was a great help to us: both Kaut-
sky and Clara Zetkin said some pretty harsh things about the
pamphlet: the former called it “disgusting”, the latter
“dirty”.

Well, all the best. Do write for Zvezda.

Drop me a line, if you feel equal to the effort. Warm
greetings to Maria Fyodorovna.

Yours,
Lenin

Sent from Paris to Capri

First published in 1925 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany II1



187

TO G. L. SHKLOVSKY

Dear Comrade,

On the way from here to Geneva (I am giving a lecture
here tomorrow on the subject of “Stolypin and the Revo-
lution”) I shall be in Berne and would like to see the Bol-
sheviks there. Drop me a line immediately (to the address
on the back*—for N.N.), to say whether I can find you on
Wednesday or Thursday, and whether there are any other
Bolsheviks in town.

All the best,
Lenin

P.S. There may be letters for me at your address. If you
have moved, notify the Post Office.

Written on September 25, 1911
Sent from Zurich to Berne

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIIT

*The reference is to the address of Safarov, which was given on
the hack of the postcard as the address of the sender.—Ed.
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TO G. L. SHKLOVSKY

Dear Comrade,

I have received your letter and replied by telegram.

To avoid any misunderstandings, here are a few more
details. What I meant was a public lecture (“Stolypin and
the Revolution™”), with the admission fees to go for the
benefit of Rabochaya Gazeta (of course there is no need,
or at any rate it’s not obligatory, to say in the advertise-
ment for whose benefit it is).226 The presiding committee
(or the chairman) at the meeting must be from among local
Bolsheviks, and by no means “elected” (to avoid intrigues
and scandals, to which the liquidators are very prone).

I am willing to have a talk with pro-Party people (Ple-
khanovites), but not with Golosists. It would be best of all
to confine the audience to Bolsheviks.

I hope to arrive on Thursday; I will send you a telegram
about the time of arrival, if I can manage it.

Please be kind enough to send this letter at once to Gorin
[M. Gorine. Rue du Pont Neuf. 2. (Chez M-me Vire) Genéve],
to enable him to take steps to organise a similar lecture at
Geneva on Saturday, and to reply to me through you by

Thursday.
All the best,

Lenin

As regards literature for the lecture, please get together
for me () a file of the C.O., (B) Two Parties, (y) Dnevnik,
(8) Arkomed.??”

Written between September 26 and
28, 1911
Sent from Zurich to Berne
First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIIT
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1902

WHAT IS THE CADET ELECTION PLATFORM?

Saturday’s editorial in Rech, September 15, is a virtual
exposition of the basic political principles of the Consti-
tutional-Democratic Party. What do these principles of
the main party of the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie amount
to now?

They amount to three points: (1) “extension of the fran-
chise”; (2) “radical reform of the Council of State”??%; and,
(3) “responsibility of the Ministry to the people’s represen-
tatives”. It goes without saying that to this are added free-
dom of association (coalitions) and all the other freedoms,
equality of nationalities, “restraint and slowing down”
of differentiation in the countryside, and so on and so
forth.

Readers should compare these “three points” of the
liberals with the “three points” of working-class democrats,
who have given an effective reply to the political question,
the labour question and the peasant question alike.
The actual source of all the evils and misfortunes, their
real “focus”, and the way out are indicated clearly and
explicitly by the “three points” of the working-class de-
mocrats.

But the liberal platform—for, not nominally but in sub-
stance, it is an election platform—of the Cadets is only
a wish for modest constitutional reforms. It differs very
little from the wishes of the Octobrists.

The main thing has been obscured; on the main thing
the liberal-monarchist bourgeois party has nothing to say.
The Cadets want “to win by modesty”, but then let us re-
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call that Messrs. Guchkovs have already tried modesty in
practice. And what was the result? The result was nil!

We want very little, the Cadets boast. But, gentlemen,
that “trump” has already been played by the Octobrists.
In all three Dumas, the Cadets and the Octobrists vied
with each other in assuring the “government” and the “pub-
lic” that they want very little, a modest minimum on the
European standard. The result is nil!

No, gentlemen, whether you list constitutional reforms
in three points or in twenty, your platform will be a dead
one. You can talk about constitutional reforms, without
appearing ridiculous, only where and when the foundations
and pillars of political liberty already exist, where and
when they are established, assured and stable.

You yourselves know that that is not yet the case in Rus-
sia, and therefore your pious wishes do not show the people
a way out but mislead them with illusory hopes!

Written between September 15 and 20
(September 28 and October 3), 1912

First published in 1954 Printed from the original
in the journal Kommunist No. 6
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WORKERS’ UNITY AND THE ELECTIONS

The issue of Luch, the liquidators’ newspaper, put out (as a
Pravda correspondent rightly points out) on polling day
to disrupt unity, is filled to overflowing with talk of “unity”.

The decisive moment in the elections to the workers’
curia??® in St. Petersburg Gubernia will arrive in a few
days, on Friday, October 5. On that day, the representatives
of the workers will elect 6 electors.230 It is these elections
that are of decisive importance, because unless all the elec-
tors are steadfast, consistent working-class democrats and
opponents of liquidationism, there will be no serious guaran-
tee that the deputy elected to the Duma will be one the
majority of class-conscious workers want.

In order not to fail at the crucial moment, one must have
a clear understanding of the tasks of working-class demo-
crats and the situation in which the representatives are
acting.

The essence of the problem foday is that under cover
of shouts about unity, the liquidators are flouting the will
of the majority of class-conscious workers in St. Petersburg,
and are foisting on the majority of the workers the splinter
candidates of the minority intelligentsia, namely, the
liquidationist intelligentsia.

All elections in a bourgeois country are accompanied
by rampant phrase-mongering and licentious promises. The
main principle of Social-Democrats is not to trust words
but go to the heart of the matter.

The liquidators’ phrases about unity in their newspaper
Luch are a pack of lies. In reality, unity has already been
brought about in St. Petersburg by the majority of class-
conscious workers against the liquidators; it was established
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by the May Day demonstration, and by the support given to
Pravda by 550 groups of workers against the 16 groups of
liquidators.

Now that is action, not talk. When 550 groups unite
against 16, it is unity. When 16 foist “their” candidate
on 550, it is a split.

The liquidators are carrying out a split, while shouting
about unity on the “Stop thief!” principle.

Class-conscious workers should not let themselves be
deceived by empty shouts and phrases.

Don’t trust words, take a sober look at the state of affairs.
The vast majority of Marxist workers are opponents of li-
quidationism. An insignificant minority of workers favour
the liquidators, and the “strength” of the liquidators lies
in the bourgeois intelligentsia, which is in a position to
put out a journal, found a newspaper on polling day, get
hold of “contacts™, people for intellectuals’ election com-
mittees, and so forth.

Every Social-Democrat in St. Petersburg knows these
facts.

This clarifies the significance of the liquidators’ shouts
about unity. Under cover of these shouts, the bourgeois
intelligentsia, which sympathises with the liquidators, wants
to destroy the unity of the workers by foisting on them the
liquidators’ candidate.

That is the heart of the matter. That is the “crafty design”
of the liquidator Luch.

Whoever wants the genuine unity of Marxist workers
must help to elect all the anti-liquidator electors.

Whoever wants genuine unity will help to give effect to
the will of the majority of the class-conscious workers.

Whoever helps the minority to flout their will is a most
malicious disruptor, however loud his shouts of unity!

Written not later than September 18
(October 1), 1912

First published in 1954 Printed from the original
in the journal Kommunist No. 6
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TO V. A. KARPINSKY

Dear K.,

I have not been following the recent peace congresses.
I know about the participation of the socialists—and about
its opportunist character—but only from hearsay.?3!

I will not undertake to express myself definitely on
this question before I have read the reports of at least one
congress. The question is a complicated one. The general
growth of opportunism, and the “balancing” of its forces
with those of revolutionary Social-Democracy in the big
countries of the labour movement (Germany), must surely
tell in this sphere too. Let Bebel play the diplomatist with
the opportunists—if this is essential (?)—but it does not
befit us to do so. That’s all I can say just now.

Greetings to Comrade Olga and all our friends, including
Gorin. How is he getting on? What news have you? What
are your relations with Plekhanov? Do you have any talks?

Kamenev, on his way to Paris, will go to Switzerland
to lecture in the autumn (he is now here). Perhaps I, too,
shall manage to come in the winter.

Greetings,
Yours,
Lenin

Written on October 8, 1912
Sent from Cracow to Geneva

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIII
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TO THE EDITORIAL BOARD OF PRAVDA

Letter to the Editors

The undersigned, now in the capacity of a permanent
political contributor to Pravda and Nevskaya Zvezda,
considers it his duty to express his protest against the
behaviour of the colleagues in charge of these newspapers
at a critical time.

The elections in St. Petersburg, both in the workers’
curia and in the 2nd urban curia, are a critical moment,
a moment for realising the results of five years of work,
a moment for determining, in many respects, the direction
of work for the next five years.

At such a moment, the leading organ of working-class
democrats must follow a clear, firm, and precisely defined
policy. But Pravda, which is in many respects effectively
the leading organ, is not conducting such a policy.

Luch and Metallist,?3? with their desperate shouts about
“unity”, are carrying on under that “popular” flag the
worst policy of the liquidators, namely, insubordination of
an insignificant minority to the vast majority of Marxist
workers in St. Petersburg, imposition of the candidate of
some three, five or ten tiny groups of intellectuals and a
handful of workers on hundreds of consistent working-class
democratic groups.

During the few days remaining before the election of
workers’ electors, during the few weeks remaining before
elections in St. Petersburg in the 2nd curia, it is Pravda’s
undoubted duty to carry on a merciless fight against this
deception of the mass of workers, behind the barrage of
pious and popular phrases. Its bounden duty is in the
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most detailed fashion to explain, demonstrate, chew up for
all and sundry, 1st, that liquidationism is a non-Marxist,
liberal trend;

2nd, that unity requires the subordination
of the minority to the majority, whereas the liquidators
are beyond doubt, as the experience of eight months” work
shows, an insignificant minority;

3rd, that those who want to support the
working-class democracy must know where the mass of
workers stand, and where the philistine intelligentsia, which
is playing at Marxism;

4th, that the conference which the liqui-
dators and Luch are fussing about has been denounced and
exposed both by the neutral Plekhanov (he said straight
out that “non-Party and anti-Party elements” took part
in their conference) and even by Alexinsky, who is hostile
to the anti-liquidators.

And so on, and so forth.

Unless Pravda explains all this in good time, it will be
responsible for the confusion and the disruption, since,
having the vast majority of the workers behind it and
having explained matters in good time, Pravda would
most certainly have ensured unity, because the liquidators
are past masters at boasting and threats, but would never
dare act against Pravda.

Pravda itself has admitted that there are two clearly
formalised lines, platforms, collective wills (the August,
or liquidators’, line and the January line). Yet Pravda
creates the opinion that it is carrying on some third line
“of its own”, invented only yesterday by someone and
amounting (as we have learned from St. Petersburg through
other channels, since Pravda’s editorial board has stub-
bornly refused to favour us with a reply) either to letting
the liquidators have one of the three candidates, or
handing over to them the whole of the 2nd curia “in ex-
change for the workers’ curia”. If these rumours are untrue,
Pravda bears the entire responsibility for them, because
you cannot sow such uncertainty among Marxists that
unquestionable friends, Marxists, believe these rumours.
and pass them on.

At this hot time, Nevskaya Zvezda is closed down, with-
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out a single letter or explanation, collective exchange
of opinion is completely interrupted, and political con-
tributors are left in the dark, not knowing whom they are
helping after all to get elected; may it not be a liquidator?
I am obliged hotly to protest against this, and to decline
any responsibility for this abnormal situation, which is
pregnant with drawn-out conflicts.

Please communicate this letter to the “boss” of Pravda
and Nevskaya Zvezda, to the whole editorial board of both
papers and all contributors who are consistent working-
class democrats.

Greetings,
V. Ilyin

Written in the first half
of October 1912
Sent from Cracow to St. Petersburg

First published in 1956 Printed from the original
in the journal Kommunist No. 5



197

TO THE EDITOR OF PRAVDA

Dear Friend,

Don’t you find it strange that we have had an active
and extremely lively correspondence on one particular
theoretical question, one particular book, one particular
theory, and that we have never had any correspondence on
the vitally urgent questions of that sphere of Russian
journalism in which both of us have had to take some
considerable part in recent times?

I personally find it strange. I think there can absolutely
be no circumstances—and there are none—which could
serve as any kind of justification for the absence of such
correspondence, since you yourself once pointed out, and
quite rightly, that we all feel the harmfulness of detach-
ment, isolation, a certain solitude, etc.

I hope, therefore, that I will meet with your support
if I start right out with correspondence No. 2 (for No. 1,
about the book and the theory, is proceeding on its own
and will continue to do so).

You were acquainted, I think, though distantly, with
Pokrovsky 2nd? What do you think of the latest explana-
tion by the Senate? I mean the one under which the tenant
qualification requires actual occupation of the premises?
After all, it looks as though this explanation, made just
before the elections in the 2nd curia, is specifically aimed
at Pokrovsky 2nd, Predkaln, etc.! Can they have any other
qualification in their own localities except that of tenant?
And how could they, being members of the Duma, “actually
occupy’” their apartments in their localities-for, say, a-
year? And if they are being “explained”, should not Pok-
rovsky 2nd be invited to stand in St. Petersburg, where
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he probably has a qualification that is much more reliable,
i.e., one less subject to “explanation”? I personally would
very much sympathise with such a candidature in St. Peters-
burg (alongside the two evidently indisputable candidates
who caused the stupid and brazen Luch to come out
with its stupid and brazenly cowardly repudiation). I shall
be most grateful if you summon the effort to drop me a
line or two (in reply to my 200) on your views of this matter.

Furthermore, I should like to discuss the two workers’
papers at St. Petersburg. Luch is base and unprincipled:
it’s not a paper, but a “leaflet for subverting” the Social-
Democratic candidate. But they know how to fight, they
are lively and glib. Meanwhile Pravda is carrying on now,
at election time, like a sleepy old maid. Pravda doesn’t
know how to fight. It does not attack, it does not per-
secute either the Cadet or the liquidator. But can an organ
of forward-looking democrats not be a fighting organ at
a hot time like this? Let’s give it the benefit of the doubt:
let’s assume that Pravda is sure that the anti-liquidators
will win. All the same it should fight to let the country
know what is involved, who is disrupting the election
campaign, and what ideas are at stake in the struggle.
Luch is fighting furiously, hysterically, abandoning its
principles in the most shameless fashion. Pravda—to
spite it—puts on a “serious mien”, affects various airs
and graces, and fails to fight at all! Does that look like
Marxism? After all, didn’t Marx know how to combine
war, the most passionate, whole-hearted and merciless
war, with complete loyalty to principle?

Not to fight at election time is suicide. Look at what
Luch’s “Cadet-eating” has come to! And the Pravda people
were afraid that we might be overdoing the Cadet-eating!

Best wishes,
Yours,
V. Ilyin

Written after October 3, 1912
Sent from Cracow to St. Petersburg

First published in 1956 Printed from the original
in the journal Kommunist No. 5
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TO THE EDITOR OF PRAVDA

Dear Friend,

We learned only today of the liquidators’ victory in
St. Petersburg. An analysis of the figures makes it clear
that they were got through by non-Social-Democrats, name-
ly, the 11 “non-Party” men who voted for the non-Party
Stepanov. But the figures are incomplete. It is extremely,
extremely important to have the complete figures, i.e.,
(1) the number of votes for and against all 13 candidates;
the newspapers give only the figures for 9 candidates (3
liquidators and 6 of ours); those for 3 liquidators and 1 non-
Party candidate are missing. Make every effort to collect
these data. Let several representatives write to the editors
of the papers to establish this fact, if the minutes cannot
be found. The importance of these figures is extremely
great. Spare no effort to discover them. (2) There should
be a poll of the representatives on who voted how. This is
of particular importance with respect to “our” 7 Putilov
workers+2 of ours from the Semyannikov Works. Collect
the information as speedily, as fully and as precisely as
possible. It is extremely important to learn from the rep-
resentatives how the 11 non-Party men voted (apparently
they all voted steadily for the liquidators, but it is
desirable to collect direct evidence).

Written on November 2, 1912
Sent from Cracow to St. Petersburg

First published in 1956 Printed from the original
in the journal Kommunist No. 5



200

TO THE EDITOR OF PRAVDA

Dear Colleague,

I wrote to Gorky as you requested, and received a reply
from him today. He writes:

“Send the enclosed note to Pravda. There is no question
of fee, that is nonsense. I will work for the paper, and
will soon begin sending it manuscripts. I couldn’t do it
up to now only because I have been desperately busy, putting
in about 12 hours a day; it’s back-breaking work.”

As you see, Gorky’s attitude is very friendly.* I hope
you will reciprocate, and see that Pravda is sent to him
regularly. The forwarding department sometimes slips up,
so that from time to time you must check and check again.

If you want to retain his friendly interest, send him
(through me) any new publication which might be of in-
terest to him, and also any particular manuscripts.

I would very much ask you to send me Pravda Nos. 146,
147, 148 and Nevskaya Zvezda Nos. 26 and 27, at least two
copies of each.

Are you thinking of replying to Luch’s maliciously
vicious attacks? These rascals first broke away, and are
now shouting about a split! Their list did get less {the total
vote for the whole list, all 6 candidates} both on Oct. 17
and on Oct. 18! Get hold without fail of the exact figures
of the polling for all the liquidator candidates, from Zaitsev
or some other of the electors. This is terribly important!
And buy the printed list of representatives at the office

*1 enclose Gorky’s letter to Sovremenny Mir?33 requesting them
to hand his Tale over to you. Get it as soon as possible.
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of the St. Petersburg city authorities, as I asked! Make
sure to do this without fail!

All the best,
Yours....

Congratulations and good wishes to all the staff, editors
and friends of Pravda on the occasion of the victory of its
supporters in St. Petersburg, Kharkov and elsewhere!

P.S. Be sure to write now about the circulation of
Pravda and Luch! Have you enough material?

Written on November 2, 1912
Sent from Cracow to St. Petersburg

First published in 1956 Printed from the original
in the journal Kommunist No. 5
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TO G. V. PLEKHANOV

November 17, 1912
Dear Comrade,

I have just sent you a telegram about our agreement
to the combination which you decided upon with Rubano-
vich.

We ask you to lay before the commission,?** by way of
information, our shade of opinion, too, if we happen to
differ with you on the following point.

Kautsky’s article in No. 6 of Neue Zeit, after the October
session of the I1.S.B.,?%% is obviously the official opinion
of the Germans, the Austrians and others. We do not ac-
cept the main point of the article (S. 191-92, from the
words “Dabei miissen”™ to “heischenden Massen”** in
particular).?38

With Kautsky it turns out to be a pledge against a
revolutionary mass strike. This is inadmissible bath from
the Russian standpoint (there are 100,000 political strikers
now in St. Petersburg, with revolutionary meetings and
sympathies for the sailors’ mutiny!) and from the general
European standpoint. However, you know our point of
view from our writings, and I hope you will not object to
having a talk with Comrade Kamenev.

Comrade Kamenev is our delegate to the I.S.B. (M. Rosen-
feld, 11. Rue Roli. 11. Paris XIV).

Please cable him if you are not going, and if you are,

*In this connection, must.—Ed.
** Clamouring masses.—Ed.
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please see him before the commission at Basle (M. Rosen-
feld. Poste Restante, Bdle).

If you don’t go for some reason, please send your vote
in writing for the election (of Rubanovich or Kamenev) to
the commission.

Respectfully yours,
N. Lenin

WI. Uljanow. 47. Lubomirskiego. Autriche. Krakau.

Sent from Cracow to San Remo

First published in 1930 Printed from the original
in Lenin Miscellany XIIT
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AFTER THE ELECTIONS IN AMERICA

We have already pointed out in Pravda?®” the great
importance of the Republican Party split in America and
the formation of Roosevelt’s Progressive Party.238

Now the elections are over. The Democrats have won,
and at once the consequences predicted by the socialists
are beginning to tell. Roosevelt’s Progressive Party, with
its 4.5 million votes, is a specimen of the broad bourgeois-
reformist trend which has come on the scene in sweeping
American fashion.

What happens to this trend is of general interest because,
in one form or another, it exists in all capitalist countries.

In any bourgeois-reformist trend there are two main
streams: the bourgeois bigwigs and politicians, who deceive
the masses with promises of reform, and the cheated masses,
who feel that they cannot go on living in the old way, and
follow the quack with the loudest promises. And so we find
the brand-new Progressive Party in America splitting at
the seams right after the elections.

The bourgeois politicians who made use of Roosevelt’s
quackery to dupe the masses are already yelling about a
merger with the Republican Party. What’s the idea? It
is simply this: the politicians want the cushy jobs which
the victorious party in America hands out to its supporters
with especial brazenness. The Republican split gave the
victory to the Democrats. These are now ecstatically sharing
out the luscious public pie. Is it surprising that their rivals
are prepared to renounce the Progressive Party and return
to the consolidated Republican Party, which has every
chance of defeating the Democrats?

Indeed, this looks very much like a cynical cheap sale
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of “party loyalties”. But we see exactly the same thing in
all capitalist countries; and the less freedom there is in
a country, the dirtier and fouler is this sale of party loyal-
ties among the bourgeois sharks, and the greater is the im-
portance of backstairs intrigues and private connections
in procuring concessions, subsidies, bonanza legal cases
(for the lawyers), etc.

The other wing of any bourgeois-reformist trend—the
cheated masses—has now also revealed itself in the highly
original, free and lucid American style. “Scores who had
voted for the Progressive Party,” writes Appeal to Reason, 239
the New York workers’ paper, “now come to socialist
editorial offices and bureaux for all kinds of information.
They are mostly young people, trusting, inexperienced.
They are the sheep shorn by Roosevelt, without any
knowledge of politics or economics. They instinctively feel
that the Socialist Party, with its one million votes, is a
more serious proposition than Roosevelt’s 4.5 million, and
what they want to know most is whether the minimum
reforms promised by Roosevelt can be implemented.”

“Needless to say, > the paper adds, “we are glad to give
every one of these ‘progressives’ any 1nformat10n and never
let any of them leave without socialist literature.”

The lot of capitalism is such that its sharpest operators
cannot help “working”—for socialism!

Written before November 25
(December 8), 1912

First published in 1954 Printed from the original
in the journal Kommunist No. 6
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TO THE EDITORIAL BOARD OF PRAVDA

Dear Colleagues,

I am in urgent need of No. 8 of Pravda. You wrote that
you hadn’t got it. Please insert the following advertise-
ment in Pravda—I write Nos. 5-10, instead of No. 8, to
be on the safe side.

This is often done. I particularly ask you to do this.

Yours,
V. Ilyin

What’s the matter with Olminsky? Is it true that he is
il1?

Pravda
To complete our file, we are in need of 1 copy each
of Nos. 5-10. Readers are earnestly requested to
send in their spare copies.
Editorial Board and Management

Written on November 26, 1912
Sent from Cracow to St. Petersburg

First published in 1956 Printed from the original
in the journal Kommunist No. 5
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MORE ZEAL THAN SENSE

Each has his own preoccupations: the proletariat sees
the need for peace, and the capitalists look to the “patri-
otic” examples provided by the Balkan War. To each his
own. The workers insist that in terms of human life a Balkan
revolution would have cost a hundred times less than the
Balkan War, and would have produced democratic results
a thousand times broader and more stable.

The capitalists—both the “Right” and the liberals,
all the way up to our Progressists and Cadets—are strain-
ing to prove that whereas the banded capitalists in the
Balkans have pocketed so much, the banded capitalists
of Britain, France and Russia, as an “entente”, could
have made off with ever so much more.

One American “patriot”, a patriot of the money-bag,
managed to find out that some ships in the Greek navy
had been built by Greek millionaire magnates at their
own expense.

This American Guchkov or Maklakov hastened to adver-
tise and play up the grand patriotic example in every way.
He wrote: “Now if only our country’s shores and all our
overseas trade were protected by giant dreadnoughts called
Morgan, Astor, Vanderbilt and Rockefeller! With such
an example before them, the people would grumble less
about the concentration of capital in the hands of billion-
aires and about the unequal distribution of wealth!”

Patriotic, but impractical, say the American workers
laughing. Gentlemen, go ahead with your splendid scheme,
we’re all for it. Until now, the Rockefellers, Morgans,
etc., over here in America have been hiring private detach-
ments of armed men to protect their property and fight



208 V. I. LENIN

strikers. Let the billionaires now give the people a clear
picture showing that the “external” defence of the “state”
is defence of the monopolies and the profits of the owners
of our trusts! Let’s see what lesson the American workers
will learn as they contemplate these super-dreadnoughts
named Morgan, Rockefeller, etc.: will it be patriotic
emotion or socialist convictions? Will they become more
servile to the capitalists, or will they demand with greater
firmness that all trusts (manufacturers’ associations),
all the property of the trusts, should be handed over to the
workers, to society as a whole?
...The American “patriot” has overdone it....

Written before November 26
(December 9), 1912

First published in 1954 Printed from the original
in the journal Kommunist No. 6
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THE QUESTION OF PARTY AFFILIATION
AMONG DEMOCRATIC-MINDED STUDENTS

We noted in Pravda the other day (see No. )24 the
article by the student M. which provides remarkably
valuable material about “student moods”. On students’
party affiliation, the writer says:

“Of course, a comparatively limited section of the students are
members of Left-wing organisations. In existing conditions, it could
not be otherwise, and in general the strength of organisations is deter-
mined not by the number of their members, but by their influence on
the masses. It is hard to make a guess about the future, but it should
be pointed out that today the Left-wing organisations are marching
in step with the mass of the students” (Zaprosy Zhizni24!l No. 47).

The author is quite right when he says that with us in
Russia, particularly in the current political conditions,
“the strength of organisations is determined not by the
number of their members, but by their influence on the
masses”’. This would not hold true for Europe; nor would it
hold true for Russia in the autumn of 1905; but for present-
day Russia it is so true that one might even venture
what looks like a paradox: the number of members of an
organisation should not exceed a definite minimum, if
its influence on the masses is to be broad and stable!

But what is the party attitude of these “Left-wing”
organisations among the students? Student M. writes:

“It should be particularly noted that one does not feel any dissen-
sion among the individual Left-wing organisations. Such dissension
was particularly strong three or so years ago, during the period of lull
and inaction. There were cases when elections to canteen commissions
and the like were held according to party lists. Now these divisions
have almost disappeared, partly because everyone has realised the need
to join forces for common action, partly because the old party
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positions have been unsettled and the new ones have yet to be
consolidated.”

There can be no doubt that in this respect, as well, the
students provide a reflection of an all-Russia phenomenon.
Everywhere, throughout the democratic movement, and
also among the workers, “the old party positions have
been unsettled and the new ones have yet to be consoli-
dated”. What is liquidationism? It is either a pusillani-
mous concession to the spirit of the times, to the atmosphere
of “unsettlement” of the old party positions, or the mali-
cious utilisation of this unsettlement by the liberals.

The task of the whole democratic movement is to fight
with all its strength against this “unsettlement”, and to
achieve a precise, clear, definite, thoughtful “consolida-
tion” of the “new positions™. It would be a great mistake
to confuse the arguments and discussions on party (and
inner-party) platforms with “dissensions”.

It is absolutely necessary “to join forces for common
action”, including, for instance, those of Marxists and
Narodniks. This does not obviate a definite party stand,
but, on the contrary, demands it. It is possible to combine
action only when there is real unity of conviction as to
whether the particular action is necessary. That is as clear
as daylight. Russian democracy has been the worse for
trying to “join forces” for democratic action with non-
democrats, with the liberals!

Try and “join the forces” of the supporters, shall we say,
of political strikes with the “forces” of their adversaries:
there will obviously be harm for the “action”. Hence,
the first thing to do is to achieve a clear, definite, precise,
well-thought-out delimitation of “positions”, platforms and
programmes—and then to combine the forces that can
march together by conviction and social nature; combine
them only for the action on which unanimity can be ex-
pected. Then, and only then, will any good come of the
undertaking.

V. L
Written between November 24 and 29
(December 7 and 12), 1912

First published in 1954 Printed from the original
in the journal Kommunist No. 6
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TO G. L. SHKLOVSKY

Your letter is the first, I believe, to offer a “report” on
Basle!?*2 It’s rather late.... Evidently something was
lacking (or in excess?) at Basle.... I believe that what
the delegates lacked was organisation. And that is ex-
tremely sad. Kamenev, of course, was run off his feet, but
what about the other five? Was it really not clear that
it was necessary to write to Pravda daily? Was it really so
difficult to assign the various duties? We’ve not had a
single letter in Pravda from the spot, while the liquidators
had several in Luch.

Isn’t it a shame? Of course, so long as we sleep and the
liquidators work, they will make more headway. Is any-
thing being done to collect money for Pravda? It doesn’t
look like it, while the liquidators have reports in Luch
of collections abroad. Yet Pravda is very, very, very much
in need.

Not a single one of the delegates (except Kamenev) has
written here about Basle. It was essential to get organised
and write twice a day. But all kept silent. Evidently there
is some dissatisfaction. What with? God only knows! I am
tremendously satisfied with the results of Basle, because
the liquidator idiots let themselves be caught out on the
question of the initiating group!?*® You couldn’t have
pinned down the riffraff better. But I'm worried by the
inactivity of our delegates, and a sort of “in-the-pouts”
behaviour on their part, for no apparent reason. Did they
talk with the German delegates? (After all, 4 or 5 did know
German!) Who? With whom? How? What about? There’s
not a word, except from Kamenev. Agitation among the
Germans is very important.
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You write that “with us things are not too good in the
press and in the Duma group”. They are not too good with
Prosveshcheniye.?** There is no money. It’s a serious crisis.
It should be given help to enable it to pull through.

Pravda’s circulation is about 23.,000. Luch has 8,000-
9,000. It would be sinful to complain thus far. But in
April and May Pravda had 60,000, and in the summer
dropped to 20,000. It’s rising very slowly. Without help
it won’t pull through. In the Duma group things are better
than ever before. All the six seats in the workers’ curia
are ours.?*® That’s something we’ve never had. For the first
time, we have taken the South. Six and six out of 12. Man-
kov is a Menshevik. Rusanov is a question mark. We can
fight. Here are precise data on our progress. Deputies in
the workers’ curia:

I Duma—12 Mensheviks, 11 Bolsheviks (=47%) (“Minutes of
IIT Duma— 4 ” 4 ” (=50%) London Congress”,
IV Duma— 3 ” 6 ” (=67%) p. 451).246

If you have anyone anywhere who is losing heart, let
him think over these figures and be ashamed of his faint-
heartedness. For the first time we have among our people
in the Duma an outstanding workers’ leader (Malinovsky).
He will read the declaration. There’s no comparing him
with Alexinsky. And the results—maybe not at once—
will be great. In the III Duma we started out with 0!

In the sphere of illegal work, thanks to the Bureau’s
moving here, more has been done than before. We are
moving ahead, even if slowly. We are publishing illegally
more than others. But we have no money. If we get help,
we shall also publish Rabochaya Gazeta, etc.

Illegal work can be helped from abroad only by visits.
Then help is very important in the form of new connections
(1) letters; (2) chance visits; (3) passports; (4) etc., etc.
What is being done in this respect is not enough. Only one
per cent is being done in the localities abroad of what could
be done. The most important thing right now is to help
Pravda to pull through. And it is getting poor help. One
man in Vienna (Bukharin) is making an effort. But nothing
is being done in the other cities! No one writes regular
reports. No one makes collections. No one collects interest-
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ing local books and pamphlets for dispatch here ...* mate-
rial for interesting articles. Comrades, we must give more
thought to these things! For example, who among the
Social-Democrats at Neuenburg in Switzerland ... has done

anything? What has been done about it?
All the best....

P.S. Please send this letter to Yuri, for him to pass on
to Antonov in Paris, and from there on to Vienna. To this
day, we have not yet found out whether Plekhanov had
spoken at the October meeting of the Bureau on unity
with the S.R.s (cf. Martov in No. 37 of Luch.?*") Didn’t
anyone make inquiries about this with Rubanovich, or
Némec, or Huysmans, or anyone else?

Written before December 20, 1912
Sent from Cracow to Berne

First published in 1930 Printed from a copy
in Lenin Miscellany XIIT of the original

* An illegible word in the copy at this point looks like “as”.—Ed.



214

IN AMERICA

The 32nd Annual Convention of the American Federa-
tion of Labour, as the association of trade unions is called,
has come to a close in Rochester. Alongside the rapidly
growing Socialist Party, this association is a living relic
of the past: of the old craft-union, liberal-bourgeois tra-
ditions that hang full weight over America’s working-
class aristocracy.

On August 31, 1911, the Federation had 1,841,268 mem-
bers. Samuel Gompers, a strong opponent of socialism,
was re-elected President. But Max Hayes, the socialist
workers’ candidate, received 5,074 votes against Gompers’s
11,974, whereas previously Gompers used to be elected
unanimously. The struggle of the socialists against the
“trade unionists” in the American trade union movement is
slowly but surely leading to the victory of the former over
the latter.

Gompers not only fully accepts the bourgeois myth of
“harmony between labour and capital”, but carries on a
downright bourgeois policy in the Federation against the
socialist one, although he professes to stand for the com-
plete political “neutrality” of the trade unions! During
the recent presidential elections in America, Gompers
reprinted in the Federation’s official publication the
programmes and platforms of all three bourgeois parties
(Democrats, Republicans and Progressists) but did not
reprint the programme of the Socialist Party!

Protests against this mode of action were voiced at the
Rochester Convention even by Gompers’s own followers.

The state of affairs in the American labour movement
shows us, as it does in Britain, the remarkably clear-cut
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division between purely trade unionist and socialist striv-
ings, the split between bourgeois labour policy and socialist
labour policy. For, strange as it may seem, in capitalist
society even the working class can carry on a bourgeois
policy, if it forgets about its emancipatory aims, puts up
with wage-slavery and confines itself to seeking alliances
now with one bourgeois party, now with another, for the
sake of imaginary “improvements” in its indentured
condition.

The principal historical cause of the particular promi-
nence and (temporary) strength of bourgeois labour policy
in Britain and America is the long-standing political liberty
and the exceptionally favourable conditions, in comparison
with other countries, for the deep-going and widespread
development of capitalism. These conditions have tended
to produce within the working class an aristocracy that
has trailed behind the bourgeoisie, betraying its own class.

In the twentieth century, this peculiar situation in
Britain and America is rapidly disappearing. Other countries
are catching up with Anglo-Saxon capitalism, and the
mass of workers are learning about socialism at first hand.
The faster the growth of world capitalism, the sooner will
socialism triumph in America and Britain.

Written before December 7 and 20)
1912

First published in 1954 Printed from the original
in the journal Kommunist No. 6
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THE WORKING CLASS
AND ITS “PARLIAMENTARY” REPRESENTATIVES

ARTICLE THREE %8

The Social-Democratic group in the Third Duma was the
first Social-Democratic parliamentary group in Russia
to manage to exist for several years and to stand a long
“test” of working jointly with the party of the working
class. For obvious reasons we cannot here tell the story of
this work. We can and must point out only the most im-
portant feature: what was the impact of the Party’s develop-
ment on the Duma group, and how did relations between
the group and the Party change.

First of all, we have to establish the fact that the early
steps in the activity of the Social-Democratic group in
the Third Duma aroused the strong dissatisfaction and
sharp disapproval of the Majority of the Party. The group
was largely dominated by the Mensheviks, who were in
opposition to the Party’s 1907 decisions,?*? and the Social-
Democratic group in the Third Duma continued or took
over this “opposition”.

A kind of struggle began between the Party and the
group. The group’s declaration was attacked—and quite
rightly—for its opportunism. The periodicals which rep-
resented the opinion of the Majority of the Party, or of
the Party as a whole, repeatedly criticised the group’s
opportunist steps, and noted that on a number of questions
the group had either failed to set forth the Party’s views
in full, or had expressed them wrongly.

A long list of the mistakes and erroneous actions of the
Third Duma group subject to correction was officially
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recognised in December 1908.25° Naturally, it was clearly
stated at the time that the responsibility fell not only
on the group, but also on the whole Party, which ought to
pay more attention to its Duma group and work more
closely with it.

The results of that work are there for all to see. Between
1908 and 1912, the Right wing of Menshevism in the Party
developed into liquidationism. The four-year struggle
of both Bolsheviks and pro-Party Mensheviks?®' against
liquidationism cannot be excised from history, however
much Luch would like to do so.

During these four years, the Social-Democratic Duma
group, from being in opposition o0 the Party, from being
a group criticised by the Party and defended (and some-
times directly encouraged in its opportunism) by the Men-
sheviks, became an anti-liquidationist group.

The group’s connections with the various newspapers by
1912 have provided documentary evidence of this. Astra-
khantsev and Kuznetsov contributed to the liquidationist
Zhivoye Dyelo. Belousov did too, but he soon left the group
altogether, sending it an extremely liquidationist message
with sympathetic references to Martov and Nasha Zarya?°2
(Mr. Belousov’s historic message will probably soon appear
in the press).

Furthermore, Shurkanov wrote both for the liquidationist
and for the anti-liquidationist newspapers. Gegechkori
and Chkheidze wrote for neither. The other 8 members of
the group (Voronin, Voiloshnikov, Yegorov, Zakharov,
Pokrovsky, Predkaln, Poletayev and Surkov) contributed
to the anti-liquidationist publications.

In 1911-12 Nasha Zarya repeatedly expressed its dis-
satisfaction with the Social-Democratic Duma group: the
liquidators could not be pleased at the Menshevik group’s
siding with the anti-liquidators.

The experience of work in the Black-Hundred Duma, and
the experience of struggle against the Right wing of Men-
shevism, which has sunk into the swamp of liquidation-
ism, all tended to push the Social-Democratic group in
the Third Duma to the left, towards the Party, and away
from opportunism.

Very many, especially those who find it unpleasant,
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are wont to forget this remarkable story of the four-year
struggle of the Party for a Party attitude in the group
(which only means, of course, its ideological orientation,
its line). But the story is a fact. It should be remembered.
It should be the point of departure in assessing the work
of the group in the Fourth Duma. Of this, more in the
next article.

V. L

Written in the first half
of December 1912

First published in 1954 Printed from the original
in the journal Kommunist No. 6
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THE WORKING CLASS
AND ITS “PARLIAMENTARY” REPRESENTATIVES

ARTICLE FIVE

The resolution on the Jagiello issue?®® was the first
step of the Social-Democratic group in the Fourth Duma
which gave an idea of its composition and direction of
activity. We learn from the newspapers that it was adopted
by 7 Menshevik votes against 6 Bolsheviks. Consequently,
it is clear that we have here a decision adopted contrary
to the opinion of the majority of the Party, since the 6 work-
er deputies from the six chief industrial gubernias represent,
as we have seen, the vast majority of the working-class
party.

But, perhaps, the content of the resolution shows it to
be correct?

Let us turn to the content.

Clause 1 refers to “the lack of precise data for establish-
ing whether the larger or the smaller part of the Warsaw
proletariat gave their votes” for Jagiello as an “elector”.

So, in the opinion of 7 Social-Democratic deputies,
the question is not clear. Yet they speak quite definitely
of the Warsaw, and not of the Polish, proletariat, as the
liquidators and the Bund do (see Luch and Nasha Zarya).
But we know for sure that the “Warsaw proletariat” “has
chosen as electors” two Social-Democrats and one P.S.P.2%
man (Jagiello).

Two are a majority as against one. So that there are very
precise data to the effect that Jagiello was voted in by a
minority. What is more, the majority of the worker electors
(both Social-Democrats) were against the election of Jagiello,
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and made a formal declaration to that effect. The liqui-
dators referred to Jagiello’s larger vote, but this does not
eliminate the fact that two Social-Democrats and one P.S.P.
member were chosen as electors.

In any case, by ignoring in its resolution the protest
of the two Social-Democratic electors, who represented
all the Polish Social-Democrats in Warsaw, the Seven
acted in an anti-Party way, because until now only the
Polish Social-Democrats have been affiliated to the Rus-
sian Social-Democratic Party.

But the 2nd clause of the resolution is even worse. The
election of Jagiello “by Jewish bourgeois electors™, we
are told, “marks the growth of awareness even in bour-
geois circles” (!? in Jewish bourgeois circles?) “of the fact
that only socialists can be real fighters for the just (?!)
interests of oppressed nationalities”.

Everyone knows that the Jewish bourgeois have not
shown the least sign of any such “awareness”. They pre-
ferred a Polish bourgeois, but were obliged to elect a social-
ist for lack of any other supporter of equality. It was not
“the growth of awareness”, but the growth of difficulties
caused by the national struggle among the bourgeois, that
has given deputy Jagiello his seat!

A worker elector can (and should) utilise the “difficulties™
of two thieves who have fallen out to get an honest man
into the Du