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Introduction

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

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

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

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



6 The Lenin Testament Falsification

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

The Research of Valentin A. Sakharov

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

» ",

question of Lenin’s “testament.”

Lenin’s Last Writings

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

The texts whose authorship by Lenin is not doubted are:

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

* The Beginning of the Development of the Reorganization Plan for
the Central Committee and the People’s Commissariat of the

2 Sakharov, V.A. “Politicheskoe zaveshchaniie” Lenina. Real’nost istorii is mify
politiki. (M: 2003).
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Russian Republic (Addition to the Section on Increasing the
Number of C.C. Members) December 29, 1922 - CW 36, 603-604.

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

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

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

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

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

* “Better Fewer, But Better” (end of January - beginning of March
1923) - CW 33, 487-502

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

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

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

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

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

Sakharov discusses all these documents, including those whose
authorship by Lenin is not contested. I will discuss only those
documents whose authorship by Lenin is in doubt.

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

My Use of Sakharov’s Book

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

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

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

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

The present book also makes a number of references to Stephen
Kotkin’s book Stalin. Paradoxes of Power, 1878-1928. This is the
first volume of Kotkin’s projected three-volume biography of
Stalin.5 As I have sharply criticized Kotkin’s second volume,® I will
say a few words about this first volume.

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

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

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

Kotkin also deploys Sakharov’s conclusions — which he accepts - in
order to promote his, Kotkin’s, own notion that the struggle over
the “testament” gave Stalin a sense of persecution and a
suspiciousness that either created or at least strengthened a

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

6 Grover Furr. Stalin. Waiting for ... the Truth. Exposing the Falsehoods in Stephen
Kotkin's Stalin. Waiting for Hitler, 1929-1941. New York: Red Star Publishers,
2019.
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supposed paranoia that “explains,” for Kotkin, Stalin’s alleged
persecution and murders of real and suspected oppositionists
during the 1930s. The attempt to apply notions derived from
psychoanalysis to account for the behavior of historical figures is
called “psychohistory.” Robert Tucker, Kotkin’s mentor at
Princeton University, avidly practiced this kind of pseudo-history
in his own “psychohistorical” biography of Stalin.” Kotkin's
application of this nonsense is on full display in the second volume
of his Stalin biography Stalin. Waiting for Hitler, 1929-1941 (2017).
I have exposed Kotkin’s falsifications in Stalin. Waiting for ... the
Truth (2020).

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

The Gorbunov-Fotieva-Glyasser “Commission”

I discuss the report of this “commission” in Chapter 4 of the
present book. The archival files of this “commission” have not been
published. As far as I am aware Professor Sakharov is the only
person to have studied them in detail. For this reason my account
of this “commission” consists largely of Sakharov’s account in
English translation. In his book Stalin. Paradoxes of Power 1878-
1928 Stephen Kotkin also draws his account of the “commission”
from Sakharov’s book.

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

7 Robert C. Tucker. Stalin as revolutionary, 1879-1929 : a study in history and
personality. New York: W.W. Norton, 1973.
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The Procedure in This Book

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I have occasionally referred to the Secretaries Journal (S]) as
“Diary of Duty Secretaries” when the “diary format” is specifically
under discussion.



Chapter 1. How Should We Reorganize
the WPI?

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

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

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

The article was printed in Pravda on January 25, 1923.
Presumably, therefore, Lenin completed work on it in the 45-
minute long dictation mentioned in the Doctors Journal for
January 23:
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23 sanBaps. Cnan Baagumup HWabud nocie 2-x
TabJieTOK coMHalleTHHa ¢ 11 po 4-x  vacos.
[IpocHyncs, cHoBa puHAA 2 TabAeTKH, MOYTH TOTYAC
e 3acHyJ M cnajg Ao 9 4acoB € YeTBEpThIO.
[IpocHysca B xopoleM HacTpoeHHU. Beuio caenaHo
o6TupaHHe. 3aBTpakaJ C alleTUTOM. YTpoM
AukroBaa 45 MmuH. creHorpaducrke(50) ¥ uHTasL
Bpayu Bupgenu Bnaaumupa Hnabuya B 10JIOBHHE
BTOpOro. HacTpoeHue xopoliiee, roJjioBa cBeXas U He
6oauT. Ilocne obega Bnagumup WUabud cnan 1 gac.
YyBcTBOBaJ ce6s yJ0BJETBOPUTENbHO. YnuTan.!

[translated]

January 23. Vladimir llyich slept after 2 tablets of
somiacetin from 11 to 4 o'clock. He woke up, took 2
pills again, fell asleep almost immediately and slept
until a quarter past 9 o'clock. He woke up in a good
mood. His rubdown was done. He ate breakfast with
gusto. In the morning he dictated for 45 minutes to a
stenographer (50) and read. The doctors saw Vladimir
Ilyich at half past one. His mood was good, his head
fresh and did not ache. After lunch, Vladimir Ilyich
slept for 1 hour. He felt satisfactory. He read.

Sakharov has inspected the archival copies of this article.

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

* Voprosy Istorii KPSS 9, 1991, p. 50
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There is good evidence that Lenin read this article as printed.

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

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

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

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

On January 10, 1924, in the transcript of a Party conference near
Moscow, Timofei V. Sapronov, a Left Oppositionist who until
recently had been a C.C. member, testified that this article of
Lenin’s had been “printed without changes” and stated that “the
Politburo did not change anything.”
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CAIIPOHOB: 4, ToBapuimy, He NOHHUMAK 3TOTO
BOMpoOCa.

* CraTbs 6bl/a HaleyaTaHa 6e3 usMeHeHus1?

CAIIPOHOB: [a, 6e3 wusMmenenws. [loautGropo He
usaMeHua0 Huvero. (Izv TsK 11, 1989, p. 186)

[translated]

SAPRONOV: Comrades, I do not understand this
question.

* Was the article printed unchanged?

SAPRONOV: Yes, without change. The Politburo
changed nothing.

Sakharov has also discovered the source of the version of Lenin's
article with the “gensec” passage.

In addition to the archive file (No. 23543), in which
the texts of the article discussed above are stored, it
turns out that there is another one (No. 24821), in
which are stored three texts of the article “How to
reorganize Rabkrin.” All of them differ from the
variants of the article in file No. 23543 in that they do
contain the thesis about the General Secretary. At the
same time, they differ, firstly, in the dating and,
secondly, in a different way of including the thesis of
the General Secretary in the text. Two (1. 1-5, 5-10) are
dated January 22, the third (I. 11-15) - January 23.
This last one has a typewritten mark on the first page
about the publication of an article in Pravda on
January 25 and is not fundamentally different from
texts dated January 23 stored in file No. 23543.
Therefore, we can talk about the existence of two
versions of the text of the article containing the thesis
about the General Secretary.
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In the texts dated January 22, the words about the
General Secretary are typewritten, i.e. are an integral
part of the article. They are not there in the text dated
January 23. However there is a handwritten insert in
it: after the words “no one’s authority” above the line
there is, in clear handwriting and in small letters:
“peither that of the General Secretary nor of anyone,”
and in the margin before the beginning of the same
line is the inscription, which, apparently, is a
continuation of the previous one (the first part is
difficult to read) and can be understood as: “of other
members of the Central Committee” [abbreviated -
GF]. The whole insert looks like this: “neither the
General secretary, nor any of the others [other]
[members] of the Central Committee.”

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

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

2 See illustration 4.
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Since the printed version as it appeared in Pravda was sent to
Lenin with the expectation that he would read it, it is clear that
Lenin did not write the “gensec” passage. The available evidence
suggests that Maria Akimovna Volodicheva, one of Lenin’s
secretaries, was a participant in this forgery. She wrote the note
that supports the deduction that the article as written by Lenin did
not contain the “gensec” passage:

This is confirmed by the note stored with this article,
which Volodicheva wrote for M.I. Ulyanova: “Please
alert Vladimir Il'ich that the entire article is attached
to one folder from beginning to end.” (299)

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

dated January 22, contains a handwritten note in the
upper left corner of the first sheet: “Without the
corrections made in the two accurate (the italicized
word is read with difficulty. - V.5.) copies.” The record,
judging by the handwriting and characteristic
signature, was made by M.V. Volodicheva. (301)

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

But Volodicheva was not an independent political actor. She was
just one of Lenin’s secretaries. She could not have concocted this
forgery scheme herself. Moreover, this is not the only example of
falsification of Lenin’s last writings. As we shall see, there are
many more falsifications of important documents supposedly from
Lenin.
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Who had put Volodicheva up to this? Only one person in Lenin’s
secretariat, aside from Lenin himself, had the authority to instruct
the secretaries: Lenin’s wife, Nadezhda Krupskaya.

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

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

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



Chapter 2. Letter to the Congress

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

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

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

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

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

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

The XV Party Congress was held from December 2 - 19, 1927. The
English language Wikipedia page on “Lenin’s Testament” states
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The full English text of Lenin's testament was
published as part of an article by Eastman that
appeared in The New York Times in 1926.1

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

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

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

23 pekabpsa (3anuck M. A. BosioguyeBoii).

B Hayane 9-ro Baaaumup Uabvnd BeI3bIBaN Ha KBapTUpY. B
NpoJo/DKeHHe 4-X MHUHYT JuKTOBaaA. YyBcTBOBas cebs
naoxo. beinu Bpaud. Ilepes TeM, kak HayaTb JUKTOBATh,
ckazam: «f xouy BaM NMpOAMKTOBAaTH MUCBbMO K Che3Ay.
3anumnTte!». IlpogaukrToBan 6wicTpo, HO OGoJie3HEHHOE
COCTOSIHHE €ero 4yBCTBOBaJIOCh. [10 OKOHYaHHUM CIPOCHJI,
KoTopoe uucno. [loyeMy Takaa O/eAHass, moyeMy He Ha
cbesje, nmoxasneJ, YTO OTHUMaeT BpeMs, KOTopoe s MorJja
OBl IPOOLITH TaM. HHKAaKHX pacnopspKeHUH s He Hoyduaa
6oabuie. (XLV, 474)

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

A little after 8 Vladimir Ilyich called me to his flat. In
the course of 4 minutes he dictated. Felt bad. Doctors

1 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lenin%27s_Testament#Document_history, at
note 4.
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called. Before starting to dictate, he said: “I want to
dictate to you a letter to the congress. Take it down”.
Dictated quickly, but his sick condition was obvious.
Towards the end he asked what the date was. Why
was I so pale, why wasn't I at the congress, was sorry
that he was taking up the time that I could have spent
there. I received no more orders. (CW 42, 481)

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

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

24 nexabps (3anuck M. A. BonoguueBoii).
Ha cnepyromuii gens (24 aexabp4) ...
December 24 (entry by M. A. Volodicheva).
Next day (December 24) ...

(XLV, 474; CW 42, 482)

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

Z See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/All-
Russian_Congress_of_Soviets#Tenth_Congress

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


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/All-Russian_Congress_of_Soviets%2523Tenth_Congress
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A third problem is the following. The Doctors Journal states that
on December 23,1922, around 8:30 p.m.,,

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

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

Sakharov has discovered that there are two drafts of this letter and
that they differ significantly. A typed draft is initialed by
Volodicheva. But a handwritten draft also exists, in the
handwriting of Nadezhda S. Allilueva, one of the duty secretaries in
Lenin’s secretariat and Stalin’s wife.5

Photographic reproductions of the parts of both drafts that are
under discussion here are in Sakharov’'s book (plates between
pages 352 and 353).6

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

I
LETTER TO THE CONGRESS

I would urge strongly that at this Congress a number of
changes be made in our political structure. I want to tell

4 Voprosy Istorii KPSS 9 (1991), 45.

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

6 See illustrations #1 and #1a.
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you of the considerations to which I attach most
importance.

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

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

As for the first point, ie., increasing the number of C.C.
members, 1 think it must be done in order to raise the
prestige of the Central Committee, to do a thorough job of
improving our administrative machinery and to prevent
conflicts between small sections of the C.C. from acquiring
excessive importance for the future of the Party.

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

Such a reform would considerably increase the stability of
our Party and ease its struggle in the encirclement of
hostile states, which, in my opinion, is likely to, and must,
become much more acute in the next few years. I think that
the stability of our Party would gain a thousandfold by
such a measure.

Lenin
December 23, 1922
Taken down by M. V.”
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According to Sakharov, who had access to the journal of outgoing
mail of Lenin’s secretariat,® Lenin’s letter was registered on the
same day as it was written, December 23, in Allilueva’s
handwriting, as follows: “Stalinu (pis’'mo V.1. k s”ezdu)” - “To Stalin
(letter of V.I. to a/the congress.” (278) So Allilueva, or whoever
made this entry, stated plainly that the letter was indeed
addressed to Stalin. And that suggests that “k s”ezdu” means “for

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

The Differences in the Two Versions®

The manuscript version has the underlined title: “Letter to a/the
Congress”'? (Pis’'mo k s”ezdu) and the underlined notation “Strictly
secret” (Strogo sekretno) at the upper right. This notation is
lacking in the typewritten version and in the Soviet-era
publications of the letter.

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

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

On the one hand, she wrote in the “Diary of the duty
secretaries” that Lenin, starting the dictation, said: “I

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

8 Identified by Sakharov, 272, as RGASPI F. 5 Op. 4. D. 1. (PTACIIH. @. 5. Om. 4. J.
1).

9 At this point the reader should study the reproductions, which I have taken from
Sakharov’s book.

10 Hereafter we will refer to the document as “Letter to the Congress” or L2C.
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want to dictate to you a letter to the congress. Take it
down!” But on the other hand, she seemingly did not
think that she was writing a letter for the congress
delegates. Otherwise, she would not have sent it to
Stalin. It turns out that, on the one hand, she knew that
Lenin was addressing the congress, and on the other,
she did not know about this. (281)

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

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

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

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

11 yolkov, “Stenografistka ['icha.” Sovetskaia Kul'tura January 21, 1989,
page 3. See illustration #12.
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(1956, No. 9), in volume 36 of the 4th edition of the
collected works of V.. Lenin, as well as in the
transcript of the XIII Congress of the RCP(b), this
fragment of the text was reproduced correctly.?? This
indicates that the “revision” of Lenin’s texts was made
in the period of the formation of the “Khrushchev”
historiography of Lenin's testament, when the myth of
Lenin's “Letter to the Congress” was introduced into
historical science and public consciousness, which
was supposed to serve as an important component
part of the campaign of criticism of the “personality
cult” of Stalin. (288)

Fotieva’s Letter to Kamenev

On December 29, 1922, Fotieva wrote to Kamenev:

29 / X11-22. Com[rade] Stalin on Saturday 23 / X1I was
given a letter from Vladimir Ilyich to the Congress,
written down by Volodicheva. Meanwhile, after the
letter was handed over, it became clear that Vladimir
Ilyich's will was that this letter be kept strictly secret
in the archive, that it could be unsealed only by him or
Nadezhda Konstantinovna Krupskaya, Lenin’s wife,
and should have been presented to anyone only after
his death. Vladimir llyich is fully confident that he said
this to Volodicheva while dictating the letter. Today,
29 / XII, Vladimir Ilyich summoned me to his place
and asked if the corresponding note had been made
on the letter and repeated that the letter should be
read out only in case of his death. Taking into account
the health of Vladimir Ilyich, I did not find it possible
to tell him that a mistake had been made and
reassured him that the letter was unknown to anyone
and that his will had been fulfilled.

121 have verified in the version in Kommunist 9, 1956.
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I ask the comrades who have become aware of this
letter, under no circumstances, during future meetings
with Vladimir Ilyich, to reveal the mistake made,
giving him no reason to assume that the letter is
known, and I ask you to look at this letter as a record
of the opinion of Vladimir Ilyich, which nobody would
have to know.

29 / XII — 22 L. Fotieva'3

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

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

This letter raises other problems too:

13 1zv TsK KPSS 1, 1990, 157. Sakharov's reference (696 note 16) is incorrect. This
letter has been transcribed with a photographic reproduction of each page of the
original, at the Russian Archive site:
http://lenin.rusarchives.ru/dokumenty/pismo-la-fotievoy-lb-kamenevu-ob-
oshibochnoy-otpravke-leninskogo-pisma-k-sezdu-v
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* If the December 23 letter was sent to Stalin - Fotieva says it was,
and the handwritten version confirms this — why did she send this
December 29 letter to Kamenev?

* The December 29 letter has a number of notes on it by the
persons who saw it: by Stalin, who evidently passed it to Trotsky,
who states that he “of course” did not give it to anyone else. 1*

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

«t[oB.}] JLA. ®oTHeBa ABUNACh KO MHe cero 29/XII B
23 4y[aca] ¥ cHayajJa YCTHO, a 3aTeM MNHCbMEHHO
cAesasia BBbIIEeH3J0XKEHHOoe 3afBjeHHe. f cuuTam
HYXHBIM IMO3HAaKOMHTbL ¢ HHM Tex wieHoB LK,
KOTOpbie y3HalIu cojepKaHMe NUcbMa Biagumupa
Wnbuya (MHEe M3BECTHO, YTO C COAEpXKAHHEM ero
3HakoMmbl T.T. Tponkuii, Byxapun, OpmKxoHUKHJ3e U
ThI). {l He FOBOpPHU/ HUKOMY HM CJIOBOM, HH HaMeKOM
06 3ToM nucbMe. [losaraio, 4TO TakXke MOCTYNHIHU U
BCe BhILNIeHa3BaHHbIe ToBapumu. Ecin ke kTo-1u60
W3 HHUX nojeauscss ¢ JpyruMH  dWieHamu LK
cojlepKaHHUEM NucbMa,  TO pi o] CBeJieHus
COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX  TOBapuiled  JOMKHO  OBbITb
JloBeJIeHO U 9TO 3asABJieHHe T. POTHEBOH.

J1. KameHesn».

Mometra U.B. CranuHa: «Yurtan. Cranud. Tosbko T.
Tpoukomy».

14 This is indicated in a note below the text of the letter (see previous footnote). A
facsimile of the letter itself, with the remarks on it, is on the following page (158).
A much clearer facsimile, together with a transcription, is the one at the Russian
archives site (see previous footnote).
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Momera JLJA. Tpomkoro: «Yurtan. O mnuceme
Bnagumupa HWiabuya pasyMeercd HHKOMY U3
LIeKUCTOB He pacckasbiBasl JI. TpoukHii».

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

L. Kamenev”.

Note by L.V. Stalin: “I read it. Stalin. Only to Comrade

Note by L. D. Trotsky: “I read it. Of course, I did not tell
any of .the Central Committee members about
Vladimir Ilyich's letter. L. Trotsky “1®

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

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

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

1% 1zv TsK KPSS 1 (1990} 157, 159.
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If Kamenev did receive the letter, then it means that
only Volodicheva could have given him the text. Why
[did she do this]?

It is also noteworthy that the letter of Fotieva to
Kamenev is not registered anywhere - neither as an
outgoing nor as an incoming document. The original
letter is an autograph. The date “23 / XII” in the first
row is inserted on top. (282)

These details can be seen in the Rusarchives facsimile.

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

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

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

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

16 Sakharov adds that Stalin's signature under the mark made by him looks
unusual: the inscription of the letter “t” does not resemble his usual signatures.
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December 23, 1922, when the first document was dictated by
Lenin and sent to Stalin.

More Significant Differences between the Two Versions

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

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

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

On December 24 and 26, Trotsky wrote two letters to the C.C.
detailing his proposal, among other things, to merge the State
Planning Commission and the Supreme Economic Council, and
suggested himself as the person in charge.!” Lenin politely but
firmly rejected Trotsky’s suggestions in his essay of December 27,
“Granting Legislative Functions to the State Planning Commission.”1®

Fates or “Judges”?

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

YTo kacaeTca [0 IMepBOro IMyHKTa, T. €. [J0
yBeauueHHa 4ucia uneHoB lIK, To s aymar, 4To
TaKas Belllb HY)KHA U JJI1 NOAHATHA aBTopuTeTa LK,

17 Sakharov publishes these two letters on pages 653-8. I have not been able to
find them published anywhere else.
18 CW 36, 598-602; XLV 340-353.
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U ANs cepbe3HON pabGoThl MO y/Jy4YINEHHUIO Haulero
anmapaTta, M AJd NpPeJOTBpPALleHUA TOro, 4TOGbI
KOHQJIMKTBI HebosbuX yacteil LUK Morau nojay4urts
C/IMIIKOM HeNOMepHOe 3HadeHue AJIA 8cex cyde6
NapTHH.

A literal English translation:

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

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

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

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

... /I @cex «cydeii» NapTUU.
... for all the “judges” of the Party.

“All the fates” is incoherent. But the meaning of “all the ‘judges” -
the quotation marks are in the original (consult the plate) - is
clear.

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

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

Thus, there is no sense in the version of the text with
“all the fates” of the party, but in the version with
“judges” there is a clear meaning. The “judges of the

19 XLV 347; CW 36, 596.
20 XLV 378-82; CW 33, 476-480. Lenin does use the phrase “our Sukhanovs” (XLV
381; CW 33, 480).
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party” are its critics, with whom Lenin constantly
fought, including in his last works. (285-6)

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

Mue gymaercqa, 4yto 50-100 unenoB UHK Hamei
HapTUW BripaBe TpeGoBaTb OT paboyero kjaacca ...
(XLV, 343)

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

The typewritten version reads differently:

Mue pgymaercsa, yro 50—100 uynedos LK Hama
napTyd BIpaBe TpeGoBaTh OT paboyero kjacca ...

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

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

... 1 A noausatus aproputera UK, U g4 cepbe3Hoit
paboThl MO yJydYUleHHI0 Hallero anmaparta, U Ajd
npeAoTBpalieHUus  TOro, 4T06bl  KOHQPIUKTHI
HebosbIIMX 4Yacted I[K Morsiv moayddTh CAHIIKOM
HermoMepHoe 3HaveHue ...(XLV 343)

... raise the prestige of our Central Committee, to do a
thorough job of improving our administrative
machinery and to prevent conflicts between small
sections of the C.C. from acquiring excessive
importance ...
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We have already determined that the letter cannot be an appeal to
the Congress anyway, since it is address to an individual: “You”
instead of “you.” Moreover, the handwritten version is consistent
with an appeal to an individual, probably Stalin, to present this
proposal to the C.C, and for the C.C. to appeal to the Party
Congress to increase the number of workers in the C.C. from
among communist workers who were Party members.

The last difference between the two letters is as follows. The final
sentence of the handwritten version reads “... thanks to this
measure ..."” (“... 6naroaaps 3Toil mepe ...J, while the typed version
says “... such a measure ...” (“... 6;arogaps rakoi mepe ...). “This”
is much more specific than “such;” “such” a measure could
encompass things that Lenin did not intend, while “this” means
“what Lenin has proposed.”

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

By comparing the print versions of this letter Sakharov has
discovered that the change from “You” to “you” (BsI - Bb, singular
to plural) was made only in the PSS (Complete works, also known
as the 5% edition).?! This alteration, at least, can be associated with
Khrushchev’s attack on the “cult of personality” of Stalin beginning
with his “Secret Speech” at the XX Party Congress in February,
1956.

21 PSS XLV 343-4.
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Conclusion

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

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

“Characteristics"22

This document, when first published, was not divided into two
fragments, and was dated December 25 at the end of the text. The
text in Trotsky’s archive has the same date, December 25.23

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

.. OKTAGphCKUH 3nu304 3uHOBbeBa H KameHeBa,
KOHEYHO, He ABAAETCS CAYYaHHOCTHIO, HO YTO OH Tak
Ke MaJIo MOXET ObITb CTABHUM €MY B BUHY JIMYHO ...

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

Sakharov

Prior to the publication of this document in the
Complete Works, this place was accompanied by a

22 See illustration #2.

23 Fel'shtinsky, IU. Ed., Kommunisticheskaia oppozitsiia v SSSR, 1923-1927, tom
L(2004 [1990]), p. 44 of 168 of online edition (Hereafter Komm. Opp. 1). But
Fel’shtinsky has changed “to him” - emy - to “to them” - um.
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note: “Apparently, a slip of the pen: instead of “him,” it
should be “them.” (314)

The text of the L2C in the first Khrushchev-era publication of these
documents in Kommunist No. 9, 1956, does indeed read “upon

him” - emy.?*
Sakharov continues:

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

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

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

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

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

BXLV 345
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MHoro mepeaaHs! 3anucy, KoTopbie Baagumup Unbug
JUKTOBaJ BO BpeMs 6osiesHu ¢ 23 gekabpa no 23
sAHBapss — 13 oTAeJsibHBIX 3anuced. B 3To 4ncio He
BXOAMT ellle 3alUCh I10 HALMOHAJABLHOMY Borpocy (B
JaHHy0  MUHYTY  HaxogdAwasca y  Mapuu
WnbuHUYHBL).

HekoTopeie U3 3THX 3anuceid yxe orny6JUKOBaHbI (0
Pabkpune, o CyxaHoBe). Cpeau HeonyOGJHUKOBaHHBIX
3anmucedl UMeroTCs 3anucd or 24—25 jgexabpsa 1922
roAa u ot 4 siHBaps 1923 roja, KoTopbie 3aKAKYAIOT
B cebe JIMUHBbIE XapPaKTEPHUCTHKH HEKOTOPHIX YJIEHOB
LentpancHoro  Komutera. Baagumup  Hiabuy
BBIpaXaJl TBepJoe KeJaHHe, YTOObI 3Ta €ro 3amuch
[ocjie €ro cMeprTH Oblaa JoBeJeHa A0 CBeJAeHUS
odepejHoro naptuiiHoro cwesga. H. Kpynckasa. (XLV,
594)

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

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

Sakharov:

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

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

The PSS quotes this letter and affirms that the documents
were indeed handed over by Krupskaya on the May 1924
date. But this is incorrect. In fact, Krupskaya does not say
when she handed over these notes, which here include the
“Addition.” A note sent to Kamenev “on behalf of’ Valerian
Kuibyshev and dated June 7, 1923, reads as follows:

JBa nmpegnoxenus naprcbesay: 1. - 06 yBeanyeHUu
yucaa uwiaeHoB K go 50-100 yen. (kak wmepa
npuganus ycrounsoctu LIK). (Peus, oueBugHO, uaet
o nucsMe JleHnHa CTajuHy ot 23 gekabpsa 1922 r. -
B.C.}. 2. - O mpHuZaHUM 3aKOHOJATEJbHOr0 XapaKTepa
pewenusaMm [ocnana. (Bompoc yxke B036GyxJancs
Tpoukum)». Cnepyromuil pokymeHT - «[lucemo
BTOpoe. 24/XI1-1922 r. PaspuTHe mNepBOro
npejyoxkeHus: 06 yBeJMYeHHWH 4Yucaa yieHoB LK
(xapaKTepHUCTHKH)

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

39
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document is “A second letter. 24 / XII-1922
Development of the first proposal: on increasing the
number of members of the Central Committee
(characteristics). 26

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

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

« B opurrHase pykonucb He HOCUT HHMKaKOro
3arnasug, - JI. T.»

“In the original the manuscript [sic] has no title. L.T."??

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

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

26 Sakharov’s source {p. 538 n. 107} is an article by IU. A. Buranov, in Voprosy
Istorii KPSS (Problems of the History of the CPSU) 4 (1991), 48-9. I have verified
this reference.

27 Fel’shtinsky, Komm. Opp. L. p. 45 of 168 in text edition available on the Internet
(hereafter Komm. Op.). The word “manuscript” is obviously an error by Trotsky,
since Lenin could no longer write.
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As we shall see, since no one - not Krupskaya, not Trotsky, and not
the Opposition - mentioned any of these documents at the XII
party Congress, which met from April 17 to April 25, 1923, we may
assume that the documents dated December 24 and December 25
did not yet exist at that time. That is, “Characteristics” was
fabricated - forged - between the end of the XII P.C. and June,
1923 (Kuibyshev’s note to Kamenev), when Lenin could no longer
dictate or even speak because of a stroke on March 10, 1923,

The fact that “Characteristics” was introduced into the political
struggle in late May to June 192328 without the “Addition” and the
fact that there was as yet no title proves that no one, neither
Krupskaya nor anyone else, had yet decided to write them into one
block of text and give it the title “Letter to the Congress” or to add
to them the letter dated December 23, the only document that
actually bears the title “Letter to a/the Congress.”

“Addition” (“Dobavlenie”)??

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

Comrade Zinoviev!

[ have received your letter of 31/VIL. To answer your
questions. 1. You write: “do not accept and do not
interpret the conversation with Sergo the wrong way”
[ will directly say that | interpreted it “the wrong way”.
One of two things: either the issue is about changing
the secretary now, or they want to put a special
political committee over the secretary. Instead of

%8 In a later article Sakharov says that Krupskaya gave “Characteristics” to the
Central Committee in May, 1923 and “Addition” in July, 1923. Sakharov,
“Opaseniia V.I. po adresu t. Stalina ne opravdalis’” Istoricheskii arkhiv 1 (2005), 3.
% See illustrations #3 and 3a.
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stating the question clearly, you both go around and
about the question, trying to get to your goal in a
roundabout way and apparently counting on people’s
stupidity. Why are these indirect methods needed if
there really is a group and if there is a minimum of
trust? Why did I need references to a letter of llich’s
about the secretary that is unknown to me - is
there really no evidence that I do not value the
position and, therefore, am not afraid of letters? What
is the name of the group whose members are trying to
scare each other (to say the least)? I am for changing
the secretary, but I am opposed to creating the
institute of a political committee (there are quite a few
political committees: the Organizing Bureau, the
Politburo, the Plenum). (Izv TsK KPSS 4, 1991, 203)

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

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

If what Zinoviev and Bukharin wrote here were true, that the
“Addition” was directed to the XII Party Congress (which had
ended on April 25, 1923), and if the “Characteristics” was intended
for the Congress that met after Lenin’s death, as Krupskaya wrote
in her note of May 18, 1924,%0 this would completely disprove the
story that the “Letter to the Congress” consisted of the
“Characteristics” of December 24-25, 1922, and “Addition” of
January 4, 1923.

30 Lenin died on January 21, 1924.
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Bukharin does not explain why the letter from “Lenin”, which he
supposes was addressed to the XII Party Congress, had not been
presented at that time. Nor does he explain how he happens to
have a copy when Stalin does not - a fact that Bukharin clearly
knows - or who gave the copy to him. All in all, it is clear that some
kind of anti-Stalin factionalizing was under way.

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

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

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

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

ADDITION TO THE LETTER OF DECEMBER 24, 1922

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

Lenin
Taken down by L.F.
January 4, 1923 (CW 36, 596)3!
There are a number of inconsistencies in this text.

“ ... of which I wrote above ...” (in Russian, («...c Touku
3peHUs] HANMCAHHOTO MHOIO BBILIE...»).

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

Sakharov suggests that this passage indicates that this document
was originally a part of a longer document, one that has been
rewritten to make it look like a letter by Lenin. It is also possible
that by “above” the Author of this document meant the documents

31 The date of “Characteristics” is given as December 24, though we know that the
date on the decument itself is December 25. (XLV 344-5; CW 36, 594-5)
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dated December 24 and 25 and published as Part Two (“II”) of the
“Letter to the Congress.”

Lenin’s Difficulty with Dictation

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

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

Sakharov cites the following examples from the Secretaries Journal:

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

January 22 (entry by M. A. Volodicheva).

Vladimir Ilyich ... Made corrections in the 2nd variant
of the W.P.L article. Finally chose this variant ... Asked
me to put the article in order ...

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

February 6, evening (entry by M. A. Volodicheva).
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... First he began to read his article “Better Fewer, But
Better”. The corrections, made

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

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

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

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

(«emy»).”

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

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

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

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

And this ended in my having to burn the manuscript.
After that, | sat down and wrote everything myself
from the beginning. And it came out much better.32

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

%2 Genrikh Volkov, “Stenografistka I'icha.” Sovetskaia Kul'tura, January 21, 1989,
p.3.
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There are further problems with “Characteristics”:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

34 1n a note on page 367, Sakharov notes that “loyal’'nost” in Russian does not
mean what it means in English, but “maintaining oneself formally within the
limits of legality, of a benevolently neutral attitude towards another person.” In
short, it means about the same as “tolerant,” “polite,” and “considerate,” the other
adjectives used here.
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were no more stressful than other conflicts. Trotsky did not report
any such danger either.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Trotsky was opposed to Lenin’s plan to retain and reorganize the
Workers and Peasants Inspectorate 35 and to enlarge the Central
Committee. Lenin and the Author of the “Letter to the Congress”
had very different approaches and proposed different programs of
action to reduce the danger of a split. Nowhere did Lenin express
doubt about the Bolshevik Old Guard, whose prestige he was
anxious to maintain. In view of all that has been said, Lenin and the
Author of the “Letter” are different persons. (438-442).

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

35 In this book we will refer to this body as “The Workers and Peasants
Inspectorate” or “W.P.1." rather than as Rabkrin, the conventional Soviet and
Russian abbeviation.
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disavowed this specific provision of the article concerning the
danger of a split.

HexkoTopble  TOBapuId  OOpaTHJM  BHHMaHHe
[NonuT6lOpo Ha TO, YTO 3Ta CcTraThd TOB. JIeHHHa
MOXeT ObITh HCTOJKOBaHA TOBApUIaMH Ha MecCTax B
TOM CMbIC/ie, OYATO BHyTpeHHss Xu3Hb L[EKA 3a
nocjaejHee BpeMs O6HapyKu/ja KakoH-JIH00 YKJIOH B
CTOPOHY packKo/jia ¥ HMEHHO 3TUM MOGyAuMJIA TOB.
JleHMHa BBIABUHYTb HU3JIOKEHHblE B €ro CraTbe
OpraHu3alMoOHHbie Npejjioxenus ... He BpaBasce B
3TOM  4YHUCTO  MHGPOPMALMOHHOM  NHUCbMe B
00Ccy:KAeHHe BO3MOKHBIX HCTOPHYECKHX ONACHOCTEH,
BONIPOC O KOTOPBIX BIIOJIHE CBOEBPEMEHHO MOJHSAT
TOB. JIGHHHBIM B ero ctarbe, WwieHbl [HoaurGopo n
Opréwopo BO uzb6exaHue BO3MOXHBIX
HeJOpa3syMeHHil CYHTAlOT Heo6XO0AUMBIM C
NOJIHBIM  eAWHOAyIIMeM 3adBUTb, YTO BEO
BHyTpeHHeil pa6oTe IIEKA coBepiieHHO HeT TaKuX
06CTOSATE/ILCTB, KOTOpbIE JaBaju 6bl KaKue Gbl TO
HH GbLJIO OCHOBAHMS JJIs1 ONIACEHHIA «pacKoJaa». 3o

Some comrades have drawn the attention of the
Politburo to the fact that this article of comrade
Lenin’s could be interpreted by local comrades in the
sense that the inner life of the Central Executive
Committee has recently revealed some kind of
tendency towards a split, and that this is what
prompted Comrade Lenin to put forward the
organizational proposals set out in his article

Without going in this purely informational letter into a
discussion of possible historical dangers, the question
of which com. Lenin appropriately raised in his article,
in order to avoid possible misunderstandings, the
members of the Politburo and the Organizing

36 Izv TsK KPSS 11, 1989, 179-80.
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Bureau consider it necessary, with complete
unanimity, to declare that there are absolutely no
circumstances in the Central Committee’s internal
work that would give any grounds for fears of a
“split”.

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

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

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

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

Komnu4. CTporo cekpeTHO

37 Fel’shtinsky, Komm. Opp. I, 33/168 (in the online text version). The document
is called “the testament of Lenin” here. This title was clearly added later, as
“Characteristics” by itself never bore this name. We recall that the copy in
Trotsky’s archive has no title.
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CBOJIKA 3AMEYAHHWHW YJIEHOB TIOJIMTBIOPO H
MNPE3UJHYMA LIK K IPEAJIOYKEHUIO TOB. 3MHOBBEBA

o ny6/IMKoBaHUHU “3aBenianus JleHnHa”

1. {1 agymaro, 9T0 3Ty CTAThI0 HY)KHO OMY6JMKOBATh, €C/IH
HeT KaKHUX-1H60 GOpMaibHBIX HPUYUH, NPENsSITCTBYIOHUX
3TOMY.

EcTe sin kakas-n1u60 pasHuIla B nepejade (B yC/AOBHSAX
nepefadd) 3TOH CTaTbH M JApPYrux (0 Koomepaiuu, 0
CyxaHoBe).

Tpoykuti

2. lleyaTaTb Hesnb3d: 3TO HecKa3aHHasd peub Ha [1/Biopo.
He Gosblie.

JlnyHas XapaKTepHUCTHKA - OCHOBA U COJepXKaHue CTaThbH.
Kamenes

3. H. K. Toxe pepxkajnacb TOTO MHEHHUS, YTO CAeAyeT
nepeaatThb Toabko B LIK. O nmy6inKauuu s1 He crpamuBai,
u6o Ayman (M AyMalo), 4TO 3TO MCKAWYeHO. MOXHO 3TOT
BOMPOC 33JaTh. B yc/IoBUAX Mepejadul pasHUIbl He 6bLIO.

Tonbko 3Ta 3anuck (o ['ocnsiaHe) nepejaHa MHe MO3XKe -
HECKOJIbKO JIHe#l TOMy Ha3az.

3uHosbes

4. Tlonaraio, 4TO HeT H606XOJII/IMOCTI/I ne4yaTtaTtb, TEM
60]166, YTO CAaHKLU UM Ha NledyaTaHue oT Uibuya He UMeeTCs.

Cmanux

5. A mpeaJsioxkeHHe TOB 3JMHOBbLEBA - TOJLKO 03HAKOMHTE
yaeHoB HK.

He ny6suxoBaTb, 160 W3 MHUPOKOW NYGJMKH HHUKTO TYT
HHYero He noiiMer.
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Tomckuil

6. 3ta 3aMeTKa B. U. uMesia B BUAY He IIMPOKYIO NYBAHKY,
a UEKA u 1moroMy Tak MHOTO MecTa VZAeJeHOo
XapakTepucTuke jul. Huyero nogo6Horo HeT B cTaThe 0O
Koonepanuu. [ledaTaTts He ciefyer.

A. Convy

7. Tt. ByxapuH, Pyasytak, MosotoB u KyiiObimieB - 3a
npezJjoxeHue TOB. 3SHHOBbLEBA.

CaoeamuHcKas [Ha4ano HoHH |
Komnusa
Copy. Top secret

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

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

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

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

Trotsky

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

Kamenev
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3. NK, too, was of the opinion that it should be transferred
only to the Central Committee. I did not ask about the
publication, because 1 thought (and think) that it is
excluded. You can ask this question. There was no
difference in the transfer conditions.

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

Zinoviev

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

Stalin

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

Tomsky

6. This note by V. 1. was not intended for the general public,
but the Central Committee, and therefore so much space
was devoted to the characteristics of persons. There is
nothing of the kind in the article on cooperation. Do not
print.

A. Solts

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

Slovatinskaya [early June]

Copy

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

[ToMHMO OBIEMOJIMTHYECKHX 3aay, OTKpPbITas
JleHUHBIM KaMIaHWA UMeJia HelloCpeCTBEHHO CBoel
LeNbl0 CO3/aTh HauboJsiee GJArONpPHUSTHBIE YCAOBUSA
AAsi Moeil pyKoBoJdAied paboThl JUGO0 pHAJOM C
JIeHUHBIM, ecJId 6 eMy YAalI0Ch ONPABUTHCS, 60 Ha
ero MecTe, ecyiv 6 60Je3Hb 0fj0J1e1a ero.38

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

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

Sakharov’s Analysis of the XlI Party Congress

During the days before the Congress, an anonymous pamphlet
appeared claiming that the Central Committee was dominated by
group interests and demanding the removal of Stalin, Zinoviev,
and Kamenev from the C.C. These were Lenin’s staunchest
supporters.3?

Ocuuckuit .. [losBosabTe elle OAHY Bellb
NOAYEPKHYTh, TOBapuluU. ToB. 3UHOBbLEB, KOTOPBIi
YCUJIEHHO CTapaeTcd NMPUBA3aTh KO MHe aHOHHMHYIO
miar¢opMy, TMNO0AO06GHO  TOMYy, Kak  O30pHbie

38 Trotsky, Moia Zhizn'". Moscow: Panorama, 1991, 463.

39 Therefore it appears that the pamphlet ~ which has so far not been found in the
former Soviet archives ~ served the interests of Trotsky, the only prominent
oppositionist.
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MaJbYUIIKA TPUBA3SLIBAKT KECTAHKY K XBOCTY
KOIIKe,— T. 3UHOBLEB CTapaeTcs MPUBA3aTh MeHs U K
HEYMHOMY NpeJJIOKeHUI0 006 yCTpaHeHUW U3
HeutpanbHoro KomuTtera 3uHOBbeBa, KameHera,
Cranusna. (XII P.C,, 133)

Copun Hago BcioMHUTS, 4yTo B 1920 r. y Hac eguHOrO
HK He 6bw10, WU HaM 3ToHd OmMHOKA HAAO B
JanbHeHlieM H36exaThb. TyT T. OCHHCKHH ropsuo
OTIOJIYMJICS TPOTHUB aHOHHMHOH 6poLIlOphI, KOTOpas
npeanaraet u3bpATh U3 K ocHoBHYyIO, Bcell mapTuu
M3BECTHYIO, Ipyniy u3 3 yesosek. (149)

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

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

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

I believe that a party congress has the right to ask
whether within our party and in our leading party
bodies all the necessary conditions for the unity of the
party are actually being carried out. It seems to me,
comrades, that there are no such conditions within the
party at the moment, or they are not to the extent that
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it is necessary for the party to truly maintain its unity.
The main question, in my opinion, is that the steering
group of the Central Committee [Stalin, Zinoviev and
Kamenev], in its organizational policy is largely
pursuing a group policy - a policy that, in my opinion,
very often does not coincide with the interests of the
party. This policy, comrades, is primarily manifested
in the organizational form in which we select and use
responsible workers for Soviet and party work.
Dozens of our comrades are outside of party and
Soviet work. These comrades are outside this work,
not because they are poor organizers, not because
they are bad communists, but solely because at
different times and on various occasions they
participated in this or that group, because they took
part in discussions against the official line, which was
conducted by the Central Committee. Comrades, if the
party congress wanted to, it could appoint a
sufficiently objective, sufficiently authoritative
commission that could do the following work: it would
personally ask a number of our comrades to report
what they had done for the party within a year. And
the same commission could give a fairly objective
assessment of each of these comrades on the subject
of what they could do under other conditions for the
party. Comrades, this organizational line, in my
opinion, gives rise to completely unnecessary
dissatisfaction within the party, it creates the
atmosphere and the soil for known groups, for petty
group struggle, which is not in the interests of the
party. This kind of report, comrades, could begin with
Comrade Trotsky, this kind of report could be
completed with Comrade Shlyapnikov and other
members of the “workers’ opposition.” (XII P.C. 101-
102)

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

Kosior did refer to some recent article of Lenin’s:

Mbe KaeTcs, 4TO HacTosilee eAHHCTBO H
npeAoxpaHeHue NapTHUM OT JIMYHBIX TpPeHWH |
BJWSHHUHA, 0 KOTOpBIX nuiier T. JleHHH B cBoeH
mepBOH CTaTbe, BO3MOXHbI OYAYyT TOABKO TOrAQ,
KOrZa Mbl U3MEHHM CHCTeMy U cnoco6 mnoabopa
PYKOBOJAALIMX OpraHoOB Hauel naptuu. (104-5)

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

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

Moreover, Kosior repeatedly says that this is his opinion: “it seems
to me,” “I believe,” “in my opinion.” He doesn’t quote the article by
Lenin, no doubt because doing so would not lend support to his,
Kosior’s, suggestion of changing how the Party’s leading bodies

were chosen. In fact, we know that Lenin intended to increase the

* Noted by the editors of the 1968 edition of the X1I Congress: “Cneas
€IMHOAYIIHO OTBEPr NOMLITKH HEKOTOPLIX AeseraTtos (B. Kocuop, 10.
JlyTOBHHOB M Ap.) OTMEHHTE pemieHus X Che3/ja HapTHHU O 3aNpelleHn
$pakuuii u rpynnuposok.” (p. xx) “The Congress unanimously rejected the
attempts of some delegates (V. Kosior, Yu. Lutovinov and others) to abolish the
decision of the X Congress forbidding fractions and groupings.”
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size of the C.C, not to change its makeup, and certainly not to
remove his ~ Lenin’s - principal supporters in it.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

* From V. Kosior there come:

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

b. focusing the attention of the congress on relations within the
Central Committee between this “leading group” and its other
members as a splitting factor;

c. an indication of the need to find a “method” of preventing this
threat through personnel movements in the Central Committee;

d. allegations of an opposition between the interests of the
“leading group of the Central Committee” and the interests of the

party;

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

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

Korjja HalM «ONMO3UIHOHEPLI» JApPa3sHWIM TOrza
paboyero: «rereMoH, a XoZullb Ge3 camor, mapTus
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Tebs ApejaeT», OHU Aesiajd Aejio MeHblleBUKOB. (XII
P.C. 28)

A naymaro, nonpocry roBOpfA, YTO Te, KOTOphIe
OBITAIOTCA  INMOAYEPKHYThL  HALIM  4Ype3MepHble
«YKJIOHBI» B CTOPOHY KpeCThSIHCTBA, OHH B 3TOM
CMBIC/IE OTPAKAIOT TY Ke CaMyl0 CTApyr HEO0JOTHI0
11 UHTepHanoHaka WU MeHblieBU3Ma ... Eciid B3ATh
3TH B3IJISJbl NOA JIyNy, TO 3TO TedyeHHe, KOTopoe
HHOTJlJa PSAJHTCSI B TOTY <«JE€BOro», Kak ObIBHIAd
«paboyas ONMNO3ULHUA»,— HE YTO HHOE, KaK 0TKas OT
PYKOBOACTBa KPECThAHCTBOM, OTKAa3 OT rereMOHHUH
npoJieTapyara, npenojHeceHHbIH noj coycoM Gosee
WJIH MeHee MeHBLHIEBUCTCKHUM. BOoT K demy pesno
CBOAUTCA. BOT moyeMy 3TO eCTb KOpPeHHOH BOIpOC.
(XI1 P.C. 40)

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

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

Beskas KpUTHKA C «JIeBOro» c])naHra CTaHOBHTCA
HbIHe MEHbIIEBUCTCKOH. OOBEKTHBHO 3TO €CTh
nojaepXKa MeHbLHIEBU3MA ... 3TOT MEHBbIUEBHU3M He
CTpalleH, a oOllaCHa Ta «JieBas» KPUTHKA, KOTopad
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BEPTHUTCA OKOJIO HAC, MyTaeTcs MeXJy HOI,— OHa
ONacHa, ¥ Mhbl JODKHBI el gathb otnop. (X1 P.C. 53)

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

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

KoHeyHO, TOBapMlM, s MNpH3HAK MNapTHiiHOe
HCIIOJIb30BaHUe CHUJI, epe6poCcKy C OJHOr0 MecTa Ha
Apyroe W napTHHHble pernpeccud .. Ho ofgHO geno
HAIlK JIMYHbIE OILUYLIeHHs, OAHO JAeJ0 OTHOLIeHHe K
3TUM IlepeGpocKaM NapTHH M HalleH opraHH3allMH, a
Jpyroe aejo OTHOLIEHHE K 3THM IlepeOpocKaM Toi
camoii 6ecnapTuitHo# mMacchl ... (XII P.C., 165)

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

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

Sakharov concludes:

It seems that the Author of the “Letter to the
Congress” carefully studied the transcript of the XII
Party Congress concerning what could be learned
from it for criticizing members of the Leninist
majority in the Politburo, and outlined the content of
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these speeches, interpreting them accordingly and
giving them the form of Lenin’s thoughts. (423)

Sakharov notes that Trotsky related several versions of his
supposed conversations with Lenin in the last months of 1922
about the fight against bureaucracy. However, in January 1923
Trotsky described some discussions with Lenin about Soviet
administration. In them there is nothing about any “bloc” against
bureaucracy. In fact the word “bureaucracy” does not appear in
them. Moreover, Trotsky makes it clear that he and Lenin held
differing views on the subject.*!

But in his October 1923 account of his alleged meeting with Lenin
to conspire against the “bureaucracy” of the Orgburo - a fictitious
meeting, as we shall demonstrate - Trotsky claims that he and
Lenin planned to form an anti-bureaucracy commission “to be the
lever for breaking up the Stalin faction.”#? (425) It is likely that
Trotsky had similar intentions earlier in the year, after the close of
the XII P.C.

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

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

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

42 Trotsky, My Life, Chapter 39, various editions.



Chapter Two. Letter to the Congress 65

Thus, the entire set of ideas, assessments and
proposals that make up the content of the “Letter to
the Congress” existed on the eve of the time when the
“Characteristics” and soon after, the “Addition” first
came to the Central Committee.

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

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

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

Krupskaya did not cite the L2C at the XII Party Congress or even
mention it in any way. In fact, she did not speak at the Congress,
She could have spoken - she was a delegate with a “consultative
vote” (she did not represent a Party organization or hold any
elected Party position). If she thought that Lenin believed there
was a serious danger of a split, as “Characteristics” stated, or that

* Literally, a “volchii bilet” or “wolf ticket.” In pre-Revolutionary times this was a
document preventing a person from a job in government service, in an
educational institution, etc.
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Lenin believed that Stalin needed to be removed for the good of
the Party, it was her duty to speak. But she remained silent.

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

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

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

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

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

The Russian original reads:

Tos. CtanuH, cAenaBIINCh T€HCEKOM, COCPEAOTOYU B
CBOMX pyKax HeoO'bATHYIO BJacTb (XLV, 345)

A better translation of cdesaswuce zeHcekom is “having made
himself Gensec.” An alternative translation of cocpedomouun e
ceoux pykax Heob6wamuyio esacmb is “has concentrated in his
hands immense power.” Both of these passages stress an active
role: Stalin “made himself’ Gensec; Stalin himself “has
concentrated” the “immense power.” But whatever the precise
translation, these claims are normally not questioned.

! We will follow Sakharov’s careful practice in using this term, which may or may
hotindicate Lenin.
? This is normally translated as General Secretary; Russian abbreviation “gensec.”
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The Author of the L2C wants to remove Stalin as General Secretary
of the Party. But Stalin had not “made himself” Gensec. Lenin had
fought hard to make Stalin General Secretary. At the XI Party
Congress in March, 1922, Lenin had said that there was no one else
as qualified as Stalin.

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

On top of that, Lenin did not suggest a candidate to replace Stalin
as Gensec. Of course Lenin would want someone who would
support his, Lenin’s, views, which would greatly restrict the
number of possible candidates. We are to believe that Lenin was
concerned with the question of qualifications for this post but yet
had no one to suggest!

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

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

3 ] have reprinted Lenin’s remarks at the XI Party Congress from both the official
transcript of that Congress and from Lenin’s Complete Works (PSS) XLV 122, in
chapter one of both Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’ and Trotsky’s Lies..
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Lenin - uncharacteristically - was leaving this, the main problem,
for others to solve.

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

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

“Unlimited Authority”

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

So, he considered the question of the power of the
General Secretary to be unjustifiably abstract. We
must agree with this. “We need to take experience into
account ..” continued Gusev. “Were there abuses of
this power or not? Show at least one fact of abuse of
this power. Who brought such a fact of abuse? We,
members of the Central Control Commission, attend
the meetings of the Politburo systematically, we
observe the work of the Politburo, the work of the
Secretariat, and in particular the work of the General
Secretary of the Central Committee. Do we see the
abuse of this “immense” power? No, we do not see
such abuses.”* The political opponents of Stalin in

4 X1V S”ezd Vsesoiuznoi Kommunisticheskoi Partii (B). Stenograficheskii Otchet.
Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo, 1926, 601.
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response did not give any examples that could call into
question this statement of Gusev’s. (364-5)

Stalin and Trotsky

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

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

As a result, the “Letter to Congress” facilitated
Trotsky’s promotion to the levers of power in the
party and was equivalent to weakening the political
positions of Bolshevism and changing Lenin’s political
course to the course proposed by Trotsky, against
whom Lenin had always fought. Thus, overcoming the
threat of a split would have been achieved at the cost
of defeating the political course that Lenin considered
the only possible one for the party in the current
conditions. These consequences were much more
dangerous for the cause of the revolution than those
negative features of Stalin that troubled the author of
the “Letter to the Congress.” The problem of the threat
of a split was not important in and of itself, but in
connection with the threat to the course that Lenin
considered to be correct. The unity of the party was
necessary as a condition for conducting this course.
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But if the course were wrong and led to the death of
the party, then the problem of maintaining unity
would lose its meaning. (409)

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

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

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

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

5 Trotsky’s letter of January 20, 1923: Fel’shtinsky, IU,, Komm. Opp. I, (Moscow:
‘Terra’, 2004}, pp. 6-9 of 168 in online text edition. Sakharov prints this letter on
pp. 665-9. This statement is cited by Stalin in a letter dated January 17, 1923.
Stalin’s letter: Stalin LV. Sochineniia. T. 17.(Tver’ ‘Severnaia korona’, 2004), 160-
163; also in Sakharov, 663-5.
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The Danger of a Split

The L2C points to the danger of a split in the Party because of
political differences between Stalin and Trotsky. But it fails to
specify what those differences were. The Congress would have to
guess. In fact, no one at the XII Party Congress mentioned any
tensions or political differences between Stalin and Trotsky.
Evidently, the delegates were unaware of any. But why would
Lenin force the Congress to guess, without telling them? Why
would Lenin pose this — whatever it was - as a serious political
problem without explaining clearly what it was and providing a
solution?

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

»

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

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

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

Speaking about the danger of a split, he compares, on
the one hand, “the most serious disagreements in the
party,” and on the other, the relations between Stalin
and Trotsky. If these reasons were simply put side by
side, then the question would not have arisen. But the
relationship between Stalin and Trotsky, it turns out,
is more than half the danger of a split. Simply put, the
relationship between Stalin and Trotsky as a factor in
the split outweighs all the “most serious
disagreements in the party,” along with all other
possible reasons (the “smaller” half) capable of
creating a split.

6 See the discussion in the previous chapter of the Politburo letter of January 27,
1923, published in Izv TsK 11, 1989, 179-80.
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If we seriously pose the issue of preventing the threat
of a split, then we cannot pass over the problem of the
“smaller” half ... But half, even the “smaller” one, is
quite a lot and very serious. Without its elimination,
the problem of overcoming the threat of a split is not
fully resolved, since a serious reduction in the danger
posed by the “greater half’ immediately turns its
“smaller” part into a new “greater” one. It follows that
the Author of the “Letter to the Congress” either
thought out the problem poorly and suggested
measures to the party congress that did not give its
solution, or the threat of splitting the party did not
worry him. Apparently, the latter is true. The only
thing that was achieved by the measures he proposed
was the elimination of Stalin from the highest position
in the political system. (410-1)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

If this is, in fact, Lenin’s address to the party congress,
then its meaning must be explained. After all, the only
thing that remains valuable to Bukharin is transient
youth. It turns out that he is considered “the Party's
favorite” by a misunderstanding. This is like a frank
mockery of Bukharin. How to explain it in a letter
addressed to the party congress? Moreover, the
author addresses this dubious compliment to the
party itself, which is to accept a non-Marxist and non-
dialectician as a favorite and theorist.

Sakharov notes the different treatment of Bukharin and Trotsky by
the Author of the L2C, which Lenin did not share.

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

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

Pyatakov was recognized as a man of “outstanding
will and outstanding ability,” but only to immediately
emphasize such an excessive fascination with his
“administrativeness and administrative side of things”
that he cannot “be relied upon in a serious political
issue.” And this is said about a man whom Lenin two
days later, in the dictation about the State Planning
Commission on December 27, 1922, took under his
protection from Trotsky's criticism as a worthy
deputy to the chairman of the State Planning
Committee G. M. Krzhizhanovsky!” It is clear that

7 Lenin’s endorsement of Pyatakov is as follows: “I think that the attacks which
are now made against the Chairman of the State Planning Commission, Comrade
Krzhizhanovsky, and Comrade Pyatakov, his deputy, and which proceed along
two lines, so that, on the one hand, we hear charges of extreme leniency, lack of
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Lenin had a somewhat different opinion about
Pyatakov than the Author of the “Letter to the
Congress.” The leadership of the State Planning
Committee is serious administrative and political
work. It was not without reason that Trotsky sought it.
(375)

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

Whose Political Interest Is Served by the “Letter to
the Congress™?

Sakharov draws some obvious conclusions from the information
presented above.

Even a cursory acquaintance with the characteristics
shows that they are given not just one after another. A
certain system can be traced in them. Obviously, the
Author considers in one block the characteristics of
Stalin and - Trotsky, and gives the “combined”
characteristic of Zinoviev / Kamenev in close
connection with the characteristic of Trotsky. The
characteristics of Bukharin and Pyatakov are in many
respects the same for both, and again, as will be
shown below, it is possible that it has a certain
connection with Trotsky. It turns out that Trotsky is

independent judgement and lack of backbone, and, on the other, charges of
excessive coarseness, drill-sergeant methods, lack of solid scientific background,
etc.—I think these attacks express two sides of the question, exaggerating them
to the extreme, and that in actual fact we need a skillful combination in the State
Planning Commission of twe types of character, of which one may be exemplified
by Comrade Pyatakov and the other by Comrade Krzhizhanovsky.” CW 36, 598-9.
(Russian at XLV 350)
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the central figure of the “characteristics” complex.
Is this a coincidence? (377)

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

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

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

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

The “Addition”

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

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

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

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

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

8 Stalin admitted that he was “grub” - rude, crude - several times. See XIV §"ezd,
499; Stalin’s concluding speech to the XIV Party Congress, at

http:/ /www.hrono.ru/libris/stalin/7-1-408.php: “The Trotskyist Opposition
Before and Now,” October 21, 1927, at http://www.hrono.ru/libris/stalin/10-
15.htm}; English at http: //www.marx2mao.com/Stalin/T027.html page 867.

® We will discuss this “commission” in future chapters.
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I deliberately sat in the reception area when not all
comrades knew that [ had come as a member of the
auditing commission to see how the reception was
taking place. I was in the reception area near comrade
Stalin and comrade Syrtsov. I must say that there
was great propriety and great courtesy both
toward the comrades working in the Central
Committee, so as not to burden them with
unnecessary business, as well as toward those who
were arriving. I must testify that 1 do not know of any
instance in the Central Committee in which our
comrades were not treated in a communist way.!?

The only other time that “rudeness” is attributed to Stalin is in the
letter of Krupskaya to Kamenev dated December 23, 1922. But this
letter attributes a clash between Krupskaya and Stalin to the
previous day, December 22. We know from other evidence -
Stalin’s reply of March 7, 1923, to the “ultimatum” letter dated
March 5, 1923, Boris Bazhanov's reference to these events in his
memoir,!! and Maria Ulyanova's statement to the Central
Committee in 1926 - that Stalin criticized Krupskaya five to six
weeks later, at the end of January or beginning of February, 1923.

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

We have established: (1) that the L2C was written not in late
December 1922 - early January 1923, but after the XII Party
Congress; and (2) that the dispute between Stalin and Krupskaya
did not take place on December 22, 1922, but four to five weeks

10 Dyenadtsatiy s"ezd RKP(b. 17-25 aprelia 1923 goda. Stenograficheskii otchet.
Moscow, 1968, 197.
11 Discussed in Chapter 5.
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later. Therefore it is now clear that these two documents were
coordinated so that Krupskaya's letter to Kamenev calls Stalin
“rude”, and this accusation is echoed ten days later (see chapter 6)
in the “Addition.”

The Proposal to Remove Stalin from the Post of
General Secretary

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

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

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

But there were very few people close to Lenin who
possessed this combination of qualities. Among them
Stalin was one of the most experienced, authoritative
and proven in action. Furthermore, he should be an
outstanding organizer who knows the cadres of the
party, who has experience in solving all major issues
of domestic and foreign policy, as well as party
building. Here, perhaps, is the circle of the main
features that Lenin appreciated in Stalin in connection
with his work in the Secretariat of the Central
Committee of the RCP(b). Of course, many prominent
party leaders had a wealth of knowledge and
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experience. But apart from Stalin, 1 suggest, no one
met all these requirements. (405-6)

The “Addition” states:

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

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

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

The “Letter to the Congress” — a Factional
Document

It follows from the above that this document cannot be a letter
addressed to the party congress. This conclusion is also supported
by the fact that in the text of the “Letter to the Congress” the
Author does not refer either to the Congress or to its delegates. He
does refer to “comrades.” But this cannot mean the delegates since
the Congress could not remove the Gensec. And, as we have noted,
this document was named “Letter to the Congress” later on. (416)
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Recall that the copy of “Characteristics” in Trotsky’s archive has
the note “In the original the manuscript (rukopis’) does not carry
any title. -~ L.T."12

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

The words “comrades think[ing] about a way of removing Stalin”
suggests something outside the Party rules, even conspiratorial.
That means it is, or was in its origin, a factional document,
addressed to a circle of like-minded people, outside the framework
of the Party. It would make sense as a preparation for a C.C.
Plenum, since only the Plenum could elect, or fail to elect, Stalin as
Gensec.

There is indeed meaning in this formulation of the
question. This meaning is revealed only if it is
assumed that the Author of the “Letter to the
Congress” tried to use a path outside the Party rules. It
is impossible not to notice that the very wording of
this proposal - “discuss with comrades a method of
removing” Stalin - carries in itself some element of
“conspiracy.” It reveals the Author’s desire for a
preliminary discussion of some steps or other not
stipulated by the Party rules. Why? Apparently, in
order to calculate in advance all the moves, think
through the main arguments and thus prepare a
question to be discussed. Such conspiracy excludes an
official appeal to the Central Committee and the
Politburo. It is possible only in addressing a circle of
like-minded people outside the framework of the
Central Committee and the Politburo. Thus, this
formulation says that the so-called “Letter to the

12 Fel'shtinsky, Komm. Opp. I, p. 45 of 168 of the online text edition.
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Congress” only makes sense as a factional document,
as an appeal to one’s associates with a proposal to
discuss specific measures aimed at eliminating Stalin
from the main party position - from the post of
General Secretary of the Central Committee ... In this
case, the “method of removal” is a matter of tactics in a
struggle for votes in the Central Committee, a
discussion of measures aimed at winning the majority
by attracting those who hesitate in support of their
proposal, splitting the enemy’s ranks, etc. .(417)

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

To sum up:

* The L2C could not have been created before the XII Party
Congress.

* Therefore, Lenin cannot have been the author.

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

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

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

* Its main - really, its sole - purpose is to get rid of Stalin as
Gensec.
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The political interests of the document strongly suggest that it was
created to help Trotsky. By whom? We can’t be sure. But it was
presented by Krupskaya. She must have played an important role
in its creation.

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

At the XIV Party Congress (December 18 - 31, 1925) Zinoviev and
Kamenev, but other speakers too, began to use the term the
“testament” of Lenin (Kuibyshev, 548). Zinoviev used the term “the
political testament of Lenin” (97), “last testament.” (115).13

B XIV S'ezd Vsesoiuznoi Kommunisticheskoi Partii (B). Stenograficheskii Otchet.
Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo, 1926.



Chapter 4. Letters to Trotsky and to Mdivani
and Makharadze

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

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

The Letter to Mdivani and Makharadze, dated March 6, 19231
Comrades Mdivani, Makharadze and others
Copy to Comrades Trotsky and Kamenev
Dear Comrades:

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

Respectfully yours,
Lenin

March 6, 1923

1 See illustration #6a.
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“«] am preparing ...” suggests that the notes and speech mentioned
were more than just a vague idea. They imply an outline, or at least
some indication for future work. But there is nothing. Dmitri
Volkogonov, who had complete access to all archives, wrote in his
biography of Stalin:

K coxaseHuio, HM 3alHUCOK, HU pedn JleHuH He
NPpUTOTOBUJI.

Unfortunately, Lenin did not prepare either notes or a
speech.?

We know that this letter did exist at the time, because on March 7,
1923, Stalin wrote to Ordzhonikidze that he had learned of it from
Kamenev:

i ysHan ot T. KameHneBa, uto UnbHY nocbiiaeT TT.
Maxapazgze W JApyrMM INHUCbMeLo, THAe OH
COJIHJapU3UPYeTCs C YKJIOHHUCTaMH U pyraet Tebs, T.
JI3eprKUHCKOT'O U MEeH.

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

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

Stalin continues:

2Volkogonov, Stalin. Tom 1. Moscow, 1991, p. 142. I was guided to this citation
by a note in Sakharov, p. 341.

3 Trotsky’s copy is reproduced in Fel’shtinsky, Komm. Opp. I, p. 20 of 168 in
online text edition.
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Buaumo uMeeTcsl Lielib HaJAaBUTb HA BOJIIO Cbhe3ja
Komnaptuu I'py3sun B nosib3y yKJIOHUCTOB. Hevero u
rOBOPHUTb, YTO YKJOHUCTHI, NOJIYYHUB 3TO MHCbMeELO,
HCIOJB3YIOT €ero BOBCK MNPOTHB 3akKpaiKoMma,
0COOGEHHO TIPOTHUB Teba U T. MscHukoBa. (Izv TsK 9,
1990, 151-2

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

Curiously, this proved not to be the case. Neither Mdivani nor
Makharadze made any reference to this letter from Lenin at the XII
Party Congress of April 17-25, 19235

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

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

On March 6, the Doctors Journal records this:

When he awoke, he summoned a nurse, but he could
almost not converse with her, he wanted the nurse to
summon Nadezhda Konstantinovna, but he could not
say her name ... Vladimir llich lay with a confused
visage, the expression on his face was frightening, his
eyes were sad, his look questioning, tears came down

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

S As far as we know today, they never mentioned it at all.
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from his eyes. Vladimir Ilich is agitated, he tries to
speak, but cannot find the words, and he adds: ‘Ah the
devil, ah the devil, such an illness, this is a return to
the old illness’ and so on.®

Interviewed by Aleksandr Bek in 1963, Volodicheva said:

odUIUaABbHO CTaJO W3BECTHO, 4YTO Biagumup
Wapny 6 MapTa WaM Jaxe yxe 5-ro Obl1 He B
COCTOSIHHH HHM 4YHTaTh, HH paboTaTb, HU KOrO-TO
IIPUHUMATh, HH YTO-TO NpeJIpUHUMATD.’

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

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

On March 6, the Doctors Journal states:

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

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

Lenin had suffered a seizure or similar episode. The Doctors
Journal records no more dictation or reading of any kind. On

¢ Kentavr October - December 1991, 109.

71"K istorii poslednikh leninskikh dokumentov.” Moskovskie Novosti April 23,
989, p. 8.
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March 10, Lenin suffered a third, terrible stroke. His days of
working were over.

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

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

Makharadze spoke three times at the XII P.C.: in the day session of
April 19; in the evening session that same day; and in the day
session on April 23, the final day of the Congress. He made one
allusion to “Lenin’s teaching” on the national question (ibid. 170).

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

A pymato, yto T. CTaJMH AACT HaM HCYePNbIBAOIUNA H
BIIOJIHE ACHBIA OTBET Ha 3TH BOMPOCHI AJS TOTO, YTOOHI

8 X1 P.C. transcript, 1968, pp. 164-8, 899-900.
9 Kotkin 501, calls it “a blatant forgery.”
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pa3 HaBcerja H3XHTb Te HEHOPMa/bHbIe SIBJIEHMS,
KOTOpbie V Hac 0 3Toro uMenu Mecro. (XII P.C, 174)

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

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

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

“the first to raise the banner of struggle” against it.1?

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

19 Note 248, on p. 880 of the 1968 edition of the Transcript of the XII P.C,,
confirms that these speakers meant Lenin’s essay “The Question of Nationalities

21 Other speakers referred to this essay as well - for example, Avel’ Enukidze
583-4).
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Trotsky did not mention it either - and one might have expected
Trotsky to cite this as clear evidence of Lenin’s distrust of Stalin,
So what Stalin had anticipated did not come to pass.

One logical conclusion might be that neither man had received that
letter. But this can hardly be the case, since on April 16, 1923,
Trotsky sent “The Question of Nationalities ...” plus Lenin’s letter
to him of March 5, plus Lenin’s letter to Mdivani and Makharadze
of March 6, to the Central Committee (Izv TsK 1990, 9, 158).

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

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

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

5. Kakue pacnopspkeHHst OTJaHbl T. JIeHHHBIM
OTHOCHTEJIbHO €0 CTaTbH H JPYI'HX AOKYMEHTOB IO
IPY3UHCKOMY Jiesly («TOTOBJIK0 PeYHd U CTaTbH») 00
9TOM sl HUYETro He 3HaJl.

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

What Lenin actually said was “T'oToB/10 AJis1 Bac 3anMCKH U pedp”
- “l am preparing for you (plural) notes and a speech,” not “I am

12 According to the editor’s note these are Fotieva's letter to Kamenev dated April
16,1923 (TsK KPSS 9,1990, 156) and the two letters to Trotsky and to Mdivani
and Makharadze.
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preparing speeches and articles.” Trotsky had the copy we have
today - it was Trotsky who had sent it to the Central Committee.
Why did he get this so wrong?

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

From the letter to Mdivani and Makharadze:

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

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

B Tudauce na kBaptupe 1. Op/PKOHHUKHA3E B MOEM
NPUCYTCTBUM Ppa3bIirpajicad CAeAyOLUHd HWHUUAEHT:
Jdna  cBujJaHWA CcO0 MHOH Ha KBapTupy T.
Oppxonukuaze npues uied PKIT u Moil ToBapuiy
no ccoike B Cubupu Axkakuit KaGaxuzsze. Bo BpeMsa
obuero pasroBopa T. KabGaxupaze ynpexkHyn Cepro
OpKOHHKHA3E B TOM, YTO Yy Hero eCTb KaKasi-To
JIOHI3Jb U YTO TOBApHULIHM, CTOsIMEe HaBepxy, B TOM
yucse T. OpAKOHHMKHMJ3e, B MaTepHaJbHOM
OTHOLIIeHUH oGecriedeHbl ropas/io Ay4llie, YeM Jpyrue
4jleHbl MapTHH. B 4acTHOCTH, GBI KAKOH-TO pa3roBop
0 BJMAHHUY HOBOM TaMOXKeHHOU NOJUTHKHU B baTyMu
Ha pocT AoporoBusHbl. OfHY U3 ¢pas, No-BUAUMOMY,
OTHOcHTesbHO Toro, 4To Cepro OpJ)KOHHMKHA3e Ha
Ka3eHHbIHl CYeT KOPMHT KaKylO-TO JioWajb, AKaKHH
KabGaxupgse ckasan Cepro Ha yxo. Bcien 3a aTum
MeXAy HHMH pasropeJsiacb cJioBecHas nepebpaHka, BO
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BpeMsi KoTopoH T. OpIKOHUKHJ3e yAapun
Kab6axupze. [Ipu BMeliaTebCTBE MOEM U MO€H JKeHbi
HHIUAEHT Ha 3TOM ObLI npekpaiieH u T.Kabaxuaze
ymwean ¢ kBaptHpel. Ilocnie  atoro  Cepro
OppxoHUKHA3E Mepekusl O4YeHb CHJIbHOE HepBHoe
HNOTpsICEHHe, KOHYUBILEeCs UCTEPUKOH

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

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

Rykov concluded with this summation:

On the merits of the incident ...I believe that Comrade
Ordzhonikidze was right when he interpreted those
reproaches made to him by com. Kabakhidze as a
cruel personal insult. (250-1)
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The other eyewitness, Georgii Davidovich Rtveladze, said much the
same thing:

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

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

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

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

The commission spent four days in Tiflis. After his return in
December, 1922, Rykov spoke with Lenin by phone on December 9

13 Sakharov cites Rykov’s, Rtveladze’s, and Ordzhonikidze’s remarks from
archival decument. Rtveladze’s and Rykov’s accounts are confirmed in the recent
textbook by Aleksandr Ivanovich Vdovin, SSSR. Istoriia velikoi derzhavy 1922-
1991 (Moscow: Prospekt, 2018), 30-31. While he does not accept Sakharov’s
contention that “The Question of Nationalities ...” is a forgery, Vdovin does
confirm these two accounts..
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(XLV 469; CW 42, 477) and met in person with him on December
12. (XLV 470; CW 42, 478) Presumably - assuming he really was
interested enough - Lenin asked Rykov about the incident
between Ordzhonikidze and Kabakhidze, and Rykov told him what
he later wrote down on February 7, 1923. (254)

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

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

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

Since the documents of this “commission” have not been published
I, like Kotkin, have taken the account below from Sakharov, who
had access to these archival materials, specifically from Sakharov’s
book Na rasput’e, Chapter 2.3, “Use of the pseudo-Lenin texts of
‘Lenin’s Testament’ in the power struggle within the RCP(b) and
the Soviet state.”
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Contrary to the opinion established in historiography,
no one ever gave this group ... any official status or
commissioned it for any investigation into the political
conflict in the Georgian Communist Party. No one ever
granted its members the right to audit the work of the
commission of the Central Committee of the RCP(b)
which had investigated the conflict in the Communist
Party of Georgia.

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

The name “commission” was assigned to this group
later, in the process of their work ... A commission of
the Council of the People’s Commissars, even one
created by Lenin, in the political system of that day,
could not attempt to reconsider the conclusions of a

' Boldface in original.
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commission of the Central Committee of the RCP(b). In
other words, the “commission” of Gorbunov, Fotieva
and Glyasser was neither a Party nor a political
“commission.” All that remained was an auxiliary,
purely technical role — to prepare material in order
to bring it to the attention of Lenin in a form
convenient for him.

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

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

the materials of this “commission” contain
information that, first, allows us to assert that their
work was not supervised by Lenin, but by someone
else and, second, that these documents were not
prepared for Lenin. The latter is indicated, for
example, by the following note .. “Organize the
mater[ial] not so much in defense of the deviationists
as in indictment of the great power chauvinists.” This
record is dated March 12, 1923. Therefore it could not
belong to Lenin, since he had lost all power of speech
by March 9-10 at the latest if not several days before
that. Someone else had given these instructions to
Gorbunov, Fotieva, and Glyasser. Once again we are
led to wonder: For whom was this “commission”
really working?
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The materials of the “commission” also contain
information indicating that it may have still been
conducting its work at the end of March, 1923. This is
indicated by the correspondence stored among the
documents of the Lenin secretariat between M. I
Glyasser, a member of this “commission,” who was
also the technical secretary of the Politburo, and
Trotsky at a meeting of the Politburo of the Central
Committee of the RCP(b).

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

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

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

On January 11, 1924, in a letter to Bukharin, M.I. Glyasser wrote
that Lenin

HasHayu K[omu]ccuio (PoTuesa, [opOyHOB U 1) A
O3HaKOMJIEHHA C MaTrepHalaMH K[omu]ccun T.
J3ep:KUHCKOr 0.

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

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

Evidently, therefore, this supposed meeting did not take place.
Sakharov calls it “this Glyasser note, fabricated as a diary [i.e. as a
journal entry]” (349) both because the Doctors Journal records no
such visit with Lenin on that date, and because the Secretaries

15 Sakharov, Na rasput’e, Ch. 2.3, pp. 137-140.

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



Chapter Four. Letters to Trotsky and to Mdivani and Makharadze 103

journal was left blank, with many entries obviously filled in later
and blank spaces for entries that were never filled in..

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

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

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

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

17 Glyasser’s words (Izv TsK KPSS 9, 1990, 163) are as follows: «Bi. W cBoto
CTaThIo 110 HALBONPOCY HaNMCAJ PaHblile, YeM HasHa4yu1 K[omu]ccuio {PoTHera,
Top6yHOB M 51) Jis1 O3HAKOMJIEHHSA ¢ MaTepHataMu K[oMu]ccuu T.
ZAzepxunckoro. OH uMes yxe cBoe NpeJIB3ATOEe MHEHHe, Hallel paGoToi
6yKBa/IbHO PYKOBOAMJ U CTPAIIHO BOJHOBAJICA, YTO MBI HE CyMeeM J0Ka3aTh B
CBOEM JOK/Tajie TO, YTO €My HaJl0 H OH He YCIeeT |0 Cbe3fa NOATrOTOBUTh CBOE
BbICTYILIEHMe.» - “V1. I, wrote his article on the national issue before he
appointed the commission (Fotieva, Gorbunov and me) to get acquainted with
the materials of comrade Dzerzhinsky’s commission. He already had his own
preconceived opinion, literally supervised our work and was terribly worried
that we would not be able to prove in our report what he needed and that he
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Sakharov identifies the list of questions that, according to the
editors of the PSS, Lenin gave to Fotieva on February 1, to direct
the work of the “commission.”

J. A. ®oTtueBoH O6bIM 3alMCcaHbl ClAeAyOIIHe
ykasanua B. U. Jlenuna: «1) 3a uto crapeiii HK KII
[pysun o06BuHHAM B yKJoHuU3Me. 2} Yto wum
BMEHSJIOCb B BHHY, KaK HapyllieHHe MNapTHHHOH
JUCUUIIMHBL 3) 3a YyTO O6GBHHAIT 3aKKpalkoM B
nogassenuu 1JK KIT I'py3uu. 4) ®uzndeckde crnocobbt
nojasyenusa («6uomexaHuka»). 5) Jluaua UK
(PKII{6). — Pea.) B orcyTcTBuu Baagumupa Uinbuya u
npu Binagumupe Wnbuye. 6) OTHOLIEHHE KOMHCCHH.
PaccMaTpuBana Jid OHa TOJIbKO OOBU HEHHsI IPOTUB
K KII I'pysuu UM Takxke U NpoTHB 3akkpadkoma?
PaccmaTpuBasia M OHA Cay4ail OGuomexaHuku? 7)
Hacrosimee nosioxkeHue (BbIOOpHasA  KaMIlaHMS,
MeHbUIeBUKH, IOJaBjeHHe, HalHUOHaJIbHAs PO3Hb).
(XLV, 606-7)

Fotieva wrote down the following instructions,
allegedly from Lenin: “1) Why was the old C.C. of the
C.P. of Georgia accused of deviationism. 2) What
breach of Party discipline were they blamed for. 3)
Why is the Transcaucasian Committee accused of
suppressing the C.C. of the C.P. of Georgia? 4) The
physical means of suppression (‘biomechanics’). 5)
The line of the C.C. (of the R.C.P. (B.}— Ed.) in Vladimir
Ilyich’s absence and in his presence. 6) Attitude of the
Commission. Did it examine only the accusations
against the C.C. of the C.P. of Georgia or also against
the Transcaucasian Committee? Did it examine the
‘biomechanics’ incident? 7) The present situation (the
election campaign, the Mensheviks, suppression,
national discord)” (CW 42, 620)18

would not have time to prepare his speech before the congress.”
18 For some reason the PSS editors do not give a precise archival identifier for this
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Sakharov doubts that this document is genuine, i.e. that these
questions come from Lenin, because the first three questions
relate to facts long known to Lenin. The fourth points to an
attempt to link the assault by Ordzhonikidze with the suppression
of political opponents. But this

requires an explanation, since all the eyewitness
testimonies that came to Lenin, as was shown above,
exclude such a connection. The sixth question is
formulated as if the author had not spoken with
Dzerzhinsky and Rykov about this story after their
return from Georgia. Only the fifth question — about
the “line” of the Central Committee under Lenin and in
his absence — seems natural ... (349)

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

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

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

One might conceivably suggest that the secretaries and Krupskaya
were manipulating an ill and seriously confused Lenin into
“saying” what they wanted him to say. But the lucidity of many of
Lenin’s other last writings stands in contradiction to this

document in the Central Party Archives, Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the C.C.,
CPSU.
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supposition. Indeed, one argument that Glyasser was lying is the
intellectual quality of those of Lenin’s last writings that are
undoubtedly from him, and which show no signs of mental
deterioration.'® These documents could hardly have been written
by someone who was as confused as Lenin would have had to be in
order to pose the questions that, according to the PSS editors,
Glyasser said that he asked the commission to investigate.

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

Nevertheless, the “commission” found nothing to blame Stalin for.
Sakharov quotes from its conclusions:

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

19 These are: 1. The dictation of December 23, 1923; 2."0n giving legislative
functions to Gosplan” (December 27 - 29, 1922); 3. “Pages from a Diary;” (end of
December, 1922 - beginning of January, 1923); 4. “On Cooperation;” (unfinished
article, early January, 1923); 5. “On Our Revolution (concerning notes by N.
Sukhanov) (mid-January, 19223); “ 6. The first draft of the article “On the
reorganization of the C.C. - W.P.I” (January 9-13, 1923); 7. “How we must
reorganize Rabkrin” (January 19-23, 1923); “Better Fewer, But Better” (end of
January to beginning of March, 1923).

20 A reference to the second congress of the Communist Party of Georgia.
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Compromise [-] return part of the deviationists.
Zinoviev [thinks] - Ordzh[onikidze] must remain.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The letter to Mdivani and Makharadze says: “l am preparing for
you notes and a speech.” (l'omossio 045 8ac 3anucku u peuv).
Dmitri Volkogonov, who had full access to all archival materials,
confirms that he could find no trace of the notes or speech. It
appears clear from the Doctors Journal that Lenin was in no
condition to write a speech.

* % k k%

All of this evidence - and I have greatly abbreviated Sakharov’s
account, for example, his detailed examination of the documents of
the “commission,” all of which are still unpublished - is consistent

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

22 “K jstorii leninskogo "politicheskogo zaveshchaniia' (1922-1923 gg).” Voprosy
istorii KPSS 4 (1991), 55; Yuri Buranov, Lenin's Will. Falsified and Forbidden. New
York: Prometheus Book, 1994, 49.
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with only two possible conclusions. Either Lenin was mentally
addled on the days he asked the “commission” to investigate
matters that he already knew, but somehow had all his wits about
him and was his usual incisive self when he composed other
documents. Or the questions Lenin had supposedly given to the
“commission” were not his, and the “commission” was not in fact
working for Lenin at all, but for someone else.

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

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

* % % % %
The Letter to Trotsky, March 5, 192323
Top secret
Personal

Dear Comrade Trotsky:

% See illustration #6b.
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It is my earnest request that you should undertake the
defence of the Georgian case in the Party C.C. This case is
now under “persecution” by Stalin and Dzerzhinsky, and |
cannot rely on their impartiality. Quite to the contrary. |
would feel at ease if you agreed to undertake its defence. If
you should refuse to do so for any reason, return the whole
case to me. I shall consider it a sign that you do not accept.

With best comradely
greetings,

Lenin
Dictated by phone
on March 5, 1923
(L1V, 329; CW 45, 607)

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

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

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

The original of the “report” by Volodicheva
(typewritten text without signature) dated March 5,
1923 does not have any traces of registration
(RGASPI. F. 35. Op. 2. D. 34. L. 3). Lenin's letter to

24 1zy TsK KPSS 9, 1990, 158.
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Trotsky dated March 5 and the “report” to
Volodicheva (addendum to this letter) were registered
as a document that entered the Lenin Secretariat only
on June 15, 1923 (No. 16/12) (RGASPI. F. 5. Op. 2. D
34. L. 15; Op.4 4. D. 11. L. 89). It is interesting that
(with the same number) the notes “On the Question of
Nationalities ...” received in the Lenin Secretariat were
registered at the same time. All these documents
were received as an attachment to the letter of
Trotsky dated April 16, 1923 (RGASP.F. 5. Op. 2. d.
34.1l. 7-14; Op. 4. d. 11. 1, 89; Izv TsK KPSS 1990, No. |,
158)%.

This fact is enough in itself to cast doubt on the bona fides of these
letters — that is, whether they originated from Lenin at all.

All of the above leads us to the conclusion that there
is no direct and reliable evidence that Lenin sent
Trotsky the “articles” - The Question of Nationalities
or ‘Autonomization,” as well as the letters dated
March 5 and 6, 1923 (to Trotsky and Mdivani).
Without exception, all of the circumstantial evidence
carries highly contradictory information. The
circumstances of introducing these documents into
politics not only do not remove doubts about Lenin's
authorship, but reinforce them. (344-5)

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

More than a month ago com. Trotsky showed me an
article by Vladimir Il’ich on the national question, with

% Sakharov, 340, note. Sakharov’s last reference is incorrect. He has Izv TsK KPSS
.1991 No. 9 p. 58. There is no issue No.9 of the 1991 run of this journal. I have
Inserted the correct reference in the quotation above.
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instructions - from your words - of full and absolute
secrecy .. This was, in my opinion, already when
Vladimir IFich had been deprived of the possibility
of giving new orders. (Izv TsK 1990, 9, 157)

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

* The only copy of “The Question of Nationalities ...” comes not
from Lenin’s secretariat, but from Trotsky.

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

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

But Trotsky failed to do what Lenin had, supposedly, asked him to
do in the letter of March 5 - to “undertake the defense of the
Georgian case.” In fact Trotsky failed to mention the Georgian case
at all! It is true that, literally, in the March 6 letter to Trotsky Lenin
is portrayed as asking Trotsky to “defend the Georgian case” in the
Central Committee, and not at the Party Congress.?® But the real

26 The account of these events in Isaac Deutscher’s biography, The Prophet
Unarmed, 74-77, is extremely inaccurate. For example, Deutscher states that
“Lenin’s” “The Question of Nationalities ...” was not made known to the Central
Committee, and not published until 1956. In fact, as we have seen, Trotsky
distributed this document to the Politburo, who passed it to the Central
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debate, and the Party resolution, took place at the XII P.C. Trotsky
let it pass without even mentioning it.

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

Deutscher also repeats the story, related by Trotsky, that
Krupskaya had told Kamenev that Lenin meant to “crush Stalin
politically - “razgromit’ Stalina politicheski.”” But there is no
evidence that Krupskaya made any such remark. Volkogonov, who
had access to archival documents that no one else has even today,
wrote: “I have no concrete facts about Lenin’s intention to “crush”
the Gensec.”?8

)(éi)lmmittee, and both Mdivani and Makharadze referred to it directly during the
P.C.

¥ Trotsky, My Life, Chapter 39, ‘Lenin’s Illness”; Russian edition, Moscow:
Panorama, p. 461.

8 <Y MeHa HeT KOHKPETHBIX JaHHbIX 0 HaMepeHuH JleHHHa "pasrpoMuTh”
Tedceka. Stalin, Russian edition, Book 1, p. 144). For some reason Volkogonov’s
Statement is omitted in the one-volume English language edition (Boston: Grove
Weidenfeld, 1988).
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“The Question of Nationalities or ‘Autonomization’ is a text in
three parts. The first part is dated December 30, 1922, and the last
two are dated December 31, 1922. It was not sent to the Central
Committee until much later, on April 17, 1923.

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

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

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

The first documents that record the existence of this article are the
letters by Lidia Fotieva of April 16, 1923: the first to Stalin, the
second to Kamenev. (Izv TsK 9, 1990, 155-6) In them Fotieva says
that she is enclosing a copy of Lenin’s article. However, the letter

LVIKPSS 9, 1991, 46.
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to Stalin is marked “Not sent, since com. Stalin said that he is not
going to get involved in this.”

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

In her January 11, 1924, letter to Bukharin Glyasser stated that
Lenin “wrote” — napisal - the article “The Question of Nationalities
... and Glyasser adds that Lenin also “wrote” the note to Trotsky.
Evidently she meant the note dated March 5, 1923. (Izv TsK 9,
1990, 163) In his “Letter to the Bureau of Party History” of 1927
Trotsky says that Lenin “wrote” the note to Mdivani and
Makharadze.? In his 1930 autobiography Trotsky calls the “note” -
again, the letter of March 5, 1923 - that he read to Kamenev
“Lenin’s manuscript” (rukopis’) (1991, 461). But there could have
been no “writing,” and no “manuscript” - Lenin had not been able
to write since December, 1922.

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

In her letter to the Central Committee dated May 18, 1924,
Krupskaya said that the only copy of Lenin’s article “on the

?Berlin, Granit, 1932, p. 83.
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national question” was in the possession of Maria IlI'inichna,
Lenin's sister. (XLV 594) In 1929 Volodicheva wrote that five
copies were made of all the materials that Lenin dictated between
December 20, 1922 and the beginning of March, 1923, after which
Lenin could no longer work or speak. (XLV 592)

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

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

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

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

and rejects Lenin’s authorship altogether:

Why did Krupskaya not choose to show this document
[the “Letter to the Congress”] to the 12th Party
Congress? She had brought forth the “Notes on the
Question of Nationalities,” a blatant forgery that had
failed to gain any attraction. (Kotkin 501)



Chapter Five. The Question of Nationalities 117

Kotkin elaborates, drawing upon Sakharov’s analysis:

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

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

Trotsky might also have been complicit by this
point. Controversy ensued over his claim that he had
received Lenin’'s “Notes on the Question of
Nationalities” before the Central Committee had—and,
supposedly, before Lenin’s third stroke—but had
inexplicably held on to them. Lenin’s purported
dictation happened to dovetail with views Trotsky
published in Pravda (March 20, 1923). Even more
telling, Lenin’s secretaries had kept working on the
counterdossier on Georgia, for a report by Lenin to a
future Party Congress, even after he had his third
massive stroke and permanently lost his ability to
speak .. In fact, their counter-Dzierzynski
Commission dossier reads like a first draft of the
“Notes on the Question of Nationalities.” (Kotkin
494)
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There is another document that casts doubt on the date of
composition of “The Question of Nationalities ...” Sakharov quotes
and analyzes it.

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

Ana namaTu:

B nucbMe 06 yBelM4YeHUM 4YHCIA YJIEHOB
LentpansHoro KoMuTera  mpornymeHo 06
OTHOIIEHUH 4JIeHOB yBeJIMYEeHHOTO
LlenTpansHOrO Komureta K Pa6ouye-
KpecTbsiHCKOM HHCIIEKIUH.

HamMmeuyeHHbIEe TEMBI:

1. O LUeHTpocoio3e U ero 3Ha4YeHWH C TOYKH
3penus Hilla.

2. 0 coorHowmeHuu  TIiaBnpodobpa ¢
06LenpoCBETUTENBHON paboTOMN B HapoJe.

3. O nHauuoHaJbLHOM  Bompoce W 06
HHTepHauHoHanusMe (B CBA3M C INOCJAeJHUM
KOHQUIMKTOM B FPY3HHCKO apTHH).

4. O HOBON KHHMIe CTaTHCTHKH HapoOJHOIO
obpaszoBanHug, Bbiliemei B 1922 1.

Memorandum (lit. “For memory”)

In the letter on the increase in the number of
members of the Central Committee, the relation of
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the members of the enlarged Central Committee to
the W.P.1. is omitted.

Intended topics [lit. “Subjects to consider”]

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Gorbunov-Fotieva-Glyasser “Commission”

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

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

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

There is a lengthy entry in the Secretaries Journal for February 5,
1923, in which Glyasser outlines in detail Lenin’s alleged
instructions to her regarding the tasks of the commission. Glyasser
concludes by stating that she met with Lenin for 20 minutes.?
(348) Glyasser says that she met with Lenin at 7 o’clock, not

3XLV 480-1; CW 42, 488.
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specifying morning or evening. But the Doctors Journal states that
Lenin slept until 9 am,, read and dictated - we are not told to
whom or about what - and then slept and read in the evening.
There is nothing about any meeting with Glyasser or anyone else.*

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

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

“Why Didn’t Stalin React?”

In the Secretaries Journal for February 14, 1923, there is a note,
written by Fotieva and supposedly dictated by Lenin.®

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

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

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

*Kentavr, Oct-Dec 1991, 101.
XLV 607, note 293 to p. 485; CW 42, 621, note 614 to p. 493.
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“The name ‘deviationist’ for a deviation towards
chauvinism and Menshevism proves the same
deviation with the dominant national chauvinists.

“Collect printed matter for Vladimir Ilyich.”
The editors note:

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

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

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

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

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

Sakharov quotes another note from the same archival file but as
yet unpublished. This note reads: “Organize the mater[ial] not so
much in defense of the deviationists as in indictment of the great
power chauvinists.” (351)° This record is dated March 12, 1923.

6 See Sakharov 700 note 65 to page 351, for the archival identifiers.
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Therefore it could not belong to Lenin, since he had lost the ability
to speak by March 9-10 at the latest if not several days before that.
Someone else had given these instructions to Gorbunov, Fotieva,
and Glyasser.

Once again we are led to wonder: For whom was this
“commission” really working? Sakharov comments:

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

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

formation of the USSR. (351)

The document Sakharov is referring to here is a telegram from
Lenin to Tsintsadze and Kavtaradze, dated October 21, 1922.7

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

7 Kote Maksimovich Tsintsade was a communist and Georgian nationalist. In

1923 he joined the Left Opposition. The English language Wikipedia page takes all
of its information from Simon Sebag Montefiore, a completely unreliable source.
Sergei Ivanovich Kavtaradze also became a member of the Left Opposition,
Imprisoned briefly during the 1930s, he was released and had a long career in the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
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Code
Tsintsadze and Kavtaradze, C.P.G. C.C,, Tiflis

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

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

Lenin®

It is usually assumed that the “great power chauvinist” of the
Fotieva note dated February 14 was Stalin. But Stalin was not
involved in the dispute in Georgia involving Ordzhonikidze.
Moreover, Lenin had never accused Stalin of Menshevism. Only
one person is known who did this. In “The March, 1917, Party
Conference,” not published until the 1930s in Trotsky’s book The
Stalin School of Falsification, Trotsky produces a text in which
Stalin supposedly proposed that the Bolsheviks unite with the
Mensheviks under certain conditions.’

Sakharov concludes:

8 CW 45, 582; LIV 299-300.

9 This text is not found anywhere else. Other accounts of the meeting in which,
according to Trotsky, Stalin made this proposal, do not include this passage.
Trotsky did not publish it in the early editions of his book. It first appears in the
1932 Berlin edition.
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So the instruction, which is clearly not Lenin’s, and at
the same time is completely in harmony with the text
of the notes on the national question, is a guideline for
the members of the commission. Moreover, it says
that someone directed its work to prepare the “bomb
for Stalin” after Lenin had lost all ability to work. It is
clear that this note is a trace of political intrigue under
the cover of Lenin’s name. (351)

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

A third possibility - that Lenin’s thinking had evolved, but in a
logical, intelligent manner - is excluded by the nature of the
statements and fact-claims in the article. Since others of Lenin’s
last essays do not show signs of mental deterioration, it follows
that “The Question of Nationalities ..” is a forgery. Following
Sakharov’s sensible practice, 1 will refer to the author of “The
Question of Nationalities ...” as “the Author,” a person who may, or
may not, have been Lenin.

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

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

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

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

Yet early in the article the Author of “The Question of Nationalities
... states:

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

This statement is not logical. Even if one were to incorrectly
assume that the Ordzhonikidze - Kabakhidze dispute and the
infamous “slap” had been about the Georgian situation,
Ordzhonikidze’s losing his temper would not mean that the whole
policy was wrong. And in fact we know that the dispute was not
about the Georgian affair.
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* If Lenin’s mental abilities had sharply declined since his meetings
with Dzerzhinsky and Rykov on December 12, 1922, that would
remove any political significance from the article “The Question of
Nationalities ...” Perhaps the person (or persons) who fabricated
this article either did not know about these meetings, or did not
know what was said in them. It seems most likely that he or they
did not know about Lenin’s meeting with Rykov, since it is not
mentioned.

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

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

Sakharov notes that towards the end of 1922 representatives of
some of the autonomous republics of the RSFSR wanted their
autonomous republics to be raised to the status of union republics,
like the four founding republics of the USSR in December, 1922:
the Russian SFSR, Transcaucasian SFSR, Ukrainian SFSR, and
Byelorussian SFSR. That is, they protested “autonomization.” But
this policy was just as much Lenin’s doing as it was Stalin’s and, in
fact, the policy of the Bolshevik Party.

* The Author writes that “Stalin’s haste and his infatuation with
pure administration, together with his spite against the notorious

loy Party Congress, 578; KPSS v rezoliutsiakh i resheniakh I, 553-8.



128 The Lenin Testament Falsification

‘nationalist-socialism’ played a fatal role here.” But where?
Evidently, in the formation of the USSR, which the Author has
identified as

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

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

And again, the USSR was not founded on the basis of
autonomization. That was the RSFSR. But the Author of this article
does not say that the existence of the RSFSR is harmful, only that of
the USSR. In reality “autonomization” was a question in the
formation of the RSFSR, not of the USSR.11

* The Author writes:

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

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

11 In later years a number of the autonomous republics of the RSFSR were
elevated to the status of union republics - in 1924, the Uzbek and Turkmen, in
1929 the Tadjik, in 1936 the Armenian, Georgian, and Azerbaijani, Kazakh and
Kirgiz, and others later.
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Here is how Anastas Mikoyan described this argument years later:

Once, one of the local deviationists, a certain
Kobakhidze ([sic], allowed himself a gross attack
against Sergo, almost accusing him of corruption. He
cited the following “fact.” When Ordzhonikidze
returned to the Caucasus, the Highlanders as a sign of
special love for him and gratitude gave him a riding
horse. According to Caucasian custom, Sergo accepted
the gift, but, not counting this horse as his personal
property, he put it in the stable of the Revolutionary
Military Council, using it mainly for trips to
ceremonial parades (in those days, not only
commanders, but also members of the revolutionary
military councils participated in parades. I myself well
remember several cases when Sergo, on horseback,
participated in such celebrations). As a member of the
Revolutionary Military Council, Ordzhonikidze had
every right to a state-owned horse. He considered the
horse he presented to him such a state-owned horse
(by the way, when Sergo left Tiflis, this horse
remained at the stable of the Revolutionary Military
Council). Kobakhidze distorted this whole business.
To accuse Sergo, a perfectly honest man, of corruption
was more than monstrous. Therefore, when he heard
this, Sergo exploded, and, not restraining himself,
slapped the slanderer in the face. There was an
“affair.” Dzerzhinsky, who, on behalf of the Central
Committee of the party, took charge of this, came to
the conclusion that Ordzhonikidze was not guilty.!?

This Mikoyan memoir was published in 1971. There is no chance
that he was telling a false story in order to support Stalin, for
Mikoyan had long been hostile to Stalin. In fact, Mikoyan'’s speech
to the XX Party Congress, in February, 1956, was the first official

'2 Anastas Mikoyan, Dorogoi bor’by. Kniga pervaya. M: Izd. Politicheskoi
Literatury, 1971, p. 433.
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statement to criticize Stalin, more than a week before
Khrushchev’s famous “Secret Speech.”!3

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

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

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

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

If the members of the commission were really faced
with the task of preparing a “bomb for Stalin” then
they would have to admit that they were unable to
fulfill this task. Its members did not find anything that

13 XX S’ezd KPSS 14-25 fevralia 1956 goda. Stenograficheskii otchet. (Moscow, 1956)
1,301-328. Mikoyan attacked Stalin’s political line but did not mention him by
name.
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could compromise Stalin by presenting him as
covering up or responsible for the inappropriate
behavior of Ordzhonikidze. On the contrary, it turns
out that it was precisely Stalin who proposed to take
the strictest organizational measures against
Ordzhonikidze. (355)

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

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

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

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

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

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

[lonuTHYEeCKU-OTBETCTBEHHBIMH 33  BCWO 3Ty
TIOUCTHHEe BEJIMKOPYCCKO-HALUOHANUCTHYECKYIO
KaMIIaHHI CIeAyeT cAesaTh, KoHeyHo, CTajuHa U
J3epxUHCKOTrO.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

... [TThe members of the “commission” of the Council
of the People’s Commissars in their confrontation with
the Central Committee of the RCP(b) took a much
more radical and belligerent position than P. G.
Mdivani, Makharadze and other Georgian “national
deviators.” That is the only way to understand their
advice on how to develop an attack against the
decisions adopted by the Central Committee of the
RCP(b): to refuse formal recognition of the decisions
of the October and December (1922) Plenums of the
Central Committee of the RCP(b) and to openly attack
them.

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

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

The same should be said regarding the assertion that
“Zakkraikom, in its desire to fight “the deviationists”
showed deviation towards great power chauvinism”.1>
It echoes the well-known provision of the notes
“On the question of nationalities, or on
‘autonomization’,” That he who not only
“dismissively throws the accusation of ‘social-
nationalism’ (while he himself is not only a real
and true ‘social-nationalist’, but also a rude Great
Russian bully), who .. in essence violates the
interests of proletarian class solidarity.”1¢

In another document, critically assessing the work of
the Dzerzhinsky commission, the members of the
“commission of the Council of People's Commissars”
pose the task of “correcting incorrect and biased
judgments.”’” In the notes “On the question of
nationalities ..” this provision also exists and
looks like this: “to follow up on or investigate
anew . all the materials of the Dzerzhinsky
commission with a view to correcting the
enormous mass of errors and biased judgments
that undoubtedly exist there.”
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At first glance, there is nothing surprising in this:
members of the commission, who knew Lenin's notes
on the national question, repeated the provision
formulated in them, giving them a clearer wording.
The answer is simple, but the question is not simple.

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

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

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

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

There is reason to affirm that the materials of this
“commission” constitute tangible evidence of the
history of the creation of the pseudo-Lenin text known
as the articles or notes “On the question of
nationalities or on ‘autonomization’.” They show the
time and process of creating the falsification, as well
as its authors and its potential customers. The history
of its introduction into political circulation
provides additional arguments in favor of this
conclusion.

137

Sakharov, citing the unpublished text of the “commission’s” report,

states:

... the Zakkraikom, elected by the Communist Parties
of Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan, which unites and
coordinates their activities, has already become a
“group” according to the members of the commission.
Did they themselves think of this or did they write
under someone's dictation?
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Who could have stood behind the members of this
“commission”? Apparently, a significant political
figure stood behind the technical workers of Lenin’s
secretariat. We cannot name anyone specifically now,
but it is noteworthy that later, in the course of inner-
party discussions, representatives of various
opposition groups, including Trotsky, more than once
resorted to this method - declaring the majority of the
party opposing them a fraction and the party’s organs
under the control of the majority to be fractional
bodies. {357)

The XII Party Congress, April 17 -25, 1923

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

Avel’ Enukidze:

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

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



140 The Lenin Testament Falsification

draft devotees and Zakkraikom, in questions raised by
Comrade Lenin? (XII P.C., 589-90)

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

Many here have referred to notes and articles by
Vladimir Ilyich. I would not like to quote my teacher,
Comrade Lenin, since he is not here, and | am afraid
that maybe I will refer to him incorrectly and out of
place. Nevertheless, 1 have to quote one axiomatic
point, which does not cause any misunderstanding, so
that my comrades have no doubts about the specific
gravity of the national question. While analyzing
Marx's letter on the national question in an article on
self-determination, Comrade Lenin draws the
following conclusion: “Marx had no doubt as to the
subordinate position of the national question as
compared with the “labour question.”1® There are only
two lines, but they decide everything. This is
something that some irrationally zealous comrades
should have constantly before them.!”

The second question is about Great Russian
chauvinism and local chauvinism .. Let me refer to
Comrade Lenin here too. I wouldn’t do this, but since
there are many comrades at our congress who quote
Comrade Lenin at random and distort him, allow me

16 Quoted from section 8 of Lenin’s 1914 essay “The Right of Nations to Self-
Determination.” CW 20, 436.
17 Literally, “should have carved on their noses.”
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to read a few words from a well-known article by
Comrade Lenin: “The proletariat must demand the
right of political secession for the colonies and nations
oppressed by “their own” nation. Otherwise the
internationalism of the proletariat would be nothing
but empty words; neither confidence nor class’
solidarity would be possible between the workers of
the oppressed and the oppressor nations.”®* These
are, so to speak, the obligations of the proletarians of
the dominant or formerly dominant nation. Further he
speaks of the duty of the proletarians or communists
of nations previously oppressed:

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

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

'8 Quoted from Lenin, “The Socialist Revolution and the Right of Nations to Self-
Determination.” CW 22, 148. There is a somewhat different translation at
http:/ /www.marx2mao.com/Lenin/SRSD16.html
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Chapter 6. The Ultimatum Letter

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Lenin’s Letter to Trotsky of December 21, 1922
TO L. D. TROTSKY

It looks as though it has been possible to take the
position without a single shot, by a simple manoeuvre.
I suggest that we should not stop and should continue
the offensive, and for that purpose put through a
motion to raise at the Party congress the question of
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consolidating our foreign trade, and the measures to
improve its implementation. This to be announced in
the group of the Congress of Soviets. I hope that you
will not object to this, and will not refuse to give a
report in the group.

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

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

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

Indeed he had not used for many years, except for a single letter,
dated December 16, 1922, and published - for the first time -
directly above the December 21, 1922, letter to Trotsky in the PSS
edition. But the Secretaries Journal does not note any dictation by
Lenin for December 16. (XLV, 472-3; CW 42, 480-1) The Doctors
Journal records no dictation during the period December 19 - 22.
So it is possible that this December 16 letter was concocted after
the fact, perhaps in an attempt to legitimate Lenin’s “N. Lenin”
signature on the purported December 21 letter to Trotsky.2

! Sakharov cites examples of Krupskaya’s signature on documents, of which 1
have verified these: XLV 594; Izv TsK KPSS 1989, No. 2, 202; 205; 208; No. 3, 178,
179, 180; No. 5, 175, 179. 180, 181,182, 183, 184, 185; No. 12, 192; 1991, No. 3,
204, 205.

2 The entry in the Doctors Journal is ambiguous about the date of a letter Lenin
had to dictate: whether the dictation was on December 16 or on the previous day.
The PSS editors assume that it was on the previous day, December 15, when the
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No original of this letter exists. Lenin's archive has no carbon copy
(“otpusk”).? Trotsky’s archive has a copy, but with the note that
this is a “copy.” Moreover, the contents of this alleged letter
contract the facts.

Kotkin summarizes the problem this way:

Trotsky claimed that on December 21 Lenin dictated a
warm letter to him (“with the very best comradely
greetings”) via Krupskaya, thanking Trotsky for
winning the battle on the foreign trade monopoly. But
the alleged letter in Trotsky’s archive is not an original
but a copy of a copy; the copy in Lenin’s archive is a
copy of that copy. Lenin certainly had reason to be
pleased: the December 18 Central Committee plenum
had voted to uphold his position on keeping the state
foreign trade monopoly—the draft resolution is in
Stalin’s hand. The plenum had also voted for Lenin’s
preferred version of the new state structure, a USSR,
which Stalin arranged. Finally, the plenum had
rejected Trotsky’s insistence on a reorganization of
economic management under the state planning
commission. Further doubts about the December 21
dictation are connected with  Krupskaya's
manufacture of an incident on December 22 whereby
Stalin, having supposedly learned of Lenin’s alleged
congratulatory dictation for Trotsky the day before,
phoned to berate her. Stalin would indeed get angry at
Krupskaya, but that would take place a month later,
and, as we shall see, the difference in timing is crucial.
What we know for sure is that on December 22, Lenin
managed to dictate a formal request (through Lidiya
Fotiyeva) to Stalin for cyanide “as a humanitarian
measure.” Right then, Lenin's worst fears were
realized: during the night of December 22-23, he

Secretaries Journal does note the dictation of a letter to Trotsky.
3 Sakharov, Zagadki 22,
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suffered his second massive stroke. “Absolutely no
movement,” the doctors wrote, “neither of the right
arm nor of the right leg.” (Kotkin 484)

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

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

JleB JlaBblAOBHY.

[Ipod. Pepcrep paspewna ceroaHss Baagumupy
Wnbudy npoJMKTOBATh HHCbMO, U OH HPOJAMKTOBAJI
MHe caezyollee THCbMO K Bam:*

Lev Davydovich.

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

Krupskaya justified her action here in taking dictation from Lenin
by claiming that Dr. Ferster had permitted it “today”, i.e. December
21. Doctors Ferster and Kramer had visited Lenin the previous day,
December 20 to examine him. There is no record that any doctor
saw Lenin on December 21.5 According to a letter from Stalin to
Kamenev, Dr Ferster had “absolutely forbidden” dictation by Lenin
again on December 22.5

*1u. Fel'shtinsky Komm. Opp. 1, online edition, p. 44 of 168.(Originally published
by “Terra,” Moscow, 1990).

SVIKPSS 9 (1991), 44-45.

& 1zv TsK KPSS 12, 1989, 192.
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On December 18, 1922, the CC Plenum had assigned Stalin
“personal responsibility for isolating Vladimir II'ich with regard to
personal contacts with [Party] workers, and correspondence.”

Pewrenne [lnenyma LIK PKII(6) 18 aexabps 1922 r.

B cnydae 3anpoca 1. JleHnHa o peitedu [lnenyma 1
[0 BONPOCY O BHeHIHeH TOprosJie, 10 COrJIALllEeHUIO
CrasivHa C BpavyaMH, COOGUIUTL €My TEeKCT
pe3oJIioLKH ¢ fobaBjeHHeM, YTO KaK Pe30/I0Lus, TaK
M COCTaB KOMHUCCHU NPHUHATHI €JHHOTJIACHO.

Ot4er T. ipoCNaBCKOTO 2 HU B KOEM cjydae cefidyac He
nepejaBaTh W COXPaHUTb C TeM, YTOGBbI IepeiaTb
TOTJa, KOrAa 3TO paspeliaT BpayH MO COTJIALIEHHIO ¢
T. CTa/IMHBIM.

Ha T CranyHa  BO3JIOKUTL  MEPCOHAJbHYIO
OTBETCTBEHHOCTDH 3a u3onAnu Biaaaumupa Unbuya
KaKk B OTHOUIEHHH JIMYHBIX CHOIEHMH C
PaGOTHHUKAMH, TaK U NEPENUCKH.

(IIITA UMJ], . 17, on. 2, . 86, 1. 5 1 06.; aBTorpad JI. A.
doruesoii).’

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

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

7 1zv TsK KPSS 12, 1989, 189,191.
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Under no circumstances should report 2 of Comrade
Yaroslavsky be transmitted now, and it should be
retained in order to transmit it when the doctors
permit it with comrade Stalin’s agreement.

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

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

As published in Lenin’s PSS the text of the December 21, 1922
letter is taken from a “typewritten copy,” i.e. not the original (LIV,
328). No original exists. If it were genuine, Trotsky should have the
original. Or, if he had chosen, or been requested, to return the
original for Lenin’s files, it should be there. In Trotsky’s archive the
letter is marked “kopia” (copy).8

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

(nanucano pyko# H. K. YibsiHOBOI).

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

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

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

8 Fel'shtinsky, Komm. Opp. L, p. 44 of 168 in online text version.
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Kotkin adds:

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

The subject of this letter, the issue of the monopoly of foreign
trade, does not come up again in any of Lenin’s later writings.
There is no evidence of any “campaign” on this issue in concert with
Trotsky.

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

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

The Secretaries Journal records the note to Yaroslavsky on
December 14. (XLV 417; CW 42, 479). Yaroslavsky himself wrote
about his meeting with Lenin on the question of the monopoly of
foreign trade, which may have also taken place on December 14,
1922. In this memorandum Yaroslavsky records that when he told
Lenin that he, Yaroslavsky, had reminded Trotsky of his former
Menshevism, Lenin had laughed out loud and said: “Trotsky will
never forgive you for that.”®
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A orBerus Torga TponkoMy, YTO HHUKOrja He
NpHHaJJIeXal HU K Kakod Apyroil ¢paxiiuu, Kpome
dpakLuu 60/bIIEBUKOB, Yero oH, Tponkui, npo ceds
ckazaTb He MoxeT. ([lomHI0, Kak ceHuac, Kak
NepeKoCcuaoch JuLo Tpoukoro HNpu 3TOM, KaK OHO
MEHSJIOCh BO BpeMs MOel KOPOTKOH peyn).

Wnbuu pacxoxoTajaca BAPYI CBOHM 3apa3UTEJIEHBIM
CMeEXoM.

—IloBTopute, EMenbsiH,— cKasas OH,— Kak Bbl emy
CKasasu.

A IIOBTOpHJ, H Hnbuy cHoBa 3apa3nuTesibHO
paccMmenscs.

—/Jla BBl e ero MeHbIIeBHKOM Ha3Ba/JH, Xa-xa-xa!
Jdroro od Bam Hukorja He mpoctut! HeT, Tpouxuit
TaKHX BellleH He 3a0bIBaeT.

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

Ilyich suddenly burst out laughing with his infectious
laugh.

“Repeat it, Emelyan,” he said, “just as you told him.
I repeated, and Ilyich again laughed contagiously.

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

*Izv TsK KPSS 4, 1989, 187-90, at 189.
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In fact, Trotsky seems to have had nothing to do with the proposal
and passage of the resolution preserving the monopoly of foreign
trade. The handwritten draft of the resolution passed by the CC
Plenum on December 18, 1922, survives. It is in handwriting
similar to Stalin’s, so probably his, and signed by Stalin, Zinoviey,
and Kamenev. According to the description of this document given
by Sakharov, the document is in the same ink as Stalin’s signature
- more evidence that Stalin wrote it ~ while Zinoviev and Kamenev
signed with different ink, and Zinoviev made corrections. (215-6)

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

JI. B. KAMEHEB 8— W. B. CTAJIUHY
[He no3dnee 22 dekabps 1922 2.]
Hocud,

Ceroanst HOYbIO 3BOHUA MHe Tp[onkwuii]. Ckasas, 4To
noayuun or Crapuka 3anucky, B Kotopoit Ctlapuk]
BbIpaXkasi Y/JOBOJLCTBHE MNPHUHATOH mJeHyMOM™**
pe3osionMeil o BHemTopre, mnpocuT, OLHAaKO,
Tp[oukoro] caenathb mo 3ToMy BONpoCy AOKJIaJ Ha
dpakyuu che3fa U HOATOTOBUTHL TeM IMOYBY [Jis
NOCTAaHOBKH 3TOr0 BONpOCa Ha naprtcbesge. CMbICH,
BHAMMO, B TOM, UYTOOGBI 3aKpeNnuTh CHIO TO3ULHIO.
Ceoero MHeHus1 Tp[oukuii] He BbIpaXkas, HO NPOCHU
nepejaTb 3TOT Bompoc B kKoMuccuio HK 1o
mpoBeJeHMIo cbe3sia. Sl eMy obeman nepejaTtb Tebe,
YTO U Aealo.

He mor Te6e A03BOHUTHCH.

B MoeM fioksazie 1 UMel0 B BUAY ropa4do NpenojHecTH
pemeHue nienyma LK 10

Xwmy pyky JI. Kam[eHes].



Chapter Six. The Ultimatum Letter 151

fl uMe0 B BUAY IpHeXaTh 3aBTpa, KOO MaTepHaJIOB
JJIsT AOKJIaZia Takasd Kyda, YTO si B HHX TOHY U He
CrpaBJisoCch. 10,

L. B. KAMENEV 8 - 1. V. STALIN
[no later than December 22, 1922]
Joseph,

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

I couldn’t get through to you by phone.

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

I shake hands L. Kam[enev].

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

This would appear to confirm Lenin’s letter to Trotsky of
December 21. But there are problems with it. It is undated - the
editors have inserted “[not later than December 22, 1922]". Also,
Kamenev says that Trotsky told him Lenin had asked him to

1zv TsK KPSS 12, 1989, 191.
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defend the position on foreign trade by making a report “at the
Congress fraction” and so prepare the ground for a discussion “at
the Party Congress.” The “Congress fraction” could refer to the
Communist fraction of the X All-Russian Congress of Soviets, held
at the Bolshoi Theater on December 22, 1922, as the purported
letter of Lenin's to Trotsky says. But the XII Party Congress was
held April 17 -25, 1923. Lenin was planning to attend the Congress
himself.

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

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

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

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

Krupskaya’s name does not come up in either Kamenev’s undated
letter to Stalin or in Stalin’s reply. Therefore, there is no evidence
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that this letter was the cause of Stalin’s supposed phone call to,
and criticism of, Krupskaya.

Krupskaya’'s Note to Kamenev of December 23,

1922

LEV BORISOVICH!

Because of a short letter which I had written in words
dictated to me by Vladimir II'ich by permission of the
doctors, Stalin allowed himself yesterday an unusually
rude outburst directed at me. This is not my first day
in the party. During all these 30 years I have never
heard from any comrade one word of rudeness. The
business of the party and of II'ich are not less dear to
me than to Stalin. I need at present the maximum of
self-control. What one can and what one cannot
discuss with Il'ich I know better than any doctor,
because I know what makes him nervous and what
does not, in any case I know better than Stalin. I am
turning to you and to Grigorii [E. Zinoviev] as much
closer comrades of V. I. and I beg you to protect me from
rude interference with my private life and from vile
invectives and threats. 1 have no doubt as to what will
be the unanimous decision of the Control Commission,
with which Stalin sees fit to threaten me; however, |
have neither the strength nor the time to waste on this
foolish quarrel. And I am a living person and my
nerves are strained to the utmost.

“N. KRUPSKAYA”1!

The text in the PSS (see footnote) gives the date of this letter as
December 23, 1922. But the editors of the PSS do not include the

" 1.enin, PSS LIV 674-5, at note 541. This edition omits the text that I have put in
italics here. The full Russian text was first published in Izv TsK 12, 1989, 192.

This letter is not in the English language 4 edition of Lenin’s Collected Works.
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date as part of the text. If the date is correct, Stalin spoke with
Krupskaya the day before, December 22, 1922. But we can be sure
that it is not correct. So it was added by the editors of the PSS. Here
Krupskaya claims the right to speak to Lenin despite the resolution
of the Central Committee. Sakharov notes that during the period of
their opposition to Stalin in later years, neither Kamenev nor
Zinoviev mentioned anything about Krupskaya’s turning to them
to protect her from Stalin.

As we shall see, this dispute between Stalin and Krupskaya did not
in fact take place in December 1922. Only Krupskaya claims that it
took place then. All other accounts of this story put it later, in late
January or early February, 1923. This suggests that the letter
above was written later and predated, with a view to linking this
event with the letter to Trotsky.

Lenin’s sister Maria Il'inichna Ulyanova, who was very close to
Lenin and had witnessed the dispute between Krupskaya and
Stalin, portrayed this event very differently. She wrote

This incident took place because on the demand of the
doctors the Central Committee gave Stalin the charge
of keeping a watch so that no political news reached
Lenin during this period of serious illness. This was
done so as not to upset him and so that his condition
did not deteriorate, he (Stalin) even scolded his family
for conveying this type of information.!?

So not just Krupskaya but Lenin’s whole family were “scolded” by
Stalin.

Ulyanova speaks of a ban on giving Lenin political news. But this
ban was established only on December 24, 1922, after the dates
that Krupskaya claimed (December 21 for the letter to Trotsky,
December 22 for Stalin’s criticizing her). There is nothing in the

12 XLV 710; Izv TsK KPSS 12, 1989, 196. M.I. Ul'ianova’s whole report of July 26,
1926, to the Joint Plenum of the Central Committee and the Central Control
Committee, is on 195-6.
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C.C. resolution of December 18, 1922 forbidding personal contacts
with members of the Party leadership or with Lenin’s family.

Here is the December 24, 1922 ban as quoted by Maria IlI'inichna
in a memoir about Lenin:

BBuJy 2TOro, a Takke CYUTasCb C IOCTaBJeHHBIM
WUnbudem yabTuMaTyMmoM, Bpauu (Pepcrep, Kpamep,
KoxkeBHHKOB)  BbipaGotanu 24  pgexabpa Ha
coBewlanuu co CranuHbiM, KameHeBbIM ¥ ByxapuHbIM
c/lepyiouiee NOCTaHOBJeHHe:

«1. Baagumupy Habudy npenocTaBiasgeTcd NIpaBo
AUKTOBAaTb exeiHeBHO 5— 10 MuUHYT, HO 3TO He
JOJDKHO HOCUTHL XapaKTepa NepenucKd M Ha 3THU
3anvcku Bnagumup Uabud He JOJIKeH KAAaTh OTBeTa.
CBUAaHuA 3anpelialoTce.

2.Hu ppy3bs, HU AOMallHUe He [JOJDKHBI COOOHIATh
Bnagumupy  HWiapudy HuYero M3 IOJUTHYECKOH
XU3HH, 4YTOOGBI ITHM He J[aBaTb MaTepuaja A
pasMbliJIEHHH U BOJTHEHU» 13,

In view of this, and also taking into account the
ultimatum delivered by Il'ich, the doctors (Foerster,
Kramer, Kozhevnikov) drew up the following
resolution on December 24 at a meeting with Stalin,
Kamenev and Bukharin:

“l. Vladimir Ilyich is given the right to dictate 5-10
minutes daily, but this should not bear the character
of a correspondence and Vladimir Ilyich should not
wait for an answer to these notes. Personal meetings
are prohibited.

B1zv TsK KPSS 6 (1991), 193
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2. Neither friends nor family should communicate to
Vladimir Ilyich anything from political life, so as not to
provide material for thought and upset.”

Ulyanova links this event with the “question of the Caucasus.” (Izv
TsK 12, 1989, 198) She also links the clash between Stalin and
Krupskaya with “some conversation between N.K. [Krupskaya]
and V.I. [Lenin],” not with a letter to Trotsky.

It seems, one day coming to know about certain
conversations between N.K. and V.1, Stalin called her
to the telephone and spoke to her quite sharply
thinking this would not reach V. Ilyich. He warned her
that she should not discuss work with V.I. or this may
drag her to the Central Control Commission of the
party. This discussion deeply disturbed N.K. She
completely lost control of herself - she sobbed and
rolled on the floor. After a few days she told V.I. about
this incident and added that they had already
reconciled. Before this it seems Stalin had actually
called her to smooth over the negative reaction his
threat and warning had created upon her. She told
Kamenev and Zinoviev that Stalin had shouted at her
on the phone and it seems she mentioned the
Caucasus business. (1zv TsK 12, 1989, 198)

Ulyanova does not comment on whether Krupskaya’s histrionic
behavior - like “rolling on the floor” -~ was appropriate. Kotkin
suggests that Krupskaya may have been “deliberately trying to
stage a memorable incident,” presumably for Ulyanova’s benefit.
(Kotkin 488)

The main point is this: Ulyanova says Krupskaya told Lenin about
this event “after a few days” and during the time that the
“Caucasus business” was being discussed. These details are
completely in contradiction with Krupskaya’'s account. When,
therefore, was Krupskaya's letter to Kamenev really written?
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In her statement of July 26, 1926, Ulyanova says that Lenin’s
reaction was a moderate one.

Ilyich, who accidentally came to know about this and
who was also always worried about such a strong
regime of protection, in turn scolded Stalin. Stalin
apologized and with this the incident was settled. (Izv
TsK 12, 1989, 196)

The Russian word translated here as “scolded” ~ otchital - is
somewhat vague. But there is nothing here about a threat by Lenin
to break off personal relations with Stalin.

Ulyanova even suggests that Lenin’s reaction was excessive:
y

It goes without saying that during this period, as I
have indicated, if Lenin had not been so seriously ill
then he would have reacted to the incident differently.

She concludes:

There are documents regarding this incident and on
the first demand from the Central Committee I can
present them.

Thus I affirm that all the talk of the opposition about
Lenin’s relation towards Stalin does not correspond to
reality. These relations were most intimate and
friendly and remained so.

There is nothing in Ulyanova's account about any “rudeness” on
Stalin’s part. We have no evidence that Krupskaya, who certainly
would have known about Ulyanova’s statement, ever protested
what Ulyanova said.

What's more, on December 22, 1922, Lenin called Fotieva to him
and dictated a secret note, “outside of the diary [journal]”, in which
he requested cyanide “as a humanitarian measure, mentioning the
example of Paul Lafargue, Marx’s son-in-law.” Fotieva does not
state to whom the note was addressed.’* In 1926 Maria Il'inichna,
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who was constantly at his side, stated that the note was to Stalin.!s
Lenin had previously, in the spring of 1922,16 asked Stalin about
obtaining cyanide for him, and Lenin did so again in March, 1923,
As Maria Il'inichna noted, this argues against any estrangement
between Lenin and Stalin.

In a letter to Zinoviev of March 7, 1923, Kamenev also relates this
incident to Georgian affairs (the congress of the Georgian party,
scheduled for March 12), stating that he and Zinoviev have
received copies of Lenin’s “personal letter” to Stalin.

YauaB, yto I'py3[uHCckuii] cbe3s HaszHavyeH Ha 12
[mMapTa], Crapux

BeCbMa B3BOJIHOBAJICA, HEpBHHYAaA H .. NOCKAN
Cranuny (konusa MHe U Te6Ge) ePCOHANbHOE MUCHMO,
KOTOpPOE Thl, HABEPHO, ke UMeellb. CTa/IMH OTBETHII
BeCbMa CJEpPKAaHHbIM H KHUCJIbIM H3BHHEHHEM,
KOTOpOe BPSiJ JIK Y 0BIeTBOPUT CTapHKa.

(Izv TsK 9, 1990, 151).

When the Old Man learned that the Georgian
congress was set for the 12 [of March], he became
very excited and nervous, and ... sent Stalin (copy to
me and you) a personal letter, which you,
undoubtedly, already have. Stalin responded with a
very restrained and sour apology, which will hardly
satisfy the Old Man.

This would have made no sense in December, 1922. .Moreover,
Kamenev's description doesn’t sound like the “ultimatum letter,”
in which Stalin clearly refuses to apologize.

14 12v TsK KPSS 6, 1991, 191, top of left column.
15 fzv TsK KPSS 12, 1989, 196.
16 Maria Ul'ianova’s memoir about Lenin, Izv TsK KPSS 3 (1991), 185.



Chapter Six. The Ultimatum Letter 159

Boris Bazhanov, Stalin’s secretary, who defected to the West on
January 1, 1928, wrote and rewrote memoirs which are not at all
reliable in many details. But he does agree that the Krupskaya-
Stalin-Lenin incident occurred in 1923, not when Krupskaya
claimed.

B snBape 1923 roga cekperapiua Jleauna ®oruera
3anpocusia y Hero HHTepecoBaBluve JleHHWHa
MaTepuasbl MO TPy3MHCKOMY Bompocy. CTaquH HX
farb oTkasaica (“He Mory 6e3 Iloaut6ropo”).B
Havyasie Maprta oH [CranuH] Tak ob6pyran Kpynckyio,
4YTO oOHa mnpubexana K JleHHHy B c/e3ax, U
BO3MYILeHHBIH JleHuH OPOJHKTOBAJ IUCbMO
CtasivHy, YTO OH IOpbIBAaeT C HUM BCAKHE JINUHBIE
oTHoleHus.’

In January 1923, Lenin’s secretary Fotieva asked him
for materials on the Georgian question that
interested Lenin. Stalin refused to give them (“I can't,
without the Politburo”). In early March, he [Stalin]
scolded Krupskaya so much that she ran to Lenin in
tears, and the indignant Lenin dictated a letter to
Stalin that he would break off all personal relations
with him.

Bazhanov puts Stalin’s scolding Krupskaya in early March, but he
mentions Lenin’s request for Georgian materials and Stalin’s
answer, which are clearly related to January 24-29, 1923 in the
Secretaries Journal.’® This was long after the December 24, 1922,
prohibition against Lenin’s receiving political materials, which
Stalin was appointed to oversee.

Molotov also tells about this conflict between Krupskaya and
Stalin:

'7 Boris Bazhannov, Vospominaniia byvshego sekretaria Stalina. Glava 3. Sekretar’
Orgbiuro. At http://www.hrono.ru/libris/lib_b/bazhan03.php Reprinted from
edition by “Knigizdatel’stvo ‘Vsemirnoe slovo,’ Spb 1992.

18 See “Journal of Lenin’s Duty Secretaries,” CW vol. 42, 484-5,
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Stalin implemented the decision of the secretariat and
did not permit Zinoviev and Kamenev to visit Lenin
once this was prohibited by the doctors. Zinoviev and
Kamenev complained to Krupskaya. Outraged, she
told off Stalin. He responded, “Lenin should not have
visitors.” “But Lenin himself wants it!” Stalin: “If the
Central Committee says so, we might not let you see
him either.”1®

If Kamenev and Zinoviev were involved in this incident from the
beginning, that would help to explain why Krupskaya appealed to
them in her letter to Kamenev (above)

If indeed the Stalin-Krupskaya conflict was related to the struggle
in the Georgian CP concerning principled questions of nation-state
building, that might help explain why in reacting to Krupskaya'’s
position Stalin told Molotov that to be Lenin’s wife “does not
necessarily mean to understand Leninism!” (MR 133) The
question of the monopoly of foreign trade was not a principled
theoretical question but one of expediency, while the national
question was central to Bolshevik theory and politics, therefore to
Leninism. (Sakharov, Zagadki 28)

All accounts of the Stalin-Krupskaya conflict except for
Krupskaya’s letter to Kamenev cite the “Caucasus question” and
place it at the end of January or beginning of February, 1923. This
means that Krupskaya’s version is a serious distortion of reality -
that she was deliberately lying. Lenin showed renewed interest in
the Georgian question no earlier than the end of January 1923.
Fotieva, in Lenin’s name, asked for the materials of the
Dzerzhinsky commission on January 24. (XLV 476; CW 42, 484)

On February 1, 1923, Stalin appealed to the Politburo “to be
relieved of the responsibility of monitoring the implementation of
the regime established by the doctors for com. Lenin.” This would

19 Feliks Chuev. Molotov Remembers. Inside Kremlin Politics (Chicago: Dee, 1993),
132-3. Hereafter MR.
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make sense if his confrontation with Krupskaya had just occurred.
The Politburo turned down his request.?’ Their decision might be
understood as approving Stalin’s action, and thus deciding against
Krupskaya’s claim to be allowed to speak with Lenin whenever she
wished and about whatever she wished. And that might explain
why Krupskaya never referred to this incident again.

The “Ultimatum” Letter?’
B. W. JIEHUH — U. B. CTAJIUHY
5 maprta 1923 1.
Crporo cekpeTHoO.
JlnyHo.
Toapuiny CTanusy.
Komnus t1. KameHeBy 1 3MHOBbEBY.

YBaxkaembiit T. CTaniuH! Bol UMesn rpy60cTh M03BaTh MO0
JKeHY K TeJle-

doHy u 06pyraTh ee. XoTa oHa BaM U BripasuJia corjacue
3a0bIThb CKa3aHHOe, HO TeEM He MeHee 3TOT (QaKT CTall
H3BecTeH Yepe3 Hee e 3uHOBLEBY 14 um Kameneny. I He
HaMepeH 3abbIBaTb TaK JIErKO TO, YTO NPOTUB MeHs
CAeslaHO, a HeYero W roBOPHUTH, YTO ClejlaHHOe IIPOTUB
JKeHBl f CYUTAK CAeJaHHBIM U IPOTHUB MeHd. [losTomy
npouy Bac B3BecHTb, corJIacHb! JIM Bbl B3Th cKasaHHOe
HasaJ ¥ U3BUHUTBCA UM NPelloyHTaeTe NOpBaTh MEXAY
HAaMH OTHOLIEHUS.

20“0 npepnoxeHun T. CTajMHa. Mpepsioxenue T. CTanyuHa 06 0CBOGOKAEHNY €T0
OT 06sA3aHHOCTEH Hab104aTh 33 MCIIOJHEHHEM PEXXUMA, YCTAHOBJAEHHOTO
Bpayamu st B. U. JlenuHa, oTkioHuTh.” [IpoTokos 3acepanus HosmuT6opo #46,
1923 r. Cited in the newspaper Kommersant-vlast’ No.3, January 27, 2003. At
https:/ /www.kommersant.ru/doc/360899

21 See illustration #6¢ for two variants of this letter.
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C yBaxkeHueM JIeHHH.
5-ro mapTa 23 roga
TOJ. V.STALIN
Top secret
Personal
Copy to Comrades Kamenev and Zinoviev
Dear Comrade Stalin:

You have been so rude as to summon my wife to the
telephone and use bad language. Although she had told you
that she was prepared to forget this, the fact nevertheless
became known through her to Zinoviev and Kamenev. I
have no intention of forgetting so easily what has been
done against me, and it goes without saying that what has
been done against my wife 1 consider having been done
against me as well. I ask you, therefore, to think it over
whether you are prepared to withdraw what you have said
and to make your apologies, or whether you prefer that
relations between us should be broken off.

Respectfully yours,
Lenin

March 5, 192322

Volkogonov ties the stress of Lenin’s agitation over Stalin’s alleged
treatment of Krupskaya to the seizure Lenin suffered on March 6
and his final, devastating stroke of March 10. In his version Stalin
ends up being guilty not just of rudeness to Lenin’s wife, but of
indirectly causing Lenin’s final and permanent incapacitation.?

22 Russian edition: LIV 329-30; Izv TsK 12, 1989, 192-3. English translation CW
45, 607-8.
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According to Sakharov who, as a professor at Moscow State
University, had special access to these documents during the
1990s, the archival copy is typewritten and carries the words
“written down by M.V.” 2 We don’t know how many copies were
made. Lenin’s sister Maria Ulyanova later wrote that Lenin asked
Volodicheva to send it to Stalin and to give her a copy in a sealed
envelope.?

Lenin’s secretaries, or perhaps just Volodicheva herself, typed a
number of copies at different times. Copies were presumably sent
to at least Kamenev, Zinoviev, and Trotsky. This is more evidence
that an opposition conspiracy against Stalin was in progress at this
time.

The Secretaries Journal, entries by M. Volodicheva, fully records
the story about Lenin’s letters to Stalin and Trotsky.

March 5 (entry by M. A. Volodicheva).

Vladimir Ilyich did not send for me until round about
12. Asked me to take down two letters: one to Trotsky,
the other to Stalin; the first letter to be telephoned
personally to Trotsky and the answer given to him as
soon as possible. As to the second letter, he asked it to
be put off, saying that he was not very good at it that
day. He wasn’t feeling too good.

March 6 (entry by M. A. Volodicheva).

Asked about a reply to the first letter (reply over the
telephone was taken down in shorthand). Read the
second letter (to Stalin) and asked it to be handed to

%3 Sakharov 395. See Volkogonov, Lenin t. 2 (Russian edition, Novosti, Moscow,
1998), 342.

The published version (in Russian but not in the English translation) carries an
exclamation point after the words “Dear comrade Stalin.” Evidently, the
Khrushchev-Brezhnev era editors wished to impart to the letter a harsher tone
towards Stalin.

% See Chapter 10.
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him personally and receive the answer from his own
hands. Dictated a letter to the Mdivani group. Felt bad.
Nadezhda Konstantinovna asked that this letter to
Stalin should not be sent, and it was held up
throughout the 6th. On the 7th I said I had to carry out
Vladimir Ilyich’s instructions. She spoke to Kamenev,
and the letter was handed to Stalin and Kamenev, and
afterwards to Zinoviev when he got back from
Petrograd. Stalin’s answer was received immediately
on receipt of Vladimir Ilyich’s letter (the letter was
handed to Stalin personally by me and his answer to
Vladimir Ilyich dictated to me). The letter has not yet
been handed to Vladimir Ilyich, as he has fallen ill.
(XLV, 486; CW 42, 493-4)

The Doctors Journal records that Lenin did dictate two letters on
March 5 to Volodicheva. But it states that

The letters, according to Vladimir Il'ich, did not upset
him in the least, since they were purely business
letters, but as soon as the stenographer left, Vladimir
Il'ich felt chills. (Kentavr, October-December, 1991,
108)

“Purely business letters” that “did not upset him in the least” does
not describe the “ultimatum” letter to Stalin. This raises the
question: Did Lenin dictate this letter at all?

* We know that someone in Lenin’s secretariat - it could only have
been Krupskaya - began to falsify Lenin’s article “How Should We
Reorganize the WPI?”

* We know that Krupskaya pre-dated the quarrel with Stalin,
moving it from late January-early February, 1923, when the
Georgian national question was in the foreground, to December 22,
1923.

* We know that Krupskaya released the “Letter to the Congress”
only after the XII Party Congress, and that its contents closely
reflect some of the speeches by oppositionists, and some of the
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discussions, at the XII P.C, and that this can hardly be accidental.
Therefore, Krupskaya, perhaps in concert with others, composed
the L2C after the XII Party Congress, which ended on April 25,

1923.

So we must pose the question: Was the “ultimatum” letter really
dictated by Lenin? Or is it yet another fabrication by Krupskaya,
perhaps together with other persons?

Stalin’s Letter to Lenin of March 7, 19232

Stalin replied to Lenin:

T. lenuny ot CTanuHa.
ToAbKO JUYHO.
T. /leHHH!

Hezenw nsaTh Hazag g umen 6ecefy ¢ Tos. H. Koucr,,
KOTOpYH 1 CYUTAl0 He TOJIbKO Bamieil :xeHOM, HO U
MOHM CTapblM MapTHHHBIM TOBapulieM, ¥ cKazal el
(no TenedoHy) npuba. craeylollee:  “Bpayu
3anpeTusyd AaBaTh Wiabudy NOAUT, HWHOOPMaLHUIO,
CYHTas TaKOM pexXuM BaXHEHIIHUM CpejcTBOM
BbLIeYUTh ero. Mexay TeM, Bei, H. K., okaskiBaeTcs,
HapyluiaeTe 3TOT pexuM. Hesb3s urpatbh >KH3HBIO
Wnbnya” u np. 1 He cyvTalo, YTOOBI B 3THX CI0Bax
MOXKHO OBbLJIO yCMOTpPETb 4YTO- JHO0 Tpyboe WU
HeNo3BOJIMTENIbHOE, MpeAnpHH. “‘npoTuB” Bac, ubo
HUKaKHX JPYTHX Liesiel, KpoMe 1iesiu o6bicTpeitmero B.
BBI3ZOPOBJIEHHs, f1 He TmpeciegoBan. bBosee Toro, a
CYUTaAJ CBOMM J[OJrOM CMOTPETh 33 TEM, 4YTOOHI
pexuM mnpoBoauica. Mou o6bacHeHus ¢ H. K
NOATBEPAMIH, YTO HHYEro, KpoMe  INYCTHIX
HeJopa3yM., He OBbLIO TYT, Ja U He MOIJO ObITb.
BrnpouemM, ecsin Brbl cunTaeTe, 4TO AJISl COXpPaHEHUSs

% See illustration #7.
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“OTHOIIEHHN” A Jo/DKeH “B34Th HaszaJ' cKasaHHble
BbILIEe CJIOBA, s1 UX MOTY B3fITb Ha3aJi, OTKa3bIBascCh,
OJHAKO, MOHATHL, B 4YeM TYT JAeJso, rge Mosi “BuHA” H
Yero coO6CTBeHHO OT MeHS XOTST.

To comrade Lenin from Stalin.
Strictly personal.
Comrade Lenin!

About five weeks ago 1 had a talk with com. N. Konst.
[Natalia Konstantinovna - Krupskaya's name and
patronymic], whom I consider not only your wife, but
also my old Party comrade, and told her (on the
telephone) approximately the following:

‘The doctors have forbidden us to give Il'ich polit.
information, and consider this regimen a very
important means of treating him. Meanwhile you, N.K,,
as it turns out, are violating this regime. We must not
play with Il'ich’s life,” etc. I do not think that in these
words it was possible to discern anything rude or
impermissible, undertaken. “against” you, because I
did not pursue any other goals, except for the goal of
your quickest recovery. Moreover, I considered it my
duty to see that the regime was carried out. My
explanations with N.K. have confirmed that there is
nothing in this but empty misunderstandings, and
indeed there could not be. However, if you consider
that I must “take back” the above words which I spoke
for the sake of keeping our “relationship,” I can take
then back. But I do not understand what the problem
here is, what my “fault” is, and what precisely is
expected of me.?”

27 Not in PSS or CW. First published in Izv TsK KPSS 12, 1989, 193. Also at
http://www.hrono.info/libris/stalin/16-47.php, from Volkogonov.
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Here Stalin relates the conflict with Krupskaya to the end of
January or beginning of February, 1923, “about five weeks” before
his letter of March 7. This is consistent with Bazhanov’s and Maria
Ulyanova’s accounts and contradicts Krupskaya’s. By that time the
issue of the conflict within the leadership of the Georgian
Communist Party, not the monopoly of foreign trade, was the focus
of attention.

Krupskaya’s version represents only Krupskaya herself as a
violator of the ban on the transfer of political information to Lenin.
It is understandable why Stalin reprimanded her. But for some
reason, according to Lenin’s sister, he reprimanded the “family.”
M.I. Ulyanova was not indignant about this, perhaps because
Stalin’s deed was considered justified, if not in form, then in
essence.

And by this she also informs us that it was not connected with the
letter which Lenin allegedly dictated to Krupskaya on December
21 for Trotsky. (394) Therefore, the evidence shows that
Krupskaya was lying by dating Stalin’s reprimand to her - and to
her alone - as having occurred on December 22, 1922, and as
having to do with a purported letter from Lenin to Trotsky of
December 21.

According to Maria Ulyanova, Lenin was involved in settling this
issue between Krupskaya and Stalin, but it did not escalate to the
point where Lenin threatened to break relations with Stalin.

Bola oAMH HHOUAEHT MexXAy JIeHHMHBIM U CTaJuHbBIM,
0 KOTOpPOM T. 3UHOBBEB YIIOMSAHYJ B CBOeH peyd U
KOTOpBIH HMeJ] MecTo He3aAoJaro M0 IoTepH
WiabuyéM peun (MapTt 1923 r.), HO OH HOCHJ YHCTO
JIMYHBIA Xapakrep M HUKAKOI0 OTHOLUIEHWA K
NOJIUTHKE He UMeJl. ITO T.3MHOBbEB XOPOUIO 3HAET, U
CCbl/IaTbCA Ha Hero ObLIO COBEpIIEHHO HaIpacHo.
IIponzowmén 3TOT MHUMAEHT Osiarojaps TOMY, 4YTO
CTasiuH, KOTOpOMy MO Tpe6GOBaHHUIO BpayeHd OBLIO
nopydeHo Ilnenymom K crneauts 3a TeM, YTOOBI
Unbudy B 3TOT THKENBIH nepuoj ero 00Jie3HH He




168 The Lenin Testament Falsification

coobla/ii MOJUTHYECKHX HOBOCTeH, 4ToObI He
B3BOJIHOBATb €ro M He YXYAWIHUTbH €T0 MOJIOXKEeHHH,
OT4YMTaN ero ceMelHbix (uuTail: Kpynckyio - JI.B.) 3a
nepejady TaKoro poja HOBocTeH. Usbu4Y, KOTODDIH
cAy4alHO y3HaJ 06 3TOM, — a TAKOTO poJia PeXuM
obeperaHusi ero BooGLie Bcerga BOJHOBAJI, — B CBOIO
ouepesb oTunTad CrtanuHa. T. CTajuH U3BUHUICA, U
3THM HHI[UAEHT OblJ UcYepaH.?®

There was an incident between Lenin and Stalin which
comrade Zinoviev mentions in his speech and which
took place not long before Ilyich lost his power of
speech (March, 1923) but it was completely personal
and had nothing to do with politics. Comrade Zinoviev
knew this very well and to quote it was absolutely
unnecessary. This incident took place because on the
demand of the doctors the Central Committee gave
Stalin the charge of keeping a watch so that no
political news reached Lenin during this period of
serious illness. This was done so as not to upset him
and so that his condition did not deteriorate, he
(Stalin) even scolded his family for conveying this type
of information. Ilyich, who accidentally came to know
about this and who was also always worried about
such a strong regime of protection, in turn scolded
Stalin. Stalin apologized and with this the incident was
settled. What is there to be said - during this period,
as I had indicated, if Lenin had not been so seriously ill
then he would have reacted to the incident differently.
There are documents regarding this incident and on
the first demand from the Central Committee I can
present them.

This is what the evidence that we have reviewed so far shows.

28 Jzv TsK KPSS 12 (1989), 196.
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Why did Krupskaya move this incident to December 22, 1922,
instead of when it really happened, at the end of January or
beginning of February, 1923? Possibly in order to link it to the
“Addition” to Lenin’s supposed “Letter to the Congress,” where
“rudeness” is said to be a characteristic of Stalin that poses a
political danger on the part of the General Secretary of the Party. It
was not a perfect “fit” - the L2C says that Stalin’s “rudeness” is
tolerable in relation to Party members but not to non-Party
members, and Krupskaya was a Party member. Nevertheless, it
fixed “rudeness” as an attribute of Stalin’s - an attribute not
alleged by anyone else.

Those able to read Russian will note that, in the version published
in Izv TsK 12, 1989, 193, there is a heading: “To Comrade Lenin
from Stalin. Strictly personal.” But in the original, reproduced
photographically in volume two of the Russian edition of
Volkogonov's biography of Lenin, between pages 384 and 385,
there is no heading.?° According to Sakharov, these are the words
of a note on Central Committee letterhead that is kept together
with Stalin’s letter. (Sakharov, Zagadki 34) There is no evidence -
e.g., a date - on the note to prove that it accompanied Stalin’s letter
or, perhaps, has nothing to do with it. Why was it ~ dishonestly, of
course — printed as a part of Stalin’s letter? Perhaps to give the
letter a great sense of authenticity?

Volodicheva claimed that she took down Stalin’s reply under
dictation.3? This is the document reproduced by Volkogonov. The
handwriting appears to be consistent with Volodichva’s and is
cursive, as would be expected if taken down by dictation. Indeed,
in 1967 Volodicheva told Aleksandr Bek that she had been so
upset that she herself was surprised at her “scrawl” [karakuli].2! It
is not signed by Stalin.3?

¥ ] have put it online at

https://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/stalintolenin030723.jpg

S0XLV 486; CW 42, 494.

zl A. Bek. “K istorii poslednikh leninskikh dokumentov.” Moskovskie novosti 17
1989), 9.
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But a second text of this letter exists, which has not been
photographically reproduced. Sakharov describes this text as
written “in even, calm handwriting ... signed with a signature
characteristic of Stalin.”3® (399) This “Stalin version” is kept
among the materials of Lenin’s secretariat in an envelope together
with Lenin’s letter of March 5 on which is written: “Letter of V.I. of
5/111/23 (2 copies) and answer of com. St{alin], not read by V.1
Len[in]. The sole copies.” (Sakharov, Zagadki, 34) How could this
letter exist if Volodicheva took Stalin’s answer in dictation? Its
existence casts doubt on Volodicheva’s account.

There are further problems with the copies of the “ultimatum”
letter in Lenin’s archive.

Three copies of the letter are preserved in the archive,
all with the same contents. Differences in the
arrangement of the texts on the page show that they
were typed at different times, as do the differences in
the notation of the addressees. On one copy the
notation that copies were sent to L.B. Kamenev and
G.E. Zinoviev are lacking, but on two other copies this
note does appear - in the upper right corner beneath
the words “To com[rade] Stalin is written “Copy to
c[omrades] Kamenev and Zinoviev.” In addition, on
one of these copies this superscription was typed at
the same time as the text, while on the other it was not
- the text is thicker, obviously typed with a different
ribbon). So one copy of the letter was sent to Kamenev
and Zinoviev. But Volodicheva stated that two
different copies were send to them.

The note about the personal nature of the letter is
formulated differently (“personal”; “personal, -”, as is
the inscription of verification (“Written down by V.M.”,
“Accurate M.V.").

T #

32 See illustration #11, in Volodicheva’s “scrawl.”
33 Sakharov identifies this text as RGASPL f. 2. op. 1. d. 26004 11. 3-6.
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The notation “Accurate” on the letters means that
what we have here is not the original, but a copy ...
That is not surprising, but it raises some questions.
When, by whom, and why was a copy made, if there
were copies of the original? Why, on the originals,
were the addressees typed at a different time than the
text? If the letters were sent to three addressees, and
one (as was the practice) remained for the archive,
why are there so many texts in the secretariat? All this
suggests some work by Lenin’s secretaries to make
multiple copies of the text of this secret and personal
letter. (Sakharov, Zagadki 31-2)

According to Sakharov, who cites archival sources, neither Lenin’s
“ultimatum” letter nor Stalin’s reply are registered in Lenin’s
secretariat (i.e. as they were produced) nor as entering into
Lenin’s archive. One logical explanation is that they were placed in
Lenin’s archive much later than March 1923, when the registration
books were no longer in use.

Then there is the matter of the blanks, the stationery on which the
two “Stalin replies” are recorded. Sakharov states that blanks like
that on which the “Stalin version” is written may be found in the
archives available to him, but that he has not found any blanks like
the one on which Volodicheva’'s version is written. (Sakharov,
Zagadki 36)

The contents of the letter raise questions. The “ultimatum” letter
demands an apology. But in this letter Stalin only agrees-
reluctantly - to “take back” what he said, but no more. Volkogonov
points out that the “ultimatum” letter addresses Stalin as
“respected” (uvazhaemiy) and ends “respectfully, Lenin” (s
uvazheniem, Lenin), and calls Stalin’s tone “disrespectful.”34

It turns out that in a certain sense Zinoviev and
Kamenev are central figures in this story. This agrees

3 Volkogonov, Lenin, t. 2, 343.
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with Molotov's testimony that the conflict between
Stalin and Krupskaya took place because of them.
Krupskaya appealed to their protection concerning
the talk with Stalin. In the “ultimatum” letter it is
specifically stated that Lenin has dictated it and
demands from Stalin an apology because Zinoviev and
Kamenev were informed about Stalin’s rudeness to
Krupskaya. (Sakkharov, Zagadki 34)

Sakharov is referring to two texts. First is this passage from
Krupskaya's letter to Kamenev, dated December 23, 1922:

Al ob6paumatocb k Bam u x Ipuropuio, xak 6oJsiee
6/1M3KUM ToBapHiiaMm B. U, u npoumy orpaguTh MeHs
OT rpy6oro BMelIaTeJbCTBAa B JIMUHYI KH3Hb,
HeA0CTOoiHOM 6paHu U yrpos.3®

I appeal to you and to Grigory [Zinoviev - GF], as the
closest comrades of V.I, and ask you to protect me
from rude interference in my personal life, unworthy
abuse and threats.

The second text is this passage in Felix Chuev’s book of interviews
with Molotov:

Stalin implemented the decision of the secretariat and
did not permit Zinoviev and Kamenev to visit Lenin
once this was prohibited by the doctors. Zinoviev and
Kamenev complained to Krupskaya. Outraged, she
told off Stalin. He responded, “Lenin should not have
-visitors.” “But Lenin himself wants it!” Stalin: “If the
Central Committee says so, we might not let you see
him either.”3¢

35 “N K. Krupskaya to L.B. Kamenev. 22 December, 1922.” Izv TsK KPSS 12 (1989),
192. The first publication of his letter, in Lenin, PSS, LIV 674-5, omits the direct
appeal to Zinoviev as well as to Kamenev.

36 Molotov Remembers. Conversations with Felix Chuev. Ed. and Intro. Albert Resis.
Chicago: Dee, 1993, 132-133.
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Sakharov continues:

Volodicheva includes among the witnesses of Lenin’s
work on the “ultimatum” letter M.I. Ulyanova. But
Ulyanova “refuses” this “honor,” and indicates that she
knows about this story from Krupskaya. What's more,
she doubts that Krupskaya saw this letter ... (Zagadki
32)

Here too Sakharov refers to two documents. The first is to
Aleksandr Bek’s interview 1963 interview with Volodicheva;

Soon a troubled Maria Il'inichna approached her
[Fotieva] and said:

“Vladimir Il'ich is worse. What did he dictate to you?”
She took the letter from the distraught Volodicheva ...37

The second is to Ulyanova's second document about Stalin's
relationship with Lenin.

After returning home and seeing V.I. distressed N.K.
understood that something had happened. She
requested Volodicheva not to send the letter. She
would personally talk to Stalin and ask him to
apologize. That is what N.K. is saying now, but I feel
that she did not see this letter and it was sent to
Stalin as V.I. had wanted.3®

He also notes, correctly, that Stalin disavows what Krupskaya said.
Rather than apologizing, Stalin insists that he did nothing wrong.
That is, in this letter Stalin does not apologize on principle, clearly
stating that he does not understand why he should do so.

37 “Stenografistka Il'icha,” Sovetskaia Kul'tura January 1, 1989, p. 3.
%8 Izvestiia TsK KPSS 12 (1989), 199. Russian text and English translation are an
appendix to the present book.
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Suppose that Stalin had received the “ultimatum” letter, but that
he was puzzled, even irked, by it, because, in fact, he had already
apologized, as Maria Ulyanova later wrote that he did.

Ilyich, who accidentally came to know about this and
who was also always worried about such a strong
regime of protection, in turn scolded Stalin. Stalin
apologized and with this the incident was settled.

Assuming that Ulyanova’s account is truthful, suddenly, on March
7, 1923, Stalin received a second demand for an apology. That
would account for the tone of this letter of March 7, and for his
failure to apologize again.

Another possibility is that Stalin did not receive the “ultimatum”
letter, and therefore was not responding to it.

One cannot exclude, for example, that its appearance
was inspired by rumors or stories that Lenin
continued to express dissatisfaction with Stalin’s
conflict with Krupskaya, that Lenin had forgotten that
reconciliation had already taken place, that it would
be good to write him a few words about the conflict
and reassure him ... In this case, the fact that Stalin's
letter was written as if he knew nothing about the text
of the “ultimatum” letter and did not answer it
receives a natural explanation. (Sakharov 400; cf.
Sakharov, Zagadki 37)

Sakharov, who had access to archival documents, questions
Lenin’s authorship of the “ultimatum” letter.

There exists a “Journal of Viadimir II'ich’s directives”
(“Journal of registration of outgoing mail by V.L
Lenin”), in which annotations were made from
September 7, 1920, until January 16, 1924. In it there
is no information about any letters sent by Lenin
on either March 5 or 6, 1923, including to Stalin.
Separate from the registration of incoming and
outgoing correspondence in Lenin’s secretariat there
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was conducted a registration of documents sent from
the secretariat to Lenin’s personal archive: “Journal
No. 4 of the registration of documents of the Archive
of V.I. Lenin” that was maintained from December 19,
1922 until April 16, 1923. But here too there is no
record of entry into Lenin’s Archive of the
“ultimatum” letter or Stalin’s response to it ...
There exists still another journal of registration of
documents of Lenin’s Archive containing notes from
January 9 to July 9, 1923. But there too neither these
letters nor the envelope are registered. (Sakharov,
Zagadki 35)

Sakharov adds further evidence that Lenin’s correspondence has
been tampered with.

Meanwhile, in this journal other documents related to
Lenin are mentioned. On March 5 a “note to com.
Tuchkov dated March 1, 1923, concerning church
collections” is registered, on March 7 - “VL. L. ‘s article
‘Better Fewer But Better’, ... (Sakharov 274; Sakharov,
Zagadki 35-6)

The letter to Tuchkov and other documents listed by Sakharov
(273) are not in Lenin’s PSS. Sakharov concludes: “These facts
show that we essentially know very little about Lenin’s work
during this final period.” It appears likely that Lenin’s final letters
were, in reality, these as yet unpublished documents.

Sakharov plausibly explains the absence of the “ultimatum” letter
from the journals of Lenin’s secretariat and archive.

How can we explain the presence of the “ultimatum”
letter and Stalin’s reply among the materials of Lenin’s
archive, and the absence of the registration of the
passage of their passage through Lenin’s secretariat
and entry into Lenin’s archive? We must assume that
these letters entered Lenin's Archive much later than
March 1923 - after the registration books had already
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been removed from use and it was no longer possible
to write them in “after the fact,” but it was possible to
add the envelope with the letters to the materials of
the document collection (“fond”) that was being
formed. (Zagadki 36)

All of these contradictory details suggest that that Lenin did not
dictate the “ultimatum” letter. On the evidence we have todayj, it is
more likely that Krupskaya drafted this letter, perhaps with the
help of Lenin’s secretaries. The word “rude” in it would be echoed
in Krupskaya’s fabricated letter to Kamenev, post-dated to
December 23, 1923, and in the “Addition,” documents that were
not composed until sometime after the XII Party Congress. This
kind of intrigue in Lenin’s Secretariat, headed by Krupskaya,
would also explain why Stalin’s letter was not shown to Lenin.

Twelve days later Lenin asked Stalin for poison to end his life.
According to the canonical story Lenin, in the “ultimatum” letter,
had threatened to break relations with Stalin, and had not seen
Stalin’s reply. Yet he asked Stalin the kind of favor that only one
devoted friend would ask another - to help him die. This story,
challenged by no one, would make sense if Lenin did not send the
“ultimatum” letter.

Kamenev’'s Letter to Zinoviev of March 7, 1923
CoBepuieHHo] cexp[eTHO]
7.111.[1]923 r. 4 vaca.
Jloporoii I'puropui,

Yeskarw uepes 2 yaca. [ljisi OpHEHTHPOBKH coobiaio Tebe
cnenfyomue] daxrel. Y3uaB, uto 'pys[uHckuii] cbesj
Ha3HayeH Ha 12 [mapra], CTapuk BecbMa B3BOJIHOBAJICH,
HepBHHYaJ U 1) nocnan TpoLKOMy NMUCbMEHHYIO POCkOY
«B3SITh Ha cebs 3alUTYy rpy3[MHCKOro] Aena B mapTHH:
Torja s1 6yy crnokoeH». TPOLKHH pelIuTeJbHOr0 OTBETa
He Ja/. BeI3biBaJjl BYepa HOYbI0 MEHd JJiA coBelanus, 2)
HamMcaa ¥ JAal  MHe Uil mnepejayd  «MjHBaHH,
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Max[apagze] u pgp.» (konusa Tponkomy u KameHeBy)
IIMCBMO B 2 CTPOKH (aKTHYeCKOH cosimpapyusauuu C
Mpaueanu u K ° u gezasyupoBanusa Cepro, Crt[anuna] u
A3[epxunckoro], 3) nocaan CtanuHy (Konus MHe U Tebe)
NepcoHaJibHOe NHCbMO, KOTOpOe Thi, HaBEpHO, YXKe
uMeemb. CTaluH OTBETHJ BecbMa  CAEPKaHHBIM U
KHCJIBIM U3BHHEHHEM, KOTOpOe BpSJ JIU YAOBJIETBOPHT
Crapuka.

Sl npunoxy Bce CHJIBI 11 JOCTHXKeHHMA Ha KaBkase mupa
Ha II0YBe pelleHHH, KOTOpble 00'beAHWHUJIH Obl 06e
rpynnsl. I[Tosarato, aToro MoxHo 6ygeT a06uThcs. booce,
4YTO 3TO YyXKe He YJAoBJeTBOpUT CTapuKa, KOTOpPBIH,
BHAMMO, XO4eT He TOJbKO MHpa Ha KaBkaze, HO H
olpeje/ieHHbIX OPraHU3allHOHHBIX BLIBOAOB HaBepXy.

A1 nymato, Te6e Heo6xo0AUMO GBITH B MOCKBe 3TO BpeMs U
JAepxaThb CBA3b c[o] MHo# B Tudauce. Cbess oTIOKEH A0
15 [ampensd], ¥ 3To AaeT BO3MOKHOCTD ellle pa3 06CyAUTh
BCe BO3HMKAlOUiMe M3 COBOKYNMHOCTH INepedyHcJeHHbIX
dakToB BBIBOABL JKajew, 4To He MOry A0 OTbe3ja
NIOTOBOPHTD C TOGOH.

Hwmy pyxy.

JI. KameHeB
ABTtorpad>®

Top secret
7.111.1923 4 o’clock
Dear Grigorii:

I am leaving in 2 hours. To bring you up to date I am
reporting to you the following facts. Upon learning
that the Georgian Congress was scheduled for 12

3 1zv TsK 9, 1990, 151.
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[March], the Old Man was very excited and nervous,
and 1) he sent Trotsky a written request “to assume
the defense of the Georgian business in the party: then
I will be calm.” Trotsky did not give a decisive answer.
He called me yesterday night for a meeting, 2) he
wrote and gave me for transmission to Mdivani,
Makh[aradze] and others (a copy to Trotsky and
Kamenev) a letter in 2 lines [of] actual solidarity with
Mdivani and Co. and disavowing Sergo, St[alin] and
Dz[erzhinsky], 3) he sent to Stalin (a copy to me and
to you) a personal letter, which you probably already
have. Stalin responded with a very restrained and
sour apology, which is unlikely to satisfy the Old Man.

I am making every effort to achieve peace in the
Caucasus on the grounds of decisions which would
unite both groups. I believe that this is achievable. I
am afraid that this will no longer satisfy the Old Man,
who apparently wants not only peace in the Caucasus,
but also certain organizational conclusions at the top.

I think that it is essential for you to be in Moscow at
this time and to maintain contact with me in Tiflis. The
Congress is postponed until the 15% [of April], and this
makes it possible to once again discuss all conclusions
arising from the totality of the facts listed [above]. I
regret that I can’t talk to you before you leave.

With a handshake,
L. Kamenev
Autograph®

This letter contains some puzzling details.

40 In the author’s own handwriting.
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* Kamenev says that he has seen Stalin’s reply to Lenin’s letter to
him. But Kamenev mentions nothing about the most important
and dramatic issues in the “ultimatum” letter: Stalin’s alleged
rudeness to Krupskaya and Lenin’s threat to break off relations
with Stalin.

* Kamenev states that Stalin replied to Lenin’s letter with “a very
restrained and sour apology.” We know that Stalin dictated his
reply to Volodicheva. Therefore Volodicheva either showed
Stalin’s reply to Kamenev or summarized it for him.

* The published version of Stalin’s letter contains the header
“strictly personal.” Granted, this is not on the original but on a note
filed with the copies. Still, it is clearly a personal letter. Yet
Kamenev either saw it, or had it read to him. Why? What was
Volodicheva's motive in doing this?

We know that Krupskaya, who was in charge of Lenin’s secretariat,
had some kind of conspiracy under way. She had predated her
argument with Stalin from later January - early February, 1923, to
December 22, 1922, and must have been a party to the attempted
falsification of the article about the WPI in January, 1923.

* Kamenev's letter says that Lenin “wrote and gave to me” the
letters. But Lenin could neither write nor give anyone anything.

* Kamenev states in this letter that he met with Trotsky “yesterday
night” - that is, March 6, 1923 - for a meeting. This is in apparent
contradiction with Kamenev's letter to Fotieva of April 16, 1923.

16.1V.[1]923.
Top. PoTHeBa,

Cefiuac nosyuun Baumy 3anucky. bojiee Mecana Tomy

Hazag T. Tpoukui NoKasbiBaJl MHe CTaTblo
Bragumupa Wiabuya 1o HalKHOHAJBbHOMY BOIPOCY,
yKasblBasi — C_BamuMx c/I0B— Ha MOJHYI H

a6COJHOTHy}O CeKpeTHOCTbh €€ H Ha TO, YTO OHA HHU B
KoeM ciydae He HNOAJIeXKHUT OrJalleHHWI0 He TOJILKO
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OyTeM IIe4aTH, HO Jjae H NyTeM yCTHOH nepejayu.
BbLI0 3T0, I0-MOEMY, y3Ke TOrAa, Korja Baagumup
Wabuy GbLI JIMIEH BO3MOXKHOCTH JaBaTh HOBbIE
pacnopsnkernus.t!

Comrade Fotieva

I have just now received your note. More than a month
ago, Comrade Trotsky showed me an article by
Vladimir Ilyich on the national question, pointing out
— from your own words — its complete and absolute
secrecy and that it should in no way be published not
only by the press, but even by oral transmission. In
my opinion, this was already when Vladimir Ilyich
was deprived of the opportunity to give new
orders.

Here Kamenev is claiming that he received “The Question of
Nationalities ...” from Trotsky after March 10, 1923. Did Kamenev
meet with Trotsky another time in early March, 1923? There is no
record of another meeting.

* Kamenev also writes that Lenin “apparently wants not only
peace in the Caucasus, but also certain organizational conclusions
at the top.” (ibid.) At the top of the Georgian Communist Party?
Presumably, but we can't be sure. He can’t mean the removal of
Stalin as Gensec since this issue is only raised in the so-called
“Addition” dated January 4, 192342, and it was not disclosed until
the summer of 1923. Nor do we know where Kamenev got this
impression. The only place these claims could have originated is
from the Gorbunov-Fotieva-Glyasser “Commission.”

* Strong evidence that this letter could not have been written on
March 7, 1923, is the fact that Lenin had no visitors on March 6 or
March 7. The entries for those days in the Doctors Journal are

41 Jzv TsK KPSS 9, 1990, 157.
42 UUnless this Kamenev letter was written much later.



Chapter Six. The Ultimatum Letter 181

lengthy and detailed. None of his secretaries record passing any
note from Lenin on to Kamenev or anyone else.*3

* How could Lenin have given Kamenev the letter to Stalin
“yesterday night” - the night of March 6-7 - when Kamenev's
letter to Zinoviev is dated March 7, 4 p.m.? Volodicheva says that
she did not give the letter to Stalin until March 7. How could
Kamenev already have Stalin’s reply? Volodicheva does not say
that she gave it to Kamenev before giving it to Stalin. Again,
according to Volodicheva, she gave the letter to Zinoviev
“afterwards”, “when he got back from Petrograd.” (CW 42, 494;
XLV 486) How could Kamenev have written to Zinoviev that “you
probably already have” Stalin’s reply, when Zinoviev is said to
have gotten the letter “afterwards,” i.e. after Kamenev got it?

For all these reasons Sakharov suggests that this letter by
Kamenev to Zinoviev, although dated March 7, 1923, was not
really written at this time. A much later date - say, around the time
of the XIII Party Congress in May, 1924, or the XIV Party Congress
in December, 1925 - might account for Kamenev's saying that
Lenin “wrote” and “gave” the letter, when Kamenev’'s, and most
other people’s, memory of precisely when Lenin had lost the
ability to write, then to dictate and finally to speak, had faded and
the precise timing of all these events was no longer clear in the
memories of those persons involved.

We have already noted that the letter Kamenev describes here
does not sound like Lenin’s “ultimatum” letter. Nor do we know
why Kamenev was, evidently, privy to Stalin’s reply - unless
perhaps it reflects the “New Opposition” (also called the “Platform
of the Four”) of Zinoviev, Kamenev, Krupskaya, and Sokol'nikov
against Stalin in 1925.

8 Kentavr, Oct-Dec. 1991, 109-110.
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Lenin’s Request to Stalin for Poison, March 17,
1923

On March 10, 1923, the Doctors Journal notes a sharp decline in
Lenin’s health. His speech could not be understood. When the
nurse, Ekaterina Ivanovna Fomina, came in, Lenin said to her
smertel’'niy tok, “deadly current.” At first the doctors thought this
meant that Lenin believed his spasm to be fatal. At one point he
managed to say nado dat’ - “you must give ...” The doctors thought
he meant valerian [a sedative], and Lenin said Da, da.#*

On March 17, after trying and failing to say something intelligible,
somehow - Volkogonov says that it is not clear how those around
Lenin figured this out - Lenin asked for potassium cyanide. Our
information about this fact comes from two of Stalin’s letters. The
first was apparently written on March 17:

3uH., KameHeBy.

Tonbko 4YTO BbI3BaJa MeHA Hapexoxa
KoHCTaHTHHOBHA ¥ COOGIIHJIA B CEKPETHOM MOPAJKE,
yT0 Unbuy B “ykacHOM” COCTOSIHHMH, C HUM NPUIAJKH,
«HEe X04YeT, He MOXKeT JoJibllle XUTb M TpedyeT
IIMAaHKCTOTO Kaius, 06s3aTesbHO.» Coo6IuusIa, YTO
npoGoBajia JaTh Kaaui, HO “He XBaTHJIO BbIAEPKKH,
BBHUJY 4ero Tpedyet “noaep:xkku Craauna”.

Cranuus
To Zin, Kamenev:

Nadezhda Konstantinovna just called me and told me
in confidence that Ilyich was in a “terrible” state, he
had seizures, “he doesn’t want to and cannot live
longer and definitely needs potassium cyanide.” She
said that she tried to give potassium, but “did not have

44 Kentavr, Oct-Dec. 1991, 113.
45 Volkogonov, Lenin t. 2, 346-7.
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enough strength [vyderzhki, lit. “endurance”],” which
is why she requires “Stalin’s support.”

Stalin

Zinoviev and Kamenev wrote their reactions on the letter and
apparently returned it to Stalin: “This cannot be in any way.
Ferster gives hope — how can you? Anything but that! Impossible,
impossible, impossible!”

The second is provisionally dated March 21)#6
CTporo cekpeTtHo.

Ynenam Ilos. Bropo B cy660Ty 17 mapTa T. YAbgHOBa
(H.K) coobmiia MHe B nopsfike
apXUKOHCIIUPaTUBHOM  ,Mpoce6y Ba.  HUnabuua
Ctanuny” o ToM, 4To6bl 4, CTasuH, B34J Ha cebs
005A3aHHOCTb [JOCTaTb U nNepefaTb Bia. Wiabuuy
HOPLHI0 LHAHUCTOr0 KasiusA. B Gecene co muoit HK.
rOBOpWJIA, Mexay InpoduM, d4to ,Bn. Hnabuy
NepexHBaeT HEMMOBEPHbIE CTPaZiaHus”, 4TO ,,AajIbllie
XUTb TaK HeMBICAUMO”, U YIOPHO HacrauBaja ,He
OTKa3biBaTb Mibudy B ero npocb6e”. Beuay oco6oit
HacroiiuuBoctu H.K. u BBUAy Toro, uto B. Unbuy
Tpe6oBas moero corjiacud {B.M. ABaxJbl BBI3BIBANA K
cebe H.K. Bo Bpems Gecelbl CO MHOH U C BOJIHEHHEM
Tpe6oBan “corsacs CrayjuHa”), A He cuen
BO3MOKHBIM OTBETHUTBL OTKa30M, 3aABHB: ,[lpomy B.
Hnbuya ycrnokouThcsi U BEpPUTb, YTO, KOrZd HYXHO
6yneT, g 6e3 xonebGaHHH HCHOJHIO ero TpeGoBaHME”.
B. Unbn4 fefcTBUTENBHO YCIOKOUIICH.

JokeH, 0AHaKO, 3afBUTh, YTO Y MEHS He XBATHUT CHJI
BBIOJIHUTL NpockOy B. Wibw4ya, ¥ BBIHYXAEH

% The handwritten copy is not dated. The accompanying typewritten copy is
dated March 21, 1923. See
https:/ /msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/stalinteninpoison23.pdf
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OTKa3aThCd OT ITOH MHCCHH, KaKk Obl OHA HM OblIa
ryMaHHa U Heo6X0UMa, 0 UeM U AOBOXY /10 CBEeHHUS
yiaeros [1. Bropo K.

U.Cranun?’
Top secret
To the members of the Politburo.

On Saturday, March 17, Comrade Ulyanova (N.K.)
informed me very secretly of Lenin’s request to Stalin
“that I, Stalin, take upon myself the responsibility to
get and transfer to Vladimir Ilyich a dose of potassium
cyanide. In an interview with me, N.K. said, among
other things, that “Vl. Illyich was experiencing
incredible suffering, “that it was unthinkable to
continue living like that,” and stubbornly insisted “not
to deny Ilyich his request.” Due to N.K.'s special
persistence and because llyich demanded my consent
(V.I. twice called N.K. to himself during the
conversation with me and with feeling demanded
“Stalin’s consent”), 1 did not consider it possible to
refuse and said: “I ask V. Ilyich to calm down and to
believe that when it is necessary 1 will fulfill his
demand without hesitation.” V. llyich really did
become calmer.

I must, however, state that I lack the strength to fulfill
V. llyich's request, and I am forced to abandon this
mission, no matter how humane and necessary it is,
and 1 bring it to the attention of members of the P.
Bureau of the C.C.

J. Stalin

47 Volkogonov, Lenin t.2, 346-7 (Russian edition).
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Members of the Politburo read this letter of Stalin’s. Tomsky wrote
on it: “I read [it]. I believe that Stalin’s “indecision” is correct. We
need to discuss this strictly among the members of the Politburo.
Without secretaries (tech.).” Zinoviev, Molotov, Bukharin, Trotsky
and Kamenev wrote - “Read [it]”

Concerning this incident, Sakharov remarks:

If Lenin had given Stalin an ultimatum and demanded
an apology from him to Krupskaya and had not
received satisfaction (and he had not received it}, then
he would have no reason to turn to him with such a
request. The same can be said about Krupskaya, who
forwarded Lenin’s request to him. It is necessary to
explain the behavior of Stalin too. He acted as if there
was no ultimatum letter, as if he did not know about it.
(404)

Lenin never did see Stalin’s reply of March 7, 1923, in which he
“took back” his remarks to Krupskaya. This is recorded as a
footnote to Stalin’s reply:

[lucemo B. HU. Jlenuna u otser HW. B. Cranuna
XpaHUJIUCh B OQUIIMANBHOM KOHBepTe YIpaBJeHUs
Aenamu COBHapKoOMa, Ha KOTOPOM ObLIO NOMeYeHOo:
«[ucemo B. W. ot 5/l1—23 r. (2 3K3.) U OTBET T.
Cr[asmna), ve nmpoumTtanHblii B. U. Jlen[uHbIM].
EpuHcTBeHHble 3k3eMIIApbi». OTBeT H. B. CTannHbBIM
OblJ1 HalmMcaH 7 MapTa TOT4ac 1ocjie BpydyeHus emy M.
A. BosoguueBoii nucbMa B. U. JlenuHa. Peg 48

The letter of V.I. Lenin and the answer of LV. Stalin
were stored in an official envelope of the Office of the
Sovnarkom’s Affairs, on which was written: “Letter of
V.I. of 5/1II-23 (2 copies) and answer by com.
St[alin], not read by V. L. Len[in]. The only copies.”

® Izv TsK 12, 1989, 193, footnote.
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The answer by LV. Stalin was written on March 7
immediately after the delivery to him by M.A.
Volodicheva of the letter of V.I. Lenin. Ed.

“The only copies”? What about the copy that Maria Ulyanova says
was given to her in a sealed envelope? None of this kind of
commentary can be trusted.

V.I. asked Volodicheva to send it to Stalin without
telling N.K. about it and to give me a copy in a sealed
envelope.*’

Sakharov draws the obvious conclusion:

Consequently, neither Lenin’s ultimatum letter nor
Stalin’s non-response letter put an end to their
relationship. Indeed, the last act of their relationship
was Lenin’s appeal to Stalin for poison on March 17,
1923 — an act that speaks not of a threat of breaking
off their relationship from a personally offended
person, but of a friend’s call for help, a request to
make a terrible moral sacrifice - to help his friend die.
This fact is indirect evidence against the desire of
Lenin to break off relations with Stalin because of the
reassessment of his qualities as a person and a
politician. (404)

Conclusion

On the evidence, the “Ultimatum Letter” must be a forgery.
Krupskaya lied about the argument between herself and Stalin.
Lenin’s criticism of Stalin for scolding not just Krupskaya but
Lenin’s family - as stated by Ulyanova - took place about a month
earlier than March 5, 1923. Stalin’s March 7 reply reveals that he
did not understand why he was being asked to apologize yet again.
Stalin’s reply was not given to Lenin because doing so would have

49 This document is discussed in a separate chapter.
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exposed the phony “Ultimatum Letter.” Lenin’s asking Stalin for
poison less than two weeks later argues against any intention of
Lenin’s to cut off ties with Stalin.

The reason for the existence of two very different copies of Stalin’s
letter to Lenin remain a mystery.



Chapter 7. Trotsky on the Testament

Trotsky’s booklet On the Suppressed Testament of Lenin is dated
December, 1932. Trotsky also discussed the “testament” in his
autobiography My Life and in The Stalin School of Falsification.
These works were published after On the Suppressed Testament of
Lenin, so we will use the earlier work here. Trotsky's essay,
published within this booklet, is titled “On Lenin’s Testament.”
References are to the online English language edition.!

This work is full of false statements. We will note them in the
course of commenting on Trotsky’s use of Lenin’s last works.

The first official reading of the testament in the
Kremlin occurred, not at a session of the Central
Committee ... but in the Council of Elders at the
Thirteenth Congress of the party on May 22, 1924. It
was not Stalin who read the testament, but Kamenev
in his then position as permanent president of the
central party bodies.

According to Trotsky, Karl Radek told Emil Ludwig that Stalin had
read the “Letter to the Congress” at this Central Committee
meeting. Trotsky heatedly denied this.

Trotsky also claimed:

At that time the party apparatus was semi-officially in
the hands of the troika (Zinoviev, Kamenev, Stalin) -
as a matter of fact, already in the hands of Stalin. The
troika decisively expressed themselves against
reading the testament at the Congress ...

... The troika introduced, through one of its henchmen,
a resolution previously agreed upon with the

1 On line at https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1932/12 /lenin.htm
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provincial leaders: the document should be read to
each delegation separately in executive session; no
one should dare to make notes; at the plenary session
the testament must not be referred to. With the gentle
insistence characteristic of her, Krupskaya argued that
this was a direct violation of the will of Lenin, to
whom you could not deny the right to bring his last
advice to the attention of the party.

In Trotsky’s version, the “troika” (as he calls, at this point in time,
Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Stalin) “decisively expressed themselves
against reading the testament at the Congress.” But Krupskaya
“insisted,” and then the text was read aloud at the Council of Elders
(sovet stareishin) by Kamenev. So Trotsky portrays Stalin (and
others) as trying to avoid any reading of the L2C before the C.C. or
the Congress and ignoring Lenin’s wishes as expressed by
Krupskaya.

Assuming that Sakharov has quoted accurately from the archival
documents he cites, Trotsky’'s version of events is false. After
Krupskaya'’s formal presentation of the “Letter to the Congress” to
the Central Committee, the C.C. committee on the acceptance of the
documents of Lenin issued this decision: “To bring these
documents to the attention of the next Plenum of the C.C., with the
proposal to bring them to the attention of the Party Congress.”
(579)

The C.C. decision was signed by Zinoviev, A. Smirnov, Kalinin,
Bukharin, Stalin, and Kamenev. This means that Zinoviev,
Kamenev, and Stalin were in favor of bringing the “testament”
before the Congress without any reservation that the documents
be read by delegation.

Trotsky:

The mere fact that the troika was able to transgress
the will of Lenin, refusing to read his letter at the
Congress, sufficiently characterizes the composition of
the Congress and its atmosphere.
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This too is false. At the XIII Party Congress the L2C was read by
delegation. At least one delegation (the Kirghiz) asked that it be
read to them a second time. Kumanev and Kulikova claim that
“stormy discussions of the documents in the ‘testament’ in some
delegations (for example, the Ukrainian) were not heard by the
whole Congress.”? But in an article published subsequent to his
book Sakharov publishes some texts from archival materials that
contradict this.

According to Stalin, after the reading of the
“testament” “in all delegations of the Congress without
exception”, “the presidium of the Congress asked the
Plenum of the Congress if the “testament” had been
made known to all members of the Congress and
whether anyone at all requests discussion of it, at
which the answer of the Plenum of the Congress was:
“the testament has been made known to all and there
is no need to discuss it at the Congress.” No protests
on this account “concerning possible irregularities

were stated at the Congress.”
Kamenev confirms this:

When the delegations read through this letter, 1, as
chairperson at the Congress at that moment, asked the
Congress whether the congress wishes, in addition to
areading in the delegations, to read the “testament” in
the open session of the Congress. And the Congress
said that it was satisfied with the reading in the
delegations and does not require a reading at the
Congress.” (Sakharov, Opaseniia 5-6)

In his book Sakharov wrote that there were no documents from
this Congress about the discussion of the “testament” and no copy
of the exact wording of the resolution taken. But in a later article

2Viktor Kumanev, Irina S. Kulikova, Protivostoianie, Krupskaia-Stalin. (M: Nauka,
1994}, 60.
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Sakharov publishes the resolutions of two delegations concerning
the “testament.” Both state that Lenin’s fears concerning Stalin had
not been confirmed in practice.® According to Stalin, all the
delegations of the Congress voted that “the testament was known
to all and that there was no need to discuss it.”* Citing an archival
document, Sakharov claims that Stalin declared that all present,
including Trotsky, voted not to publish the testament. (584-5)

Trotsky wrote:

As long as there remained a glimmer of hope for
Lenin’s recovery, Krupskaya left the document under
lock and key. After Lenin’s death, not long before the
Thirteenth Congress, she handed the testament to the
Secretariat of the Central Committee, in order that
through the party Congress it should be brought to the
attention of the party for whom it was destined.

... It was here [at the Council of Elders session in May,
1924] that the oppositional members of the Central
Committee first learned about the testament, I among
them.

Here Trotsky is deliberately lying. In a previous chapter we
showed that the “Characteristics” had been revealed to the
Politburo not in May, 1924, but a year earlier, in late May or early
June, 1923. The “Addition” was known to Bukharin and others in
July, 1923. We should recall that n his letter of August 7, 1923,
Stalin told Zinoviev that the “letter of Ilich’s about the secretary ...
is unknown to me.” “The Question of Nationalities or on
‘Autonomization’ plus the letters to Trotsky of March 5, 1923, and

3 Sakharov, Opaseniia 6-8. The delegations were (1) the Volga Region (Povolzh’e)
and the Central industrial region (Kazakhstan); and (2) the united session of the
Ural, Siberian, Far Eastern, Bashkir, and Viatka delegations.

*Stalin, “To all members and candidate members of the Politburo and the
Presidiium of the C.C.C.” Stalin. Sochineniia v 16 tomakh. T. 16. Letter of june 17,
1925. In English translation in Stalin’s Letters to Molotov. (Yale University Press,
1995) 78.
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to Mdivani and Makharadze of March 6, 1923, were given by
Trotsky to the Central Committee in April, 1923. But Trotsky’s
readers in 1932 would have had no way to know any of this.

Trotsky:

Upon his first acquaintance with the document, in the
Secretariat, in the circle of his closest associates, Stalin
let fly a phrase which gave quite unconcealed
expression to his real feelings toward the author of
the testament ... Unfortunately this winged phrase
cannot be quoted in print.

How would Trotsky know what Stalin had said “in the circle of
Stalin’s closest associates”? No source is cited, so Trotsky is lying
again.

Trotsky also lies about the “ultimatum” letter:

If Stalin actually was following Lenin up to his death,
how then explain the fact that the last document
dictated by Lenin, on the eve of his second stroke, was
a curt letter to Stalin, a few lines in all, breaking off all
personal and comradely relations?

This can only be a deliberate lie. The last lines of the “ultimatum”
letter read:

I ask you, therefore, to think it over whether you are
prepared to withdraw what you have said and to
make your apologies, or whether you prefer that
relations between us should be broken off. (CW 45,
608)

We have shown in a previous chapter that there is strong evidence
that this “ultimatum” letter is a fabrication. Even if it were genuine,
Lenin had not broken off relations with Stalin in this letter. But
Trotsky’s readers would have had no way to know that Trotsky
was lying. This means, especially, Trotsky’s own followers, the
only persons who believed whatever Trotsky wrote.
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TrotsKy goes on to claim that

Nobody considered Stalin a theoretician, and he
himself up to 1924 never made any pretense to this
vocation. On the contrary, his weak theoretical
grounding was too well known in a small circle.

In fact, Stalin had attracted Lenin’s attention precisely because of
his theoretical writing. Kotkin writes:

Lenin considered himself one of the party’s top
experts on national affairs. But Jughashvili surprised
him with his own work on the nationalities, prompting
Lenin to write to Gorky, “We have a marvelous
Georgian who has sat down to write a big article for
Enlightenment, for which he has collected all the
Austrian and other materials.” ... the work was
significant for confronting a crucial aspect of
revolution in the polyglot Russian empire and largely
repudiating the views of the Austro-Marxists and their
Georgian Menshevik emulators. (Kotkin 103)

Trotsky knew this, of course. But probably few people outside the
Bolshevik Party leadership did or could know it.

Trotsky: “Stalin is not acquainted with the West; he does not know
any foreign language.” But so what? Trotsky had lived long years
abroad, with plenty of opportunity to study European languages.
Meanwhile, Stalin had worked within Russia, mainly in clandestine
work within Georgia. His native language was Georgian, which
Trotsky did not know.®

5 Stalin did study foreign languages: Latin, in school, German when he was abroad,
and Esperanto. He was also well read in Marxism and European classical

literature in Russian translation. B.S. Ilizarov. “Stalin. Shtriki k portretu na fone
ego biblioteki i arkhiva.” Novaia i Noveishaia Istoriia 3,4 {2000),



194 The Lenin Testament Falsification

Stalin’s life before the 1917 Revolution was spent mainly as an
organizer. Trotsky states plainly that he respected Sverdlov for
this very quality:

Sverdlov was “before all and above all an organizer.”

It is likely that few people outside the Bolshevik Party itself knew
about Stalin’s long career as an underground organizer of class
struggle for the Party. Stephen Kotkin calls Stalin an organizer
(Stalin vol. 1, 227)

We has already seen that Trotsky lost no opportunity to insult
Stalin, even if he had to lie outright to do it. Here is another
example:

... during the life of Sverdlov, Stalin played no leading
role in the party machinery - either at the time of the
October Revolution or in the period of laying the
foundations and walls of the Soviet state.

In fact, just the opposite is the case. Sverdlov died on March 16,
1919. Before this:

* In 1907 Stalin was a delegate to the V Party Congress in London.

* After 1910 he was plenipotentiary (“agent”) of the Central
Committee for the Caucasus.

* In 1912, on Lenin’s proposal, Stalin was co-opted onto the C.C.
and the Russian bureau of the C.C.

* From autumn, 1912, until spring, 1913, Stalin was one of the
main collaborators in Pravda, the first mass-circulation Bolshevik
newspaper.

* Between his return to Petrograd in February, 1917, and Lenin’s
arrival in April, Stalin was one of the leaders of the C.C. and of the
Petrograd Committee of the Bolshevik Party, and member of the
editorial collective of Pravda.
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* In June, 1917, Stalin was elected as Bolshevik delegate to the
First All-Russian Congress of Soviets of Workers and Soldiers
Deputies, and also elected to the All-Russian Central Executive
Committee and member of the Bureau of this same body.

* On August 5, 1917, he was elected member of the “narrow staff”
of the Central Committee. This body later evolved into the
Politburo. Trotsky was not a member.6

* On October 10, 1917, Stalin was elected member of the Political
Bureau (Politburo), created “for political leadership in the coming
period.”

* On October 16, 1917, he was elected member of the Military-
Revolutionary Center, which joined the Petrograd Military-
Revolutionary Committee.

* On November 29, 1917, Stalin became a member of the Bureau of
the C.C. of the Party, together with Lenin, Trotsky, and Sverdlov.

Trotsky must have thought that he could risk such a blatant lie
because in 1932, when this pamphlet was published, few people
except the elite stratum of “Old Bolsheviks” would have known
about Stalin’s Party career during these years.

Trotsky continues:

Stalin was also not included in the first Secretariat
which replaced Sverdlov.

This is true - but so what? Trotsky wasn’t in it either. The
members of the first Secretariat after Sverdlov’s death were Elena
Stasova and Nikolai Krestinsky, on March 25, 1919. Evgenii
Preobrazhensky was added on April 5, 1920. On March 16, 1921,
upon Sverdlov's death, a new secretariat was elected, whose
members were Viacheslav Molotov, Vasilii Mikhailov, and

8 Both Stalin and Trotsky were elected to every Politburo from October 10 (23),
1917, until Trotsky was dismissed from the Politburo on October 23, 1926.
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Yemelyan Yaroslavsky. On April 3, 1922, the new C.C. elected
Molotov, Valerian Kuibyshev, and Stalin to the Secretariat, with
Stalin as General Secretary. Lenin had proposed Stalin and
strongly supported his candidacy.

In 1932, aside from experts on Soviet affairs almost no one would
know any of this. Trotsky, of course, did know it. Trotsky’s evident
intention was to falsely suggest that Stalin was in relative
obscurity, not in the Party leadership at this time.

Trotsky Lies About Stalin’s Being Chosen as General Secretary

When at the Tenth Congress, two years after the death
of Sverdlov, Zinoviev and others, not without a hidden
thought of the struggle against me, supported the
candidacy of Stalin for General Secretary - that is,
placed him de jure in the position which Sverdlov had
occupied de facto - Lenin spoke in a small circle
against this plan, expressing his fear that “this cook
will prepare only peppery dishes.” That phrase alone,
taken in connection with the character of Sverdlov,
shows us the differences between the two types of
organizers: the one tireless in smoothing over
conflicts, easing the work of the Collegium, and the
other a specialist in peppery dishes — not even afraid
to spice them with actual poison. If Lenin did not in
March 1921 carry his opposition to the limit - that is,
did not appeal openly to the Congress against the
candidacy of Stalin - it was because the post of
Secretary, even though “General” had in the
conditions then prevailing, with the power and
influence concentrated in the Political Bureau, a
strictly subordinate significance. Perhaps also Lenin,
like many others, did not adequately realize the
danger in time.

This is completely false. Trotsky was present at the X Party
Congress, where Lenin proposed Stalin for the new post of General
Secretary and fought hard to get him selected. I have documented
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this extensively in the Introduction to my book Trotsky’s
‘Amalgams’ and in Chapter 1 of my book Trotsky’s Lies. In the same
chapters I discuss in detail how Trotsky lied frequently, over many
years, about the “cook .. peppery dishes” story. Trotsky is
deliberately lying here too.

Trotsky Lies About the Publication of “How To
Reorganize the WP/I”

On January 23, through Krupskaya, Lenin sent for
publication in Pravda an article on the subject of his
proposed reorganization of the central institutions.
Fearing at once a traitorous blow from his disease and
a no less traitorous response from the Secretariat,
Lenin demanded that his article be printed in Pravda
immediately; this implied a direct appeal to the party.
Stalin refused Krupskaya this request on the ground of
the necessity of discussing the question in the Political
Bureau. Formally this meant merely a day's
postponement. But the very procedure of referring it
to the Political Bureau boded no good. At Lenin’s
direction Krupskaya turned to me for cooperation. I
demanded an immediate meeting of the Political
Bureau. Lenin’s fears were completely confirmed: all
the members and alternates present at the meeting,
Stalin, Molotov, Kuibyshev, Rykov, Kalinin and
Bukharin, were not only against the reform proposed
by Lenin, but also against printing his article. To
console the sick man, whom any sharp emotional
excitement threatened with disaster, Kuibyshev, the
future head of the Central Control Commission,
proposed that they print a special issue of Pravda
containing Lenin’s article, but consisting of only one

copy.

This is a lie. According to the Secretaries Journal Lenin put the
finishing touches on the article on January 23, 1922, in a 45-
minute dictation.
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January 23, (entry by M. A. Volodicheva).

Vladimir Ilyich sent for me between 12 and 1 o’clock.
Once more glanced through the article mentioned
above and made slight changes. Asked me to insert
them in his copy and ours and give one to Maria
Hyinichna for Pravda. Article corrected and handed to
Maria Ilyinichna before 3 o’clock. (CW 42, 484; XLV
476)

The article was in fact printed on January 25, less than two days
after Lenin submitted it.

At the Unified Plenum of the C.C. and the Central Control
Commission on October 26, 1923, Stalin explained the situation
this way:

2) Why did the PB members hesitate to print Lenin's
article on the WPI? ... The thing was this: in the article
in 3 places there was a mention of the danger of a
split. They were afraid that the party would be
disoriented. And there was no shadow of
disagreement in the PB. We found a way out: to send
to the provincial committees at the same time as the
article a notice from all members of the PB that there
was no shadow of schism. (Izv TsK 10, 1990, 185)

In a question-and-answer at the Party conference of the
Khamovniki raion” on March 4, 1924, Stalin said:

Your first question:

“Did the Politburo really not want to print an article
by Ilyich and want to print a special issue of Pravda
for Ilyich?”

7 Part of the city of Moscow.
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My answer: The Politburo unanimously decided to
immediately publish Comrade Lenin's article on the
WPL. Three was no talk, and moreover, no suggestions
on printing a special issue of Pravda for llyich at the
Politburo meeting. It is possible that in a private
conversation before the Politburo meeting such
conversations took place, but I have no reason to say
anything definite about this.

Your second question:

“If that was the case, then the commission asks to
indicate in detail why this question arose and whether
it was at a meeting of the Politburo or in private
conversation?”

My answer:

Since there was not and could not have been a
proposal for a special issue of Pravda for Ilyich at the
Politburo, that disposes of the second question. The
question of the publication of an article by Ilyich arose
at all at a meeting of the Politburo in connection with
the alarm that was raised among the members of the
Central Committee by the phrase in Ilyich’s article
about a split in the Central Committee. The members
of the Politburo rightly believed that Ilyich’s phrase
about a split in the Central Committee might raise
concern in the party for the integrity of the Central
Committee, which is why it was necessary to send a
special circular to local organizations along with the
publication of Ilyich’s article (Izv TsK 11, 1989, 190,
192)

In order to allay fears of a split that might arise from reading
Lenin’s article the Politburo sent a letter to all provincial and
oblast’ Party committees to explain that three was no threat of any
split. It was drafted by Trotsky and signed by all the Politburo
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members. (Izv TsK 11, 1989, 179-180) But Trotsky’s readers of
1932 would have had no way of knowing any of this.

Valerian Kuibyshev, who was not a Politburo member, had
fleetingly made such a proposal. He explained this to the
Khamovniki Party conference on February 23, 1924. Here are the
relevant parts of his remarks

I answer the questions posed by your letter of 11/11-
24 on the article by Ilyich about the WPI:

1) The Politburo at a meeting where the issue of
Comrade Lenin’s article was discussed decided to put
Comrade Lenin’s article in the next issue. The article
was published the next day. Thus, the question of
“whether the Politburo really did not want to print an
article by Ilyich” cannot be answered otherwise than
categorically in the negative.

After giving some more details Kuibyshev admitted that he had
indeed made such a suggestion:

... In this nervous atmosphere, created due to fears for
Ilyich’s health, I repeat, 1 didn’t really get acquainted
with the article as a whole, I had a thought: “If llyich is
sick and the disease is reflected in the article, and if
Ilyich needs to show this article printed, then why not
compose special number of Pravda?” 1 expressed this
idea. But these were volatile thoughts aloud. I
immediately abandoned this thought. I did not repeat
it anymore, I did not insist on discussion. (Izv TsK 11,
1989, 188-9)

According to the Secretaries Journal the finished article was
handed to Mania Ulyanova, not “through Krupskaya,” as Trotsky
claimed.

In the plan for the article point 13 gives responsibility for training
new members of the WPI to the Secretariat, Stalin’s office, as does
the completed article® There is no evidence that Lenin
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“demanded” that the article be published immediately or that he
“feared” a negative reaction from Stalin. Nor did the article reflect
poorly on Stalin’s work as commissar of the WPI, since he had left
that post nine months earlier, either on April 22 or May 6, 1922.°
Here Trotsky is lying once more.

The documentary evidence shows that no one in the Politburo
opposed the publication of Lenin'’s article or the changes proposed
in it. Trotsky himself drafted, and also signed, the unanimous
Politburo letter to reassure the Party that there was no danger of a
split.

The word “split” is mentioned four times in the article. The
passage that concerned the Politburo is this one:

I also think that in addition to the political advantages
accruing from the fact that the members of the Central
Committee and the Central Control Commission will,
as a consequence of this reform, be much better
informed and better prepared for the meetings of the
Political Bureau ... there will also be the advantage
that the influence of purely personal and
incidental factors in our Central Committee will
diminish, and this will reduce the danger of a split.
(XLV, 387; CW 33, 485)

No “Polemic” of Lenin with Stalin
Trotsky wrote:

In the autumn of 1922 we were preparing the
transformation of the Soviet state into a federated union of
national republics ... Stalin, on the other hand, who in his
position as People’s Commissar for Nationalities directed
the preparatory work, was conducting in this sphere a

8 CW 42, pp. 434, 439; 482.
’ The Russian Wikipedia page on Stalin gives the former date, that on the WPI
gives the later date.
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policy of bureaucratic centralism. Lenin, convalescing in a
village near Moscow, carried on a polemic with Stalin in
letters addressed to the Political Bureau.

This too is a lie. Trotsky does not say which article of Lenin’s he
means, but it was probably “On the Establishment of the U.S.S.R.”
addressed to Kamenev for the Politburo.!® Lenin says that Stalin
“tends to be too hasty,” but notes that Stalin has withdrawn his
proposal that all the Soviet lands should enter the RSFSR as
autonomous republics and instead join with the RSFSR as equal,
union republics. That is in fact what happened.

The article is phrased in comradely terms. It was not “polemical.”
Even Trotsky admits that “In his first remarks on Stalin’s project
for the federated union, Lenin was extremely gentle and
restrained.” Where then is the “polemic”?

Trotsky continues:

Stalin’s verbal concessions did not quiet Lenin in the
least, but on the contrary sharpened his suspicions.
“Stalin will make a rotten compromise,” Lenin warned
me through his secretary, “in order then to deceive.”
And that was just Stalin’s course.

Trotsky first made this claim in a letter to the members of the C.C.
and the C.C.C. on October 23, 1923.11 But there is no independent
evidence that either Lenin’s secretary or Lenin himself ever said
this.

This letter by Trotsky was intended to counter a letter by the other
Politburo members, which read, in part:

Com. Trotsky in his "letter-platform” speaks more
diplomatically. He outwardly polemicizes only against
the current majority of the Politburo, while his closest

10 €W 42, pp. 421-3.
11 Iy TsK KPSS 10, 1990, p. 172.
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associates are well aware that the same charges that
are now being brought against us were brought by
com. Trotsky against the majority of the Politburo,
headed by com. Lenin, a year ago and earlier. These
urgent questions were discussed several times in the
Politburo during the period when com. Lenin was
working. And none other than com. Lenin, by the end
of 1921, introduced to the Politburo a decision on the
appointment of com. Trotsky to the Ukraine as
plenipotentiary of the People’s Commissariat of Food,
a decision that was subsequently quashed, but which
was caused precisely by the intolerable situation that
was created by the constant declarations of com.
Trotsky against the majority of the Central Committee.
(Izv TsK 7, 1990, 187)

Trotsky goes on to refer to “The Question of Nationalities ...” which
we have discussed in a previous chapter. It is clearly not by Lenin.

Did Stalin Try To Isolate Lenin For His Own
Purposes?

Trotsky claims:

Stalin tried to isolate the dangerous supervisor from
all information which might give him a weapon
against the Secretariat and its allies. This policy of
blockade naturally was directed against the people
closest to Lenin.

Trotsky is lying. He knew the real situation. We have already
pointed out that on December 24, 1922, Stalin was assigned by the
Politburo to “isolate” Lenin from political news that might upset
him. Trotsky was a Politburo member at that time:

Assign to com. Stalin personal responsibility for
isolating Vladimir Ilyich, both in relation to personal
relations with employees and correspondence, (Izv
TsK 12,1989, 191)
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On December 24, 1922, doctors Ferster, Kramer, and Kozhevnikov,
in consultation with Politburo members Stalin, Kamenev, and
Bukharin, issued the following directive:

“1. Vladimir Ilyich is given the right to dictate daily for
5-10 minutes, but this should not be in the nature of
correspondence, and Vladimir Ilyich should not wait
for an answer to these notes. Meetings are forbidden.

2. Neither friends nor family should inform Vladimir
Ilyich concerning anything political, so as not to give
material for thought and excitement.”

Time for dictation to a stenographer was set at five to
ten minutes, first once, then twice a day for 10
minutes each. (Izv TsK 6, 1991, 193; XLV, 710)

Did Lenin Try to Create a “Bombshell Against
Stalin”?

Trotsky:

We should remember that at that moment there
already lay on Lenin’s writing table, besides the
testament insisting upon the removal of Stalin, also
the documents on the national question which Lenin’s
secretaries Fotieva and Glyasser, sensitively reflecting

the mood of their chief, were describing as “a
bombshell against Stalin.”

Neither Lenin nor any of his secretaries record this phrase -
literally, “a bomb against Stalin.” Only TrotsKy claims that he heard
it. If he did, why did he wait until 1927, in his “Letter to the Bureau
of Party History (III),” to make this claim? It would have carried
more weight earlier.

On the national question Vladimir Ilyich was
preparing for the Twelfth Party Congress a decisive
attack upon Stalin. Of this his secretaries told me in his
name and at his direction. The phrase of Lenin that
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they repeated oftenest of all was: "Vladimir Ilyich is
preparing a bomb against Stalin."

If there was a plan to create a “bombshell against Stalin” it would
have been by the Gorbunov-Fotieva-Glyasser “commission.” But
this commission was unable to find any evidence against Stalin. On
the contrary, they uncovered the fact that it was Stalin who
suggested the harshest penalty against Ordzhonikidze. We have
also studied the evidence that the Letter to Mdivani and
Makharadze, like “The Question of Nationalities ...” is not by Lenin.

Was “Better Fewer, But Better” Directed Against
Stalin?

Trotsky writes:

On March 4, 1923, Pravda published an article famous
in the history of the party, Better Less but Better. This
work was written at several different times. Lenin did
not like to, and could not dictate. He had a hard time
writing the article. On March 2 he finally listened to it
with satisfaction: “At last it seems all right.” This
article included the reform of the guiding party
institutions on a broad political perspective, both
national and international. Upon this side of the
question, however, we cannot pause here. Highly
important for our theme, however, is the estimate
which Lenin gave of the Workers’ and Peasants’
Inspection. Here are Lenin’s words:

Let us speak frankly. The People’s Commissariat of
the WPI'2 does not enjoy at the present moment a
shadow of authority. Everybody knows that a
worse  organized  institution than  our
Commissariat of the WPI does not exist, and that

12 The Workers and Peasants Inspection (WPI).
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in the present circumstances you cannot expect a
thing of that Commissariat.

This extraordinarily biting allusion in print by the
head of the government to one of the most
important state institutions was a direct and
unmitigated blow against Stalin as the organizer
and head of this Inspection.

Trotsky’s statement is false. As we saw above, Stalin had left the
post of commissar for the WPI almost eleven months earlier.

Trotsky added:

In the article Better Less but Better Lenin openly
pointed out that his proposed reform of the
Inspection, at whose head Tsuryupa had not long ago
been placed, must inevitably meet the resistance of
“all our bureaucracy, both the Soviet and the party
bureaucracy.” In parenthesis Lenin adds significantly,
“We have bureaucratism not only in the Soviet
institutions but also in the party.” This was a perfectly
deliberate blow at Stalin as General Secretary.

Trotsky is lying again. However the problem of bureaucracy is
defined, it is the responsibility of all the Party leaders, especially
the Politburo and Orgburo, to deal with it. Stalin was one of those
Party leaders - but so was Trotsky.

Trotsky’s Lie About Radek

Towards the end of his essay Trotsky attempts to discredit Karl
Radek.

Still, where did that fantastic tale come from about
how I leapt from my seat during the reading of the
testament, or rather of the “six words” which are not
in the testament, with the question: “What does it say
there?” Of this 1 can only offer a hypothetical



Chapter Seven. Trotsky on the Testament 207

explanation. How correct it may be, let the reader
judge.

Radek belongs to the tribe of professional wits and
storytellers. By this 1 do not mean that he does not
possess other qualities. Suffice it to say that at the
Seventh Congress of the party on March 8, 1918,
Lenin, who was in general very restrained in personal
comments, considered it possible to say:

I return to Comrade Radek, and here 1 want to
remark that he has accidentally succeeded in
uttering a serious remark ...

And once again later on:

This time it did happen that we got a perfectly
serious remark from Radek ...

Once again, Trotsky is lying. Lenin did make these two remarks -
but about David B. Ryazanov, not Radek. These exact passages can
be found in the transcript of the VII Party Congress,'? on March 8,
1918, and in Lenin’s Collected Works.

We know that Trotsky was deliberately lying here, because he
quotes the exact words that Lenin spoke. Trotsky must have had
the text in front of him as he wrote.

Why would Trotsky do this? Anyone who bothered to check the
transcript of the VII Party Congress - and this would not have been
hard to do in any large city in the USSR, or even abroad, in a
research library with a good Russian collection - could have
discovered that Trotsky was not misremembering - he was
deliberately lying.

'3 Sed’moi ekstrennyi s"ezd RKP/b/. Mart 1918 goda. Stenograficheskii otchet.
Moscow, 1962, p. 109; CW 27, 110. Online at
http:/ /www.marx2mao.com/Lenin/ESC18.htm] (page 110).
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After finding many such deliberate lies in Trotsky’s writings and
exposing them, with evidence in Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’ and
Trotsky’s Lies, we asked the same question: Why would Trotsky
take the chance of being exposed as a liar? Evidently, he believed
that no one would bother to check.

And as it turned out, Trotsky was correct! It appears that for 80
years no one checked those of Trotsky's statement about Stalin
that could have been checked even at that time. The power of
anticommunism, and especially anti-Stalinism, is so great that
negative statements about Stalin are readily accepted as true
without any attempt to verify them.

Trotsky Sums Up

Thus it would be no exaggeration to say that the last
half year of Lenin’s political life, between his
convalescence and his second illness, was filled with a
sharpening struggle against Stalin. Let us recall once
more the principal dates. In September 1922 Lenin
opened fire against the national policy of Stalin. In the
first part of December he attacked Stalin on the
question of the monopoly of foreign trade. On
December 25 he wrote the first part of his testament.
On December 30 he wrote his letter on the national
question (the “bombshell”). On January 4, 1923, he
added a postscript to his testament on the necessity of
removing Stalin from his position as General
Secretary. On January 23 he drew up against Stalin a
heavy battery: the project of a Control Commission. In
an article on March 2 he dealt Stalin a double blow,
both as organizer of the Inspection and as General
Secretary. On March 5 he wrote me on the subject of
his memorandum on the national question: “If you
would agree to undertake its defense, I could be at
rest.” On that same day he for the first time openly
joined forces with the irreconcilable Georgian enemies
of Stalin, informing them in a special note that he was
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backing their cause “with all my heart” and was
preparing for them documents against Stalin,
Ordzhonikidze and Dzerzhinsky. “With all my heart” -
this expression was not a frequent one with Lenin.

This paragraph is the proverbial “tissue of falsehoods.”

* Lenin did not “open fire” on Stalin’s national policy. By the time
Lenin wrote, on September 26, 1922, Stalin had modified his initial
“autonomization” plan to the plan of creating the USSR from four
equal republics. Lenin agreed with hm.

* What “attack” against Stalin “on the question of the monopoly of
foreign trade” “in the first part of December [1922]” does Trotsky
mean? On December 13, 1922, Lenin dictated by telephone a letter
to Stalin on this question, but there is nothing in it hostile towards,
or even in the least critical of, Stalin.1*

* The reference to January 23 is to “How To Re-organize the WPL"
We showed above that this is in no way an attack on Stalin, who
had not headed the WPI for more than eight months.

* March 2 refers to “Better Fewer But Better.” But this article
contains no criticism of Stalin.

The other writings to which Trotsky refers here are the
“Characteristics” (December 25); “The Question of Nationalities ...”
(December 30); the “Addition” (January 4), the letters to Trotsky
and to Mdivani and Makharadze of March 5 and 6, 1923, and the
“ultimatum” letter of March 5. We have examined all of them in
previous chapters. The evidence is strong that they are forgeries,
that Lenin never wrote them.

Why So Many Lies?

In Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’ and Trotsky’s Lies we demonstrated that
Trotsky lied a great deal. The reader will probably wonder: Why

4 CW 33, 455-459; PSS XLV 333-337.
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did Trotsky lie so much? After all, he had the “testament”
documents in his favor. Aside from whoever fabricated them, no
one at the time thought that they were fakes. It is true that they did
not have much effect on the Central Committee or the Party
Congresses. The C.C. members appear to have believed that these
articles reflected diminished capacity and/or misinformation on
Lenin’s part due to his illness. But they surely helped to solidify
Trotsky’s own followers around him both within and outside the
Soviet Union.

It quickly became clear that Trotsky’s efforts to follow Lenin as
Party leader would not succeed. Already by the end of the XII Party
Congress Trotsky’s chances of gaining the leading position in the
Bolshevik Party appeared to be remote.

But the lies of Trotsky’'s that we have exposed here, along with
those we discovered and examine in Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’ and
Trotsky’s Lies, were very useful to Trotsky in building his
clandestine, ultimately terrorist, organization inside the Soviet
Union and his network of supporters abroad. Even now, more than
eighty years after Trotsky’s death, they continue to sustain the
Trotskyist movement.

They have also proven useful to openly pro-capitalist
anticommunist writers. Trotsky did not hesitate to ally himself and
his followers with even the most rabid anticommunists, fascists
and Nazis included.® Today Trotskyists continue to repeat the lies
of anticommunist “scholars” insofar as those lies are directed
against Stalin.

15 See my books on Trotsky, especially New Evidence of Trotsky’s Conspiracy.
Kettering, OH: Erythrés Press & Media, LLC, 2020 and Furr, Grover, with Vladimir
L. Bobrov and Sven-Eric Holmstrém, Trotsky and the Military Conspiracy. Soviet
and Non-Soviet Evidence with the Complete Transcript of the “Tukhachevsky Affair”
Trial. Kettering, OH: Erythrés Press and Media, LLC, 2021.
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Moshe Lewin’s 1968 book Lenin’s Last Struggle was made possible
by the Khrushchev-era attacks on Stalin. These attacks began in
Khrushchev’s 1956 “Secret Speech.” There followed several years
during which attacks on Stalin seemed to abate somewhat.

But during the XXII Party Congress in October, 1961, attacks on
Stalin, now voiced by other speakers, grew even more ferocious.
From that point until his ouster by the Central Committee in
October 1964 Khrushchev sponsored a flood of pseudo-historical
articles and books attacking Stalin. These works seldom cite
primary source evidence to support their allegations of crimes by
Stalin. When they do, they distort those sources, usually by
significant omission. We know this today because many of these
sources have become public. But the striking omission and the
falsifications by Khrushchev and his followers continue to be
ignored by both Soviet and Western anticommunist scholars.

Khrushchev’'s speech, and the subsequent flood of anti-Stalin
fabrications disguised as history, appeared to vindicate Leon
Trotsky. Trotsky had attacked Stalin since the early 1920s, and
with increased vigor after his exile in 1929. Indeed, some of the
intimations of crimes leveled by Khrushchev and his followers
against Stalin, such as raising the suspicion that Stalin had been
responsible for the 1934 murder of Sergei M. Kirov, seem to have
been copied from Trotsky.

Even though Khrushchev did not “rehabilitate” Trotsky, Soviet
history during and after Khrushchev’s time seemed to tacitly
confirm many of Trotsky’s accusations against Stalin. In addition
to providing large stores of anti-Stalin accusations for overtly
anticommunist writers, Khrushchev’s attacks on Stalin breathed
new life into the Trotsky movement around the world. David
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North, a leading American Trotskyist, writes: “The discrediting of
Stalin was, to a great extent, a vindication of Trotsky.”?

In 1968 Moshe Lewin? published Lenin’s Last Struggle (LLS). It is
no exaggeration to call LLS a crypto-Trotskyist work. It provides a
narrative that weaves Lenin’s last writings, and especially the
documents of the “testament,” into a story that closely follows
Trotsky’s own dishonest and self-serving narrative by depicting
Trotsky as Lenin’s choice to be his successor.

Lewin accepted the version of Lenin’s “testament” as it is
documented in the Khrushchev-era volumes of the fifth Russian
edition of Lenin’s works, the Polnoe Sobranie Sochineniy, or PSS.
Sakharov has shown that these volumes were edited in a
tendentious, anti-Stalin manner.

Lewin frames his narrative of Lenin’s last six months of activity
before his final, devastating stroke of March 10, 1923, around
Trotsky’s account in the 1937 translation of Trotsky's essay
collection The Stalin School of Falsification. We don’t know why
Lewin chose to ignore Trotsky’s essay “On Lenin’s Testament,” the
work we have examined in a previous chapter.

Like Trotsky, Lewin narrates the story of Lenin’s last months
chronologically. He does not question the dates on the documents
- a crucial point. Lewin also accepts the remarks of the editors of
the PSS volumes without reservation.

Lewin goes beyond uncritical acceptance of Trotsky’s account of
Lenin’s last months. He provides narrative links to force the series
of documents into a story line. At times Lewin invents meetings or
documents in order to fill in blank spots needed for his narrative.

1 David North, In Defense of Leon Trotsky. Oak Park, IL: Mehring Books, 2010, p.
28,

2 Lewin was a mainstream anticommunist historian of the Soviet Union who had
been in the Red Army and had worked in a factory and a collective farm. A Zionist,
he emigrated to Israel, and later to France.
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At other points, Lewin simply has recourse to falsehoods that
could have been exposed in his day but were not.

All of Lewin’s inventions and falsehoods are tendentiously anti-
Stalin, as befits his obvious anti-Stalin bias. As a result, some are
explicitly pro-Trotsky.

Documents Not Mentioned by Lewin

A number of important documents available to researchers today
were not published at the time Lewin wrote.

* Stalin’s reply to the “ultimatum” letter of March 7, 1923;
* the “Journal of Doctors on Duty”;3

* Maria Ulyanova’s statement of 1926;

* Lenin’s request of March 17, 1923, to Stalin for poison;

* many other documents first published in the Gorbachev-era
series Izvestiia Tsentral’nogo Komiteta KPSS.

Nor could Lewin study the documents in Soviet archives to which
Sakharov had considerable, though far from complete, access.

Lewin’s main error is his uncritical acceptance of the Khrushchev-
Trotsky version of Lenin’s last writings - the “testament” and
related documents. In this chapter we will indicate places where
Lewin falsifies or invents in order to make his anti-Stalin / pro-
Trotsky narrative flow more smoothly.

Lewin’s “Chronology of Events” (pages xix — xxiv)
Under May 15 [1922] Lewin writes:

¥ In this book we refer to it as ‘Doctors Journal.
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[Lenin’s] Letter to Stalin suggesting a decision of the
Politburo to reconfirm as inalterable the principle of
state monopoly of foreign trade. Stalin resists.

Lewin wishes to establish opposition by Stalin to Lenin’s ideas. But
Lewin is lying here. In reality, Stalin did not “resist” at all. Instead,
he agreed with the monopoly of foreign trade, although he
believed that it would not be possible to maintain it.

At this stage I am not opposed to the strict
prohibition of measures that would lead to the
weakening of the monopoly of foreign trade. I think
however that such a weakening is becoming
inevitable. (LLS 37; XLV 548)*

Under October 11 [1922] Lewin states:

Lenin meets Trotsky. They discuss the monopoly
problem and common fight against bureaucracy.

This is a deliberate falsehood - in plain language, a lie. The passage
in the chronology in volume XLV of Lenin’s Russian works contains
no reference to any “common fight against bureaucracy.”

Lenin talks with L. D. Trotsky regarding the discussion
at a meeting of the plenum of the Central Committee
of the RCP(b) on October 6 of the question of the
monopoly of foreign trade and the decision of the
plenum on this issue. (XLV 689)

Lewin’s statement is not only false - he has invented it. Lewin
invents a discussion about “bureaucracy,” no doubt to “save”
Trotsky’s account of an (undated) meeting with Lenin to form a
“bloc” against “bureaucracy” - that is, against Stalin. But in the text

4 The translation in Lenin's Collected Works 4™ edition is: “I have no objections to
a ‘formal ban’ on measures to mitigate the foreign trade monopoly at the present
stage. All the same, I think that mitigation is becoming indispensable.” CW 42, 600,
note 476.
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of his book (38) Lewin does not repeat his claim that the Lenin-
Trotsky “common fight against bureaucracy” was discussed on
October 11.

What is going on here? Lewin is trying to make room for a meeting
between Trotsky and Lenin during which Lenin proposes a ‘bloc”
with Trotsky against bureaucracy. Trotsky told this story many
times. In “On Lenin’s Testament” Trotsky intimated that such a
meeting took place in October, 1922:

In October he [Lenin] returns to the Kremlin and
officially takes up his work ... At this time occurred the
“conspiratorial” conversation between Lenin and me
in regard to a combined struggle against Soviet and
party bureaucratism, and his proposal of a “bloc”
against the Organization Bureau - the fundamental
stronghold of Stalin at that time.

In The Stalin School of Falsification, at section 65, Trotsky writes as
follows:

Vladimir Ilyich reflected a moment and — here I quote
him verbatim — said: “That is, 1 propose a struggle
with Soviet bureaucratism and you are proposing to
include the bureaucratism of the Organization Bureau
of the Party.” [Stalin as General Secretary was at the
head of this Bureau. - L. T.]

“I laughed at the unexpectedness of this, because no
such finished formulation of the idea was in my mind.

“l answered: 'l suppose that's it.’

“Then Vladimir Ilyich said: 'Very well, then, I propose
a bloc.'

“l said: 'It is a pleasure to form a bloc with a good

man.

“At the end of our conversation, Vladimir Ilyich said
that he would propose the creation by the Central
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Committee of a commission to fight bureaucratism in
general,’ and through that we would be able to reach
the Organization Bureau of the Central Committee.

Here Trotsky concludes by saying that nothing came of this
purported bloc:

At that we parted. | then waited two weeks for the
bell to summon me but Ilyich's health became
continually worse and he was soon confined to bed.
After that Vladimir Hyich sent me his letters on the
national question through his secretaries. And so that
work was never carried through.

Contradicting the account in “On Lenin’s Testament” Trotsky here
implies a meeting with Lenin later than October, 1922, because
Lenin remained active long after the earlier date.

After his exile from the USSR, in his autobiography My Life,
published in 1930, Trotsky explained that this event was Lenin’s
way of selecting him, Trotsky, as his successor.

He planned to create a commission attached to the
Central Committee for fighting bureaucracy. We were
both to be members. This commission was essentially
to be the lever for breaking up the Stalin faction as the
backbone of the bureaucracy, and for creating such
conditions in the party as would allow me to become
Lenin’s deputy, and, as he intended, his successor to
the post of chairman of the Soviet of People’s
Commissaries. (377)

By 1932 Trotsky has backed off from this claim and simply insists
that this meeting did occur:

The fact of this conversation as well as its content
soon found their reflection in documents, and they
constitute an episode of the party history
undeniable and not denied by anyone.
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Trotsky is bluffing. This supposed “meeting” was never a part of
“the party history.” By “undeniable and not denied by anyone,”
Trotsky appears to mean something like this: “Now that Lenin is
dead, and the conversation was just between Lenin and me, no one
can disprove it.” Trotsky wanted people to believe him, and Lewin
does believe him.

At the beginning of December Lenin asked Trotsky
to come and see him again. In the course of the
conversation he suggested that a “bloc against
bureaucracy” should be formed and that Trotsky
should join a special committee whose purpose would
be to lead such a struggle. Lenin also suggested that
Trotsky should become one of his deputies in the
government. On this occasion, Trotsky expressed his
long-held conviction - it was probably the basis of his
previous criticisms of the Workers' and Peasants’
Inspection which at the time had so irritated Lenin -
that the struggle against bureaucracy should begin
with the elimination of the evil from among those
most likely to foster it, namely the Party, and more
particularly the Party leadership. (LLS 67-8)

Here, Lewin’s documentation for these statements is Trotsky
alone:

See Trotsky's account of this conversation in The
Stalin School of Falsification, pp. 73-74, and Deutscher,
The Prophet Unarmed, pp. 66, 68-69. Once again
Trotsky refused to become Lenin's deputy, but with
less conviction than before.

Moreover, Lewin’s claim that Lenin suggested a “bloc against
bureaucracy” with Trotsky in December 1922 contradicts his own
and Trotsky’s previous claim that Lenin made this suggestion in
October 1922.
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Dmitri Volkogonov, an anticommunist Soviet and Russian
historian very hostile towards Stalin who during the 1980s and
1990s had full access to all “closed” archives, does not believe
Trotsky's claim.

The dubiousness of Trotsky’'s version is revealed by
what Lenin actually wrote. Lenin had absolutely no
need of any sort to form a ‘bloc’ with Trotsky against
Stalin. His authority was indisputable.

Lewin: November (first part):

Numerous complaints from Georgia to Moscow
against Ordzhonikidze.

Tsintsadze's letter reaches Lenin and arouses his
suspicions against the Stalin-Ordzhonikidze line in
Georgia.

But Lewin does not document any of these claims. The chronology
in PSS, XLV that Lewin uses does not mention “numerous
complaints from Georgia,” or in fact any complaints. Lewin never
mentions any letter by Tsintsadze. Lidia Fotieva does not mention
such a letter in her memoir about Lenin, which Lewin often cites.

And what is the “Stalin-Ordzhonikidze line? Lewin later mentions
“... 'nationalist deviation,” a charge that Stalin and Ordzhonikidze
were constantly leveling at the Georgians.” (45) But Lewin does
not document Stalin’s doing this even one time, much less
“constantly.” This is the only passage where the term “nationalist
deviation” is mentioned in Lewin’s book. Another lie by Lewin!

For November 24, 1922, Lewin's chronology has:

Lenin, suspicious, abstains from voting on the
composition of the investigation commission on the
Georgian affair.

5 Stalin. Triumph and Tragedy. (New York: Grove-Weidenfeld, 1991), 89.
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This is taken from the Secretaries Journal for November 24, which
states:

The question of the composition of the commission in
connection with the statement by the C.C. of Georgia
was handed to Vladimir Ilyich from the Politbureau
for voting. Vladimir Ilyich did not vote. (CW 42, 467)

But this is what Lewin claims:

We do not know whether he intended in this way to
express some doubt as to the impartiality of the
commission, whose three members - Dzerzhinsky,
Lozovsky and Kapsukas-Mitskevitchius - had been
proposed by Stalin, but it is clear at least that he had
become suspicious of his first informants and was
seeking other sources of information on which to base
an opinion. (LLS 58)

Here is Sakharov's description of the manner in which the
Dzerzhinsky commission was formed:

The Politburo on November 25 accepted the proposal
of the Secretariat of the Central Committee of the
RCP(b) to create a commission for “"urgent
consideration of the application" and "outlining the
measures necessary to establish a lasting peace in the
Communist Party of Georgia." It included F.E.
Dzerzhinsky (chairman), D.Z. Manuilsky [net
Lozovsky, as Lewin has it]é, and B.C. Mitskevicius-
Kapsukas. Lenin was aware of the matter, and if he
were against the adopted decision, he could and
should have definitely declared his protest. There was
time for this, since the results of the "poll" vote by

® Jeremy Smith confirms that the second member was Manuil'sky. Smith, “The
Georgian Affair of 1922. Policy Failure, Personality Clash or Power Struggle?”
Europe-Asia Studies 50, 3 {1998), 532. Richard Pipes agrees: The Formation of the
Soviet Union (Harvard U.P. 1997 [1954]), 281.
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telephone were subject to approval at the next
meeting of the Politburo, and only after that it was
formalized in a special protocol. The confirmation
took place at a meeting of the Politburo on November
30 in the presence of Bukharin, Zinoviev, Kamenev,
Kalinin, Molotov, Stalin, Trotsky. If we take into
account that Lenin worked on November 30, and the
day before, on November 29, he received the minutes
of the meeting of the Secretariat of the Party Central
Committee dated November 25 with proposals
regarding the goals and composition of the
commission, then all grounds for believing that Lenin
was against the composition of the commission or that
he was bypassed in addressing this issue are dispelled.
(252)

What's more, we have evidence that Lenin did approve of the
commission’s membership. At the XII P.C. (April, 1923) Avel’
Enukidze said the following:

As for the Dzerzhinsky commission, I must say the
following. All these complaints and cries that were
spoken of here, came here, and then the Central
Committee decided to send a commission there. At
first it was suggested to me to go there as chairman or
member of the commission, but I stated that I had
recently returned from Georgia, knew the state of
affairs, knew these comrades with whom, by the way, |
am connected by friendship and years of previous
work, and already had a certain attitude towards
these issues. I considered the policy of the deviating
comrades to be wrong. I then refused to go there ...
Another commission was chosen, chaired by
Comrade Dzerzhinsky. Lenin specially then asked
me: "Do you think this commission is suitable?” I
answered frankly and now confirm that the
commission was very pertinent and reputable. No
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serious commission could bring a different
solution. (XII P.C, 590)

There is no evidence that Lenin was “suspicious” here. There is not
even any evidence that Stalin had “proposed” the members of the
Dzerzhinsky commission.

Therefore, Lewin has “made it up” - invented it. Why? The most
obvious explanation is that Lewin’s narrative requires a Lenin who
was steadily growing more and more suspicious of Stalin and
thereby justify his, Lewin’s, uncritical reliance on Trotsky's
writings.

Under December 12 [1922] Lewin states:

Proposition to Trotsky to defend, at the next CC
session, their common opinions on the foreign trade
monopoly.

This is false. Lenin wrote about this in a letter to Stalin on
December 15. Two days earlier he had also dictated a much longer
letter, again to Stalin, about defending the monopoly of foreign
trade. (XLV 333-338; CW 33, 456-459)

For January 24, 1923, Lewin states:

Lenin asks for the dossiers of the Dzerzhinsky
commission findings. The Politburo is reluctant. (xxiii)

But on page 94 Lewin writes:

On January 24, after finishing and sending off to
Pravda his article on the Workers' Inspection, Lenin
called Fotieva and asked her for the documents of
Dzerzhinsky's commission of inquiry in Georgia. He
did not know that this question was about to be
discussed at the Politburo. The next day he asked
again whether Stalin or Dzerzhinsky had sent him the
papers.
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Lewin can find no evidence that the Politburo was “reluctant” to
send Lenin the materials. He is fabricating - in plain language,
lying - yet again.

Fotieva's memoir (1967, reprinted in 1990) states that on January
27 she asked Dzerzhinsky for the materials, and he told her that
Stalin had them. Stalin was not in Moscow, but on january 29
Stalin told her by telephone that he would need permission of the
Politburo. On January 30 Lenin called her and told her that Stalin
had told him he would get him the materials.” We should recall
that on December 24, the Politburo had put Stalin in charge of
keeping political materials away from Lenin because of his illness.

Lewin’s Chronology
January 25, 1923:

The Politburo session endorses the conclusions of the
Dzerzhinsky commission on the Georgian affair which
whitewashes Ordzhonikidze and condemns Mdivani
and the Georgian CC.

In the text Lewin says the same thing:

Meanwhile, the Politburo approved the conclusions of
the commission, condemned the Georgians once again,
and whitewashed Ordzhonikidze and Stalin. (LLS, 94)

Ordzhonikidze’s slapping Kabakhidze was over a personal insult. It
had nothing to do with the issue of Georgian independence. We
have discussed this issue thoroughly in a previous chapter.

However, the Khrushchev-era edition of Lenin’s works says
nothing about this. Evidently, this is why Lewin assumed that
Ordzhonikidze was trying to force his decisions on the Georgians.
But Lewin was wrong. He made this assumption - and dishonestly

7 Fotieva, L.A. “Iz vospominaniia o V.I. Lenine. (Dekabr’ 1922 g. - mart 1923 g},
Vospominaniia o Lenine (Moscow, 1990), t. 8, 202-3,
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states it not as his assumption but as a fact - to conform to the
other elements of his anti-Stalin, pro-Trotsky position.

And what did Stalin have to do with this? We have seen that “The
Question of Nationalities ...” does indeed blame Stalin but gives no
reason, cites no evidence, for doing so. This is one of many details
that exposes “The Question of Nationalities ...” as a forgery, not
authored by Lenin.

Even Fotieva’s account does not claim that Dzerzhinsky’s report
“whitewashed” Stalin. Lewin has fabricated - lied about - this too.

February 1, 1923:

The Politburo yields to Lenin's demand and turns over
to him the commission's papers.

We have just seen that Fotieva’s account states that it was Stalin
who, with the permission of the Politburo, gave Lenin the
Dzerzhinsky Commission’s materials.

March 3, 1923:

Lenin's private investigation committee submits to
him its findings on the Georgian affair.

This is false. This claim does appear in the chronology in the PSS.®
But Lewin - who was a historian, and should have known better
than to take “authorities” at the word ~ should have pointed out
that there is no evidence that this occurred. The Secretaries Journal
has no entries for March 3, or for any date between February 14
and March 5. The entry in the Doctors Journal (unavailable to
Lewin) makes it clear that on March 3 Lenin received no materials,
did no dictation, and received none of the members of the
“commission.” His sole activity was reading “the corrections of his

8XLV 714. The English 4t edition of Lenin’s works has no corresponding
chronology.



224 The Lenin Testament Falsification

new article,” but was able to read only two pages before saying
that he was too tired to read any more.

So there is no evidence that Lenin saw the findings of this
“commission.” But there is evidence that he could not have seen
them. Referring to archival materials, Sakharov states that the
document of February 1, 1923, in which the Politburo turned the
Dzerzhinsky Commission’s materials over to Lenin, also says

postpone the question of a report to com. Lenin until
Prof. Ferster’s conclusion. (347)

There is no record that Dr. Ferster agreed.
Lewin:
March 6, 1923:

Kamenev hears from Krupskaya that Lenin intends to
crush Stalin politically. (LLS, xxiv)

Here Lewin is not being honest with his readers. In the text he
states:

There is every reason to believe Trotsky when he
says that one of Lenin's secretaries, probably Glyasser,
told him that Vladimir Ilich was preparing a “bomb”
against Stalin. (LLS, 103)

Of course, for any honest historian, there is never any reason for
“believing” one of his sources, especially such a biased and
interested source as Trotsky. Lewin refers here to this passage in
Trotsky's The Stalin School of Falsification:

On the national question Vladimir Ilyich was
preparing for the Twelfth Party Congress a decisive
attack upon Stalin. Of this his secretaries told me in his
name and at his direction. The phrase of Lenin that
they repeated oftenest of all was: “Vladimir Ilyich is
preparing a bomb against Stalin.”
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Lewin takes Kamenev's involvement from another Trotsky
passage, this one in Isaac Deutscher’s biography.

Krupskaya sought advice before making up her mind
and, as so often, it was to the amiable Kamenev that
she turned. This was how he learned that Vladimir
llich was planning “to crush Stalin politically.” (LLS
103)

Deutscher:

About the same time Trotsky learned from Kamenev
that Lenin had written a letter to Stalin threatening to
‘break off all personal relations'. Stalin had behaved in
an offensive manner towards Krupskaya when she
was collecting information for Lenin on the
Georgian affair; and when Lenin learned about this,
he could hardly contain his indignation. He decided,
Krupskaya told Kamenev, 'to crush Stalin politically'.®

But why cite Deutscher? He just took this from Trotsky's
autobiography My Life.1

However, this passage is revealing in another way. Trotsky and
Deutscher connect the “ultimatum” letter with Krupskaya
“collecting information for Lenin on the Georgian affair.” This
suggests at least two things. First, it directly contradicts
Krupskaya's letter to Kamenev dated December 23, 1922, where
Krupskaya ties Stalin’s rebuke to a letter by Lenin to Trotsky of
December 21, 1922 concerning the monopoly of foreign trade. This
is further evidence that Krupskaya predated Stalin’s rebuke, as we
have discussed in a previous chapter.

Second, we have no other information that Krupskaya was
“collecting information for Lenin on the Georgian affair.” It was the

® Deutscher, The Prophet Unarmed, p. 75.
10 Russian edition, Moscow: Panorama, 1991, p. 461. For other editions, see
chapter 39, “Lenin’s lllness.”
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Gorbunov-Fotieva-Glyasser “commission” that was doing that. As
we pointed out, this was in effect a two-person effort since
Gorbunov was not active in this regard. So Trotsky’s and
Deutscher’s implication is that Krupskaya was guiding the work of
this “commission,” since Fotieva and Glyasser, secretaries in Lenin’s
secretariat, would not have acted independently from Krupskaya.

In his hostile biography of Stalin Dmitry Volkogonov wrote:

Y MeHA HET KOHKPeTHBIX JaHHbIX O HaMepeHHH
JlenuHa “pa3rpoMuTh” reHceka.l!

I have no concrete facts about an intention of Lenin’s
to “crush” the Gensec.

Lewin accepts as true many fact-claims that are to be found only in
Trotsky’s works. That might be understandable - though it still
would be just a hypothesis, not evidence - if Trotsky could be
trusted to tell the truth. But as we have seen in a previous chapter
and demonstrated in other books, Trotsky lied a great deal
Nothing that Trotsky says should ever be accepted as truthful. It
must always be verified. Doing so often reveals yet another lie by
Trotsky.

But Lewin makes no attempt at verification. Trotsky is the only
source for the stories about “a bomb for Stalin” and for
Krupskaya's telling Kamenev that Lenin wanted to “crush Stalin
politically.”

Moshe Lewin’s Fabrications

The statements of Lewin’s that I call “fabrications” here can also be
reasonably termed “lies.” These are statements made either by
ignoring evidence to the contrary, or invented - fabricated - to
abet Lewin’s anti-Stalin thesis, which is also Trotsky’s, and similar
to Khrushchev's as well.

U Stalin. Politicheskii portret. T. 1. Vozhdi Moscow: Novosti, 1998, p. 144.
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There is not enough space here to identify and confute all Lewin’s
fabrications, so here I have selected some important and typical
examples.

As Lenin was losing his capacity for work and the
conduct of affairs was slipping increasingly from his
hands, Stalin was gaining in ease and assurance, often
in opposition to Lenin. (LLS, 35)

Lewin gives no example to support this claim. As far as we can
determine, no such evidence exists - nothing of the kind occurred.
Again, Lewin is deliberately lying.

Throughout his book Lewin tries to show that Stalin was opposing
Lenin. He can do so only when he draws upon the contested
documents of the “testament” as evidence. When Lewin makes this
claim elsewhere he is forced to do so without any evidence.

Lenin: “I Propose”; Lewin: Lenin “Demands”

Concerning Lenin’s insistence on maintaining the state monopoly
on foreign trade, Lewin writes:

Lenin was most annoyed and wrote to Stalin
demanding that the monopoly principle be
reaffirmed and that all projects of a contrary nature be
dropped at once. (35)

But was Lenin “most annoyed”? Lewin’s source is a letter to Stalin
of May 15, 1922. It begins with these words:

T. Ctanun! [lpeanaraio, BBHJAY CEro onpocoM 4JeHOB
[TosinTGI0pO NPOBECTH JUPEKTUBY ...

Com. Stalin! I propose, in view of this, to get a directive
passed by the Politburo by poll ...*2 ...

12 pSS, XLV 188; CW, 42, 418. Opros means that the members could be polled, e.g.
by phone, so no actual meeting was necessary. This method was used in between
scheduled meetings, or when one or more members were not in Moscow.
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Lenin’s language here shows no sign of annoyance. The official
English translation uses the word “please” instead of “I propose,”
which is what Lenin actually wrote. Lewin is trying to create -
fraudulently - the appearance of a quarrel between Lenin and
Stalin where there was none. Throughout this book Lewin does
this kind of thing ~ fabricates “facts” to conform to his bias.

Lewin continues:

It was perhaps on this occasion that Lenin discovered
that the Gensek was not at all in agreement with him
and was asserting his own point of view with
increasing assurance. (LLS 37)

Here Lewin’s anti-Stalin bias shows up very clearly. All the
Politburo members “asserted their own points of view.” Lenin was
not surrounded by a bunch of yes-men. And Lenin disagreed with
Trotsky more than with anyone else. “No one had given him more
grief”’ than Trotsky. (Kotkin 414)

Lewin:

Between December 12 and 15 the two men [Lenin and
Trotsky] corresponded with each other at great length
. (39)

This is a lie. In reality, on December 13, Lenin wrote Trotsky, along
with others. On that same day, December 13, Lenin wrote to Stalin
on the question of the monopoly of foreign trade. This letter could
perhaps be described as “at great length” since it occupies 4%
pages in the PSS. On December 14 and 15, Lenin wrote to Trotsky
and to Stalin. The very chronology that Lewin expressly cites
elsewhere records this. (XLV, 708)

It is clear that Lewin is striving — once again, dishonestly - to give a
false impression of some kind of special bond or “bloc” between
Lenin and Trotsky, and does so by lying to his readers.

Lewin:
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Now, even before his plans for autonomization had
been discussed, Stalin appears to have sent a
telegram to Mdivani on August 29, 1922, informing
him that henceforth the decisions of the highest
governing bodies of the RSFSR (VTSIK, Sovnarkom
and STO - the Council of Labor and Defense) were
binding on all the Republics. (LLS 48)

“Appears to have”? Lewin cites no evidence for such a telegram. In
fact, Lewin copied this passage almost word for word from
Richard Pipes, The Formation of the Soviet Union.'* He should have
acknowledged this. But Pipes has no definite evidence of such a
telegram either.

Lewin concludes:

For his part, Stalin was sincere in claiming that the
new version of the project of union differed only in
certain details from his own original project, which as
he said was also “correct in principle and absolutely
acceptable.” He was convinced, in fact, that in the
course of events the real interests of the state
would gain the upper hand and that the Union
would function in any case as he had expected it
to. In these circumstances he saw no reason why
he should not give in to Lenin completely, on
paper. (LLS, 62-3)

The first sentence is correct enough - Lewin cites the Orgburo
document from which he quoted on page 53. (PSS XLV, 559-60;
CW 42, 602-605)

But the rest, in boldface here, is just Lewin allowing his anti-Stalin
bias free rein. Lewin, of course, had no idea what Stalin was
thinking. He just assumed that Stalin was being devious in some

13 Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1990 [1954], 271.
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way, in conformity to Khrushchev-era, Trotskyist, and his own
anti-Stalinism.

More Anti-Stalin Bias, Without Evidence

Stalin was perfectly well aware that relations between
Lenin and Trotsky had recently become increasingly
close ... (LLS, 71)

This is false. Lewin cites no evidence for this statement, and we
have none today. In reality, Lenin and Trotsky were not “becoming
closer.” Trotsky claimed that they were, and Lewin “believes”
Trotsky.

It is hardly surprising then that Stalin, more
concerned than anybody with the problem of the
succession, should have exploded with indignation
on learning of this new mark of esteem conferred on
Trotsky by Lenin, especially as he was beginning to
fear that the rapprochement between the two men
would be accompanied by a positive campaign against
himself. (LLS, 72)

No evidence whatever is cited to support these statements. How
does Lewin know that Stalin “exploded with indignation,” “was
more concerned than anybody” with who would succeed Lenin, or
feared a “campaign against himself”? It is pure anti-Stalin bias on

Lewin’s part.
Lewin:

Apart from the notes, these ideas are developed in five
articles written in January and February 1923,
although a majority of the Politburo had made
attempts to prevent or delay their appearance.
(LLS, 74)

Lewin identifies the articles in a footnote. But he has no evidence
for the statement in boldface above - that anyone in the Politburo
had tried to “prevent or delay” the publication of any of Lenin’s
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articles. Nor is there any evidence to support it today, when a great
many more primary sources from this period of Lenin’s life have
been published.

Evidently, Lewin invented this. In plain language, he is lying yet
again.

Of Rykov's eye-witness account of Ordzhonikidze slapping
Kabakhidze - whom Lewin carelessly misnames “Kabanidze”* -
Lewin first says this:

Rykov returned at last from Georgia and reported
back to Lenin on December 9, 1922. The “Journal”
merely mentions this meeting, and we do not know
what Rykov said. (LLS, 68)

However, some pages later, Lewin contradicts himself:

Without going into too much detail, one might well
question Rykov's objectivity. On December 9, 1922,
when he submitted his report to Lenin, he had not
breathed a word about the incident. Lenin learned
of it only three days later, from Dzerzhinsky
himself. (LLS, 97)

Which is it? How does Lewin know that Rykov did not mention the
“slap” incident? Does Lewin know what Rykov told Lenin on
December 9, 1922, or doesn’t he? This is yet another lie by Lewin.

It is convenient for the notion that Lenin was very upset (in
Fotieva’s words) about Dzerzhinsky’s report. That story would
lead nicely into his writing “The Question of Nationalities...” and
the attacks on Stalin and Ordzhonikidze in it.

But if Lenin really were interested in what was going on with the
Georgians he would have asked Rykov, an eye-witness, for his

4 The 2005 re-edition of Lewin’s book by University of Michigan Press fails to
correct this error.
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account. In a previous chapter we reproduced Rykov’'s account as
he wrote it down in February, 1923. It vindicates Ordzhonikidze,
as do Rtveladze’s account and Dzerzhinsky’s report.

Lewin:

{On March 6] Trotsky, who had received the memorandum
of December 30 and other papers by Lenin on Georgia,
suggested that they should be shown to Kamenev so that
he might begin to take certain measures on the spot.
Fotieva went off to ask Lenin and came back to Trotsky
with a categorical negative: “It is entirely out of the
question. Vladimir Ilich says that Kamenev would show the
letters to Stalin and Stalin would make a rotten
compromise in order then to deceive.” (LLS, 101-2)

What's Lewin’s source for this story? Once again, Trotsky, and only
Trotsky! Even Fotieva, whose 1967 “Reminiscences of Lenin” are
full of falsifications (as we shall see), does not record this story.
But Lewin urges us to take Trotsky’s word for it when he states
“we may take him [Trotsky] as a reliable witness in this case.” (102,
n.18) Again, on the adjacent page, Lewin tells us:

There is every reason to believe Trotsky when he says
that one of Lenin's secretaries, probably Glyasser, told
him that Vladimir Ilich was preparing a “bomb”
against Stalin. (103)

On the contrary! There is no reason to believe any of this.
Responsible historians do not “believe or “disbelieve” their
sources - they check them against other primary source evidence.
If Lewin had done this in Trotsky’s case, as we have done in
Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’ and Trotsky’s Lies, using sources that were
available in Lewin’s day, he could have discovered that Trotsky
lied very often.

Lewin Defends Trotsky’s Racism

On page 107 Lewin writes:
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An explanation of the Stalinist phenomenon has
sometimes been sought in terms of an Oriental
heritage: this interpretation is quite Leninist.

Lewin does not say so, but he is probably referring to this
infamous passage at the beginning of Trotsky’s biography of Stalin.

The late Leonid Krassin ... was the first, if | am not
mistaken, to call Stalin an “Asiatic.” In saying that, he
had in mind no problematical racial attributes, but
rather that blending of grit, shrewdness, craftiness
and cruelty which has been considered characteristic
of the statesmen of Asia.

And a few pages further,

The national character of the Georgians is usually
represented as trusting, impressionable, quick-
tempered, while at the same time devoid of energy
and initiative. Above all, Reclus noted their gaiety,
sociability and forthrightness. Stalin's character has
few of these attributes, which, indeed, are the most
immediately noticeable in personal intercourse with
Georgians. Georgian emigres in Paris assured
Souvarine, the author of Stalin's French biography,
that Joseph Djugashvili's mother was not a Georgian
but an Osetin and that there is an admixture of
Mongolian blood in his veins. But a certain
Iremashvili, whom we shall have occasion to meet
again in the future, asserts that Stalin's mother
was a pure-blooded Georgian, whereas his father
was an Osetin, “a coarse, uncouth person, like all
the Osetins, who live in the high Caucasian
mountains.”

“No problematical racial attributes” indeed! Then Trotsky
identifies his source:

Most profuse in details are the reminiscences of the
aforementioned [Joseph] Iremashvili published in
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1932 in the German language at Berlin, under the title,
“Stalin und die Tragddie Georgiens.” Since their author
is a former Menshevik who subsequently became
something in the nature of a National Socialist, his
political record as such does not inspire great
confidence. It is, nevertheless, impossible to ignore
his essay.

Trotsky takes his racialist characterization of Stalin from an
anticommunist who “subsequently” became “something of” a Nazi.
And this is indeed a racist - Nazi-like - statement. Naturally, Lewin
does not tell us how this stuff is “quite Leninist” - that is another
lie. Lewin should have said that this racist statement is “quite
Trotskyist” - and also quite Nazi-like.

Lewin Is Confused
Lewin writes:

Trotsky had begun to attack the RKI'S at the beginning of
1922. At that time Lenin still defended the commissariat,
and therefore indirectly its head, but in his last writings he
depicted it as a haven of ineptitude, a “hopeless affair”:
“None of the commissariats is worse organized than the
RKI, and it is utterly devoid of authority.” These barbs,
directed at Stalin through the commissariat for which he
had been responsible ... (LLS, 120)

Lewin is just copying Trotsky here. In an earlier chapter we
showed that Trotsky claimed that this article of Lenin’s was an
attack on Stalin. But Lenin’s article of January, 1923, “How Should
We Reform the WPI” [i.e. the RKI, Rabkrin] could not have been
“directed at Stalin,” since Stalin had not been the commissar of the
WPI/RKI since April, 1922, almost nine months earlier.

15 The initials, in Russian, for the Workers and Peasants Inspectorate (WPI),
whose Russian acronym is “Rabkrin.”
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Lewin continues:

These barbs, directed at Stalin through the commissariat
for which he had been responsible, were probably the
reason why the article “Better Fewer, But Better,” which
had been finished on February 10, did not appear in
Pravda until March 4.

The footnote to this passage reads:

According to Deutscher, The Prophet Unarmed, pp. 88-90, a
majority of the [Politlbureau was against publication;
Kuibyshev had even suggested printing a special copy of
Pravda, for Lenin's use, that would contain the article in
question.

Lewin suggests that Stalin and his allies in the Politburo held back
publication of Lenin’s article for more than three weeks! However,
he makes a number of false statements.

* There is no evidence that Lenin “finished” the article “Better
Fewer, But Better” on February 10. The Secretaries Journal - here
itis Fotieva - for February 10, 1923, simply states this:

Called me in a little past 6. Asked that the article
“Better Fewer, But Better” be given to Tsuryupa to
read, if possible within 2 days. (CW 42, 492)

Fotieva is more specific in her “Reminiscences” which Lewin cites
many times, though not here:

2 M ap T a Bragumup HUnbuy nocnesgHuit pas
NIPOCMOTpEN CBOIO CTaThio «Jlyulle MeHblle, Ja
Jydiie» W OTNpaBua B rmneyaTb. OHa ObLIa
ony6aukorana B «IlpaBae» 4 mapta 1923 roga. (1990
ed, 211)

March 2: Vladimir Ilyich looked at his article “Better
Less, Better” for the last time and sent it to be printed.
It was published in Pravda on March 4, 1923.
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How could Lewin have “just forgotten” to consult Fotieva's book,
which he cites many times? And why cite Deutscher, when
Deutscher too gives no evidence to support his assertion? It is hard
to avoid concluding that once again Lewin is deliberately lying
here.

As for Kuibyshev’'s fleeting suggestion that a special copy be
printed for Lenin, it was made in January, and concerned Lenin's
article “How Should We Reform the WPI,” not “Better Fewer, But
Better.” Moreover, Kiubyshev was not a Politburo member. We
have discussed this in a previous chapter. Lewin’s readers, of
course, would not know this.

% %k %k k ¥

In his final chapter Lewin muses about “what might have been” -
how the history of the USSR might have been different had Lenin
lived or had Trotsky become his successor. He bases these
thoughts on two false assumptions. First, that the “testament”
documents are genuine; second, that Trotsky and, secondarily,
Fotieva in her “Reminiscences,” told the truth.

But these assumptions are wrong. Trotsky and Fotieva lied many
times. And the “testament” documents are falsified.

Lewin does not know what to make of the essay “The Question of
Nationalities or ‘Autonomization.” He admits that it, plus the letter
(which Lewin also believes genuine) to Mdivani and Makharadze
of March 6, 1923, show that “Lenin had arrived at diametrically
opposite conclusions” from those he had expressed in his
exasperated letter to the Georgians of October 21, 1922.1¢ (102)

Did Lewin really believe that during the months of his most
serious illness Lenin’s thinking had become clearer than it had
been when he was healthy? In any case, Sakharov, Kotkin, and
Stalin and the speakers at the XII Party Congress in April, 1923, all

16 PSS LIV 299-300; CW 45, 582.
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believe that this essay was either the product of Lenin’s failing
powers or a forgery.

Lewin also ends on a note surprisingly friendly to the then-current
Soviet leadership, Khrushchev and Brezhnev. He recognizes what
they did not wish to admit: that accepting “Lenin’s testament” as
genuine involves a de facto “rehabilitation” of Trotsky. Indeed,
Trotsky’s widow had recognized this as soon as she heard about
Khrushchev’s “Secret Speech.”*”

Conclusion

Lewin’s lies and fabrications seriously distort historical truth. But
there is an important logic behind them. Lewin is trying to concoct
an account of Lenin's last months that will explain the sudden
estrangement from and emerging opposition to Stalin and equally
uncharacteristic closeness with Trotsky that are implied in the
“testament.”

Without some such account Lenin’s last writings appear to reflect
mental deterioration due to his illness. But Sakharov has argued,
and we agree with him, that a number of Lenin’s last writings do
not show any signs of mental deterioration.

Through guesses, invention, and even lies, Lewin has fabricated a
false narration in order to make sense of the sudden volte-face in
Lenin’s “testament.” All the evidence available today strongly
suggests that the “testament” is a fabrication.

17 Aimermakher, K, et al,, Doklad N.S. Khrushcheva o kul’te lichnosti Stalina na XX
$”ezde KPSS. Dokumenty. Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2002, 545. A letter from Natalia
Sedova, Trotsky’s widow, to the Presidium of the XX Party Congress referring to
the attacks on Stalin and requesting that her late husband and son be
rehabilitated, is on p. 610.
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Early in Lenin’s Last Struggle Lewin notes his most important
sources:

Among the documents from which our source
material has been taken, three are of exceptional
importance: first, the latest edition of Lenin's Works—
the fifth edition—not only more complete than
previous ones but accompanied by an important body
of notes and commentary; second, the memoirs of
Fotieva, one of Lenin's personal secretaries; and
third, the “Journal of Lenin's Secretaries,” working
notes made between November 21, 1922, and March
6,1923 ... (LLS, %)

There are problems with each of these sources. Lewin does not
mention them. Perhaps he did not know about the problems with
the fifth edition of Lenin’s works, the Polnoe sobranie sochineniy
(PSS), or with the Secretaries Journal. But the problems with
Fotieva's memoirs should have been clear to him. We’'ll discuss
some of them here.

At one point Lewin seems to be suspicious of Fotieva’s memory,
after the passage of forty years:

However, Fotieva mentions in Iz Vospominaniy some
notes taken down on January 10 (p. 70) and February
16 (p. 75). But they do not appear in the “Journal.”
(LLS, 98,n.9)

Was Fotieva, then, keeping two journals, and these and other
details missing from the Secretaries Journal were in that second
journal? Hardly! It seems clear that Fotieva was being coached, in
conformity with the Khrushchev-era attacks on Stalin. Her
supposed memoir may actually have been ghostwritten by other
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persons who strove to make it congruent with Khrushchev’s anti-
Stalin campaign.

[

Fotieva's “memoirs” - real title, Iz vospominaniy o Lenine
[Selections] From Reminiscences about Lenin” ~ was published in
1964, 40 years after Lenin’s death. It clearly reflects the
Khrushchev-era anti-Stalin campaign that had been inaugurated
with Khrushchev’s “Secret Speech” at the XX Party Congress on
February 25, 1956. We know now that every allegation in that
infamous speech of crime or misdeed by Stalin (or by Lavrentii
Beria, a secondary target of Khrushchev’s accusations) is false, and
that most of them are deliberate lies by Khrushchev.!

Thereafter, Khrushchev sponsored a flood of lies about Stalin, the
Moscow Trials and Military conspiracy of the 1930s, and the
persons executed during Stalin’s tenure. Marshal Zhukov lied
about the Military Conspiracy at the Central Committee Plenum of
February, 1957. The XXII Party Congress of October, 1961,
witnessed an even greater outpouring of falsehoods about Stalin.

After the XXII Party Congress Khrushchev sponsored hundreds of
articles and books by journalists and historians in which yet more
falsehoods about Stalin were invented and spread abroad as the
truth. This spate of falsifications went on until a year or so after
Khrushchev was ousted in October, 1964.

None of these works drew upon primary-source documents.
Khrushchev, of course, had access to all the archives and could
have made them available to anyone he pleased. But he refused to
do so.

Primary source documents from the archives were never
published and not used. At a conference of Party historians -
historians who specialized in the history of the CPSU - in
December 1962 Presidium member and Party historian Piotr
Pospelov answered a question from the audience in this way.

! For the evidence see Furr, Khrushchev Lied (2011).
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Later in this same note it says: “Students are asking
whether Bukharin and the rest were spies for foreign
governments, and what you advise us to read.”

I can declare that it is sufficient to study carefully the
documents of the 22nd Congress of the CPSU to say
that neither Bukharin, nor Rykov, of course, were
spies or terrorists.

The following note reads: “Why can’t you create
normal conditions for work in the Central Party
archive? They do not let us see the materials on the
activity of the CPSU.” I have already given the answer. ?

Pospelov was using “weasel words” here. Bukharin and Rykov
were not accused of themselves being spies for foreign
governments, and were not convicted of those charges. But he will
not permit even Party historians to consult the archives.

Of course he didn’t! The documents in the Party archive would
have shown that Khrushchev and his minions were lying about
everything concerning Stalin and the crimes they were blaming
him for. We know this today because since the end of the Soviet
Union in 1991 a great many documents from former Soviet
archives have been published. These documents provide primary-
source evidence that proves that Khrushchev and his men, then
Gorbachev and his men, plus the Trotskyists, Social-Democrats,
and overtly pro-capitalist anticommunist historians and writers in
every country, have been lying and continue to do so.

This is the atmosphere that gave rise to all of the sources that
Lewin cites. In the case of Fotieva's memoirs we can compare them
to the Secretaries Journal of forty years earlier. There is no reason
to believe that the details that Fotieva added in her 1964 memoir

2 Vsesoiuznoe soveshchanie o merakh uluchsheniia podgotovki
nauchnopedagogicheskik kadrov po istoricheskim naukam, 18-21 dekabria 1962 g
Moscow: Nauka, 1962, 298.
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are more accurate than her notes in the Secretaries Journal, which
is itself falsified, as we have seen.

We'll note issues in her memoirs that are relevant to our present
inquiry. Abbreviations: FM = Fotieva’s Memoirs; SJ = Secretaries
Journal.

Under December 12, 1922: FM claims that Lenin was “very upset”
at Dzerzhinsky’s report about the Georgian incident. S} (XLV, 478)
merely says “Dzerzhinsky from 6 to 6.45.”

It was important to Khrushchev that the anti-Stalin “testament”
portray Lenin as “very upset” about the Georgian matter, in order
to lead to other documents: the Gorbunov-Fotieva-Glyasser
“commission” of January — March, 1923, the letter to Mdivani and
Makharadze, and the article “The Question of Nationalities ...,” all
of which are part of the attack on Stalin, as we have discussed in
previous chapters.

In the fabricated part of S] we do find the following statement
under the entry for January 30 but written in as “January 24”:

He said: “Just before 1 got ill Dzerzhinsky told me
about the work of the commission and about the
‘incident,” and this had a very painful effect upon me.”
(SJ 484)

Lenin could not have been pained by Dzerzhinsky’s report, which
explained Ordzhonikidze’s slap to Kabakhidze as a personal, not a
political matter, and this was confirmed by Rtveladze and Rykov.
In addition, if Lenin had really been upset by all these reports he
surely would not have waited six weeks - from December 12, 1922
until the end of January, 1923 - to react to the Georgian situation.
But in 1964, when Fotieva’s “memoir” was published, her readers
could not have known this.

Discussing events of February 3, 1923, Lewin writes:

Without supplying further details as to her sources,
Fotieva reports a meeting of the bureau:
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Kamenev: “Since Vladimir Ilich insists, I think it would
be even worse to refuse.”

Stalin: “I don't know. Let him do as he likes.”

But this was obviously not what he wanted, for he
demanded to be freed from his responsibility for
Lenin's medical supervision. This request was not
granted and the bureau gave its permission for Lenin
to see the papers, without really knowing what he
intended to do with them. (LLS, 95)

Lewin is in error here. Fotieva places this event under February 1,
not February 3. What's more, she admits that she does remember
this, but takes it from some source that she does not name.

1 ¢ e Bpaun g Ha 3aceganuu [losut6ropo 6bLI0
paspenieHo  BbIJaTb  HaM  MaTepHajbl IO
«PY3UHCKOMY BOIIpOCY». BeposTHO, HMEHHO Ha 3TOM
3acefaiud  [loauT6r0po npousomWen CAeAyIONUN
06MeH 3anuckamu Mexay CranuubiM 1 KameHeBBIM.

KameneB Cranuny: «/[lymarw, pa3 Baagumup Habuu
HACTAWBaET, XyXe 6y/leT CONPOTUBJIATLCAY.

Cranue KameneBy: «He 3naw. Ilycts jenaer mno
CBOEMY YCMOTpPeHHI0».3

On February 1, at a meeting of the Politburo, it was
permitted to issue us materials on the “Georgian
question”. Probably exactly at this meeting of the
Politburo, the following exchange of notes took place
between Stalin and Kamenev.

Kamenev to Stalin: “I think that since Vladimir Ilyich
insists, it will be worse to resist.”

3 L.A. Fotieva, “Iz vospominaniia o V.I. Lenine (Dekabr’ 1922 g. - mart 1923 g.).”
Vospominaniia o Viadimire Il'iche Lenine v 10 tomakh. Tom 8. (Moscow: Politizdat,
1989), 203.
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Stalin to Kamenev: “I don’t know. Let him do it at his
own discretion.”

Fotieva was lying. Her source is now available* The note in
question was not published until 1989. It was an exchange
between Kamenev and Stalin at a Politburo session on September
28, 1922. Fotieva quotes it under early February 1923, in the
context of Lenin’s request for the materials of the Dzerzhinsky
Commission. {FM 203) Fotieva’s readers could not have known
this.

This is more evidence that Fotieva was being coached, and her
“coach” was lying to her. Perhaps she did not write these memoirs
at all! Or perhaps she played only a secondary role, while
Khrushchev-era editors or ghostwriters supplied material
convenient to Khrushchev and hostile to Stalin for insertion into
her text.

Fotieva says that Stalin requested at this time to be relieved of the
responsibility for seeing that Lenin was not disturbed by political
matters, a task that had been laid upon him on December 24, 1922.
In her memoir Fotieva is explicit that Stalin made this request,
because she says that he grilled her about how Lenin could be so
up to date on political matters (FM 202-3). None of this is in the
Secretaries Journal. (S] 483-6) Conclusion: Fotieva, or her
ghostwriter, has invented it.

On page 98, Lewin writes:

On February 14, additional instructions were given to
the commission that reveal a good deal about Lenin's
state of mind and his determination to leave no stone
unturned:

“Three elements: (1) it is not permitted to strike
someone; (2) concessions are indispensable; (3) one
cannot compare a small state with a large one.

41zv TsK 9, 1989, 208-9.
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“Did Stalin know (of the incident)? Why didn't he do
something about it?

Lewin gives the reference to this note as PSS XLV, 607, where it is
attributed to Fotieva, but without any indication of where in her
writing this note is to be found. It is not in SJ. In FM (210) Fotieva
says that Lenin gave this note to her on February 14, to give to A.A.
Sol'ts, Chair of the Central Control Commission (TSKK).

For some reason Lewin omits the last sentence of this note ~ that
the “great power chauvinists” themselves show a Menshevik
deviation. This sentence is quoted by Fotieva in FM. Why does
Lewin omit it? Perhaps because no one - other than Trotsky - had,
or could, ever accused Stalin of Menshevism, as we have discussed
in a previous chapter.

The Letters of March 5

The Secretaries Journal reads:
March 5 (entry by M. A. Volodicheva).

Vladimir Ilyich did not send for me until round about
12. Asked me to take down two letters: one to Trotsky,
the other to Stalin; the first letter to be telephoned
personally to Trotsky and the answer given to him as
soon as possible. (S} 493)

But Lewin states this:

Lenin managed to conceal from his doctors the deep
emotional stress that he felt when he took these
decisions, and told them, Fotieva reports, that he was
merely dictating a few business letters. (LLS, 99)

Lewin doesn’t cite any source, but he must have had this passage is
from FM in mind:

B pasrosope ¢ JokTopoM KoXeBHUKOBBIM BaaguMup
Wnpud He XoTesql MNpU3HAThCAd, KaK OH ObLI
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B3BOJIHOBAH, U CKa3zaJl, 4TO NMHCbMa, IPOAUKTOBAaHHBIE
WM, ObIJIM YUCTO AeJioBble. (211)

In a conversation with Dr. Kozhevnikov, Vladimir
Ilyich did not want to admit how excited he was, and
said that the letters dictated by him were purely
business.

But this cannot be true. For how could Fotieva know what Leinin
said? She was not even present! The final two entries in §J, for
March 5 and 6, are by Volodicheva. But Volodicheva does not
mention this. Fotieva and/or her ghostwriter is lying again.

In a previous chapter we saw that the Doctors Journal stated that
Lenin told the doctors that these were purely business letters that
did not upset him. It appears that whoever was coaching Fotieva
felt the need to get rid of this contradiction. Perhaps there was
some talk that the Doctors Journal might be published at that time,
in the 1960s. In fact, the Doctors Journal was not published until
1990.

In March 1967 Soviet writer Aleksandr Bek interviewed both
Volodicheva and Fotieva about the last period of Lenin’s life and
his “testament.” Fotieva concluded her remarks by revealing that
she had altered the upcoming edition of her memoir according to
the editor’s wishes.

Bl  mo/mkHBI moHATH: CrasivH Obl1 s Hac
aproputeT. Mbl CrasuHa A00WIH. ITO GOJbLIOH
yesiopeK. OH ke He pa3 roBOPUJ: 51 TOJAbKO YYE€HHK
JlennHa. OH 6bL1 reHepaibHbIM cekpetapb. KTo ke
MOT NOMOYb, eCJIM He OH. M 1id K HeMy. A MBl: TeHHH,
renu#. JlpaguaTeii cbe3n 6bla [Jisi Hac AyLIeBHOH
katacrpodoil. ¥ Tenepp eme y MeHsa 60OpioTca ABa
YyBCTBA: BO3MYIleHHE WM M J1060Bb K Hemy. Ho
ceiiyac (1967 roa) onATb U3MeHAETCA OTHOLIEHHE K
Cranuny. HU3meHsietcss k aydueMmy. B atom rogy
BBIfileT HOBOE M3JaHMe Moell KHHUTH, JONOJHEHHOe.
(Mmeetrca B Buay xuura ®otueroit «M3 xusuu B. U.



246 The Lenin Testament Falsification

JlennHa»}. Boobuie camoe nosiHoe u3jaHue ObLIO B
1964 roay. Bel ero pocraHbTe. A Temepp f IO
CpaBHEHHIO € TeM H3AaHHeM I0-JpyroMy NHIY O
CrasnHe. Pesaknusa oT MeHs noTpefoBaja JApPYrHX
C/I0B. ITO U Bbl JO/DKHBI UMETh B BUAY, eCid OyzaeTe
nmvcaTh o CTanuHe.

You must understand: Stalin was an authority for us.
We loved Stalin. He was a great man. He said more
than once: I am only a student of Lenin. He was the
general secretary. Who could help if not he? And they
went to him. And we thought - a genius, a genius. The
Twentieth Congress was a spiritual disaster for us.
And now [ still have two feelings warring within me:
indignation at him and love for him. But now (1967)
the attitude towards Stalin is changing again.
Changing for the better. This year there will be a new
edition of my book, with additional material. (This
refers to the book by Fotieva "From the Life of V. 1.
Lenin.") In general, the most complete edition was in
1964. You should obtain it. And now, compared to that
edition, I have written about Stalin in a different way.
The editors demanded different words from me. You
must bear this in mind if you write about Stalin.

Though made in 1967, this interview was not published until 1989.
It reflects the fact that, after Khrushchev’s abrupt dismissal from
the post of First Secretary in October, 1964, by the Central
Committee, his anti-Stalin campaign was toned down under
Leonid Brezhnev.

According to Fotieva here, she was instructed to revise her
memoirs in order to moderate her anti-Stalin comments. We have
already seen that those “memoirs” were falsified. Fotieva had no
problem in further altering her “memoirs” to fit the new political
atmosphere. This, along with the forty-plus years since the events
of Lenin’s last months of activity invalidates Fotieva’s memoir as a
reliable historical source.
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“The Diary of Duty Secretaries” or Secretaries Journal is widely
believed to be one of the most important sources of information
about Lenin’s work on the texts of the “testament” and about his
political mood and views during the last period of his active life. A
version was published in the PSS, the Russian-language 5% edition
of Lenin’s works, and also in the 4% English edition.

However, Sakharov has had access to the archival originals. They
make it clear that after the entry for December 18, 1922, the
“Diary” is not what it purports to be. The evidence now available
strongly suggests that these latter sections of the “Diary” are a
fabrication, some of it probably done during the 1920s, some of it
perhaps done after Nikita Khrushchev’s “Secret Speech” in 1956.
In the present chapter we'll discuss Sakharov’s evidence and
analysis, with some remarks of our own.

The “Diary” begins on November 21, 1922, in Lenin’s secretariat.
Until the end of the entry of December 18, 1922, it appears to be
genuine. It reads like a diary should read - a documentation of
Lenin’s activities for record-keeping purposes, with daily entries in
real time - that is, each day.

But thereafter, the “Diary” is virtually a different work. This is not
acknowledged in any way in the PSS edition or in the English
edition based upon it.

There are no entries for December 19-21. However,
on the pages of the book are dates written in the hand
of N.S. Alliluyeva! with a small space between them
(4-5 lines): “19 / X11”, “20 / XII”, “21 / XII”, “23 / XII” ...
The last working note in the diary made in real time is
the record of the date “23 / XII”. All subsequent

IN.S. Alliluyeva was Stalin’s wife.
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entries were made later than the dates indicated
in the diary. (Sakharov, 70)

The next entry after December 18 is one for December 23. The
date, as we noted, was written by Nadezhda Alliluyeva, Stalin’s
wife and a member of Lenin’s secretariat. But the entry is by a
different secretary, M.A. Volodicheva. It contains “memoir”
material - Lenin’s concern for her, why she looked pale, why
wasn't she at the Congress, his regret at taking up her time.? This is
personal stuff that had not been recorded in previous “Diary”
entries. It has no record-keeping value. It could have been inserted
at any later time.

The entry for December 24 begins “the next day.” This means that
it was not written on December 24, but sometime later. Likewise,
“next day” implies that the entry for December 23 was also written
later, as we might suspect given its memoir-like contents.

A new document has begun! This is not the “old” and genuine
“Diary” but something else - a different document, produced for
different reasons, with entries not written down in real time, i.e.
on the given dates, but written down later, either from memory or
by invention. Sakharov notes at this point:

The handwriting of Volodicheva in the notes after
December 18 is somewhat different from before. The
change in the frequency of its use of various forms of
individual letters is striking. This is most noticeable in
relation to the capital letter "d", which it uses in three
different forms.

That is, it is Volodicheva’s handwriting, but with a difference. That
is consistent with the passage of time - perhaps of years or even of
decades.

Sakharov continues:

Z XLV 474; CW 42, 481, under entry for December 23.
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From this point on the nature of the records changes
markedly. If before they were purely clerical, now
many of them acquire a frankly “memoir” character,
recording events ‘retroactively”. These include the
important notes for our topic of December 23 and 24,
1922, as well as for January 24-30 and March 5-6,
1923. Some postscripts were made in the margins in a
different handwriting, the evidence of later reworking
of the finished text. “Lyrical” inserts appear that do
not concern the essence of the matter, but fix the
reader’s attention on the care that Lenin showed in
relation to Fotieva and Volodicheva, on Lenin’s state of
health, or on mitigating the negative impression of the
recognition of Lenin's weakening memory ... These
notes suggest that they were not intended for
“memory”, not for a working report, not for a change
in the person on duty, but for an outside reader. For
History. (71)

The entries increasingly take on an anti-Stalin character as well.

In content they are directly or indirectly related to the
characterization of relations between Lenin and Stalin
and always highlight them negatively.

At the same time, there are no more entries by Stalin’s wife, N.S.
Alliluyeva, although we know that she continued to work in
Lenin’s secretariat.? If there were more such entries by Allilueva
they have not been preserved and other entries have been
substituted. Sakharov, with access to the archival originals, notes
details that were omitted by the editors of the PSS.

The later fabrication of diary entries after December
23 is indicated by a series of omissions in the entries

3 Sakharov (page 680, note 9) cites an archival document by Volodicheva that
records Alliluyeva's continued presence in Lenin's secretariat..
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and traces of later attempts to make up for them. On a
blank sheet there are someone's notes made in pencil:
“V.26 / XII”, “L.F. 28 / X1I“, "L.F. 4/1", "L.F. 9-10 / 1%,
"L.F. 24/1 “. Considering all that is known to us about
this “Diary”, we have the right to assume that these
pencil marks indicate the days for which Volodicheva
and Fotieva were supposed to make notes. When
publishing the “Diary”, these markings were not
reproduced. Their presence is not even
mentioned in the editors’ notes. (72)

Omissions such as these are clear evidence that the PSS was edited
in a tendentious manner by its Khrushchev-Brezhnev era editors.

There are other hidden traces that indicate later work
on the “Diary” ...

Sakharov notes “a deliberate distortion of the dating of the very
important record of December 24%.” This is the date when the first
part of the document that later comes to be called the “Letter to
the Congress” is supposed to have been dictated by Lenin.

In the published version this record, which is usually
referred to as Lenin’s work on “Characteristics,” is
dated December (“December 24”), in the original of
the so-called “Diary” it is actually dated November and
looks like this: “24 / XI"! It is followed by the text:
“The next day ..” ... it cannot be ruled out that the
appearance of this date is somehow related to the
time when Volodicheva made this entry. It clearly has
the characters of a memoir rather than a diary. (72)

This further undermines any confidence in the editors of the PSS.

In any case, the correction of this “mistake” without
reservation by “conscientious” and vigilant editors
suggests that they tried to remove from the “Diary”
anything that could cast doubt on its authenticity and
to present to the scientific community an impeccable
source that could become one of the main foundations
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of the “Khrushchev version” of Lenin's “testament”.
(72)

On December 24, a day that is called “the next day” in the “Diary”,
nothing is said about what Lenin dictated, only that it is “strictly
confidential,” “categorically secret,” and that “everything” he
dictated should be kept especially secure. But nothing about the
crucial “Letter to the Congress,” and particularly nothing about the
“Characteristics.” (CW 42, 482) The end result is that

there is a political, or rather, historical-political sense
— informing the public that on these days Lenin
dictated something super-secret, that can be disclosed
only by secretaries, who in this case will be able to tell
anything they want. To challenge their “testimony”
will be either impossible or extremely difficult. (73)

After the entry for December 24 (actually, for November 24 - see
above; another “silent correction” by the PSS editors) the next
entry is for December 29. Yet the chronology of Lenin’s life and
activities shows that during these very days Lenin is supposed to
have dictated many important documents: completion of the
dictation of the “Characteristics” on December 25; texts on the
State Planning Commission (Gosplan) on the 27% and 28%; more
on Gosplan and on adding members to the Central Committee on
December 29. But there is nothing about any dictation in the
“Diary” for December 29. (CW 42, 482)

The “Diary” records the beginning of the dictation of the “Letter to
the Congress” on December 24. But it does so with a note that is
not a diary entry but has been inserted later and made to resemble
a diary entry: “Next day (December 24) ...” Completion of work on
the “Letter to the Congress” on December 25, and work on the all-
important “Addition” to it of January 4 - the strongest anti-Stalin
text of Lenin’s “testament” ~ are not recorded at all. Nor is any
work recorded on “The Question of Nationalities or
‘Autonomization’, another important piece of the “testament” that
is sharply critical of Stalin.



252 The Lenin Testament Falsification

The article “Pages from a Diary” is supposed to have been dictated
on January 1-2, 1923, then “On Cooperation” on January 5-6. The
only entries are a few lines on December 29 and a single sentence
for January 5. Neither mentions any dictation work by Lenin. This
means that the “Diary of Duty Secretaries” is useless in
determining Lenin’s authorship of these crucial documents.

The entry for December 24 does not mention what was dictated.
Neither does that of December 29 or that of January 5. There are
no entries between January 5 and January 17 at all. During these
days the secretariat is operating and Lenin is dictating. But nothing
is recorded in the “Diary.” How is this possible if the “Diary” really
is a record-keeping document composed in real time?

Once the “Diary” format no longer exists, there is no reason to trust
anything in it. Clearly, its purpose has changed. If important
materials are omitted, fictitious materials can also be entered.
Sakharov, who has studied the archival documents, notes that the
records of early January, 1923 show that the “Diary” has been
falsified.

The record of January 5 is followed by a blank sheet
with pencil marks, which were mentioned above and
which can be understood as traces of planning work
on the fabrication of “diary” notes. On the next sheet
there is a record for January 17, made by Volodicheva.
In the archival version of the “Diary” you can see what
is hidden in the published version. To Volodicheva's
text, which establishes Lenin's bad memory, the word
“jokingly” [wymauso] is inserted in the margin. This
indicates that someone has edited the text. (74)

The entries for the dates from january 24 to January 30, made by
Fotieva, were all written down after the fact and out of order. Once
again, this is clearly not a “diary.” Supposedly writing on January
30, Fotieva notes the sequence is as follows: January 24, then the
25t then the 27% (“Saturday”), then the 29% (“Yesterday”), then
“today,” the 30%; then back to the 24%, followed by the 26%, and
back again to January 30" (“Today”). (CW 42, 484-5)
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These records, obviously not of a record-keeping
nature, resemble, rather, the draft of a memoir. This is
indicated, for example, by the fact that Fotieva, who is
believed to have made them, is mentioned in the third
person:

Some examples:
January 29: (Entry by L.A. Fotieva)

On January 24 Vladimir Ilich sent for Fotieva ... This
assignment was given to Fotieva, Glyasser and
Gorbunov. (CW 42, 484)

We have seen that Sakharov recognized that Volodicheva's
handwriting changed after the December 18, 1922 entry. Here
Sakharov has discerned a change in Fotieva's handwriting too,
consistent with the passages of time, perhaps of many years:

The handwriting is similar to Fotieva’s handwriting,
but the style of individual letters differs from her
notes made in mid-December 1922. (75)

Sakharov also found a third handwriting at work.

We should add that these texts were edited by
someone. In a note dated January 29% part of the
words attributed to Lenin (“For instance, his article
about the W.P.I. showed that certain circumstances
were known to him.”) were inserted into the main text
later in a handwriting somewhat different from the
handwriting of the main record. (75)

Sakharov also notes that the paper of the archival version changes
at the January 30 entry:

Starting from this day, the recordings are made on
sheets of paper markedly different in color (gray

* But written down under the entry of January 30, 1923. See CW 42, 484.
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instead of white) and quality from the previous ones.
(74, note)

The archival original also contains a remark by Lenin of a
“memoir” nature having nothing to do with the record-keeping of
the secretariat.

The February 1 entry has another editorial edit, an
insertion in the margin. And what an insertion! The
text reads: “V.1. said: if I were free (I misspoke at first,
and then repeated, laughing: if I were free), then I
would easily have done all this myself.”

This has been removed from the published version - yet another
sign that the editors of the PSS “cleaned up” the “Diary” or
attempted to do so, no doubt to make it appear more “diary-like.”
These volumes were prepared for publication during and shortly
after Khrushchev’s anti-Stalin campaign.

Another serious defect in the “Diary” entries occurs in the records
of February 7 to Februray 12, 1923.

In the archival version the “diary” entries follow this
order: February 10, morning of February 7, morning
of the 9th, followed by the second time on February
10. After that, February 7 (evening) returns again,
then the “second coming” of February 9 (morning,
evening) follows. February 9th is followed by the 12
- (75)

Unlike the earlier defect, however, this one is not recorded
accurately in the printed version. Some editor has straightened it
out.

Compared to January, the February defect in the
calendar is much more graphic evidence that the
“Diary of Duty Secretaries” is actually a later
fabrication. Perhaps this is why its publishers had to
assume the role of editor and correct the “defect” left
by its authors, hiding not only the confusion of
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calendar dates, but also the very fact of later historical
and political work.

After the records for February 12 and 14 the rest of the sheet is
left blank. Why? To anticipate being filled in later? Because there
are no entries at all between February 14 and March 5. (XLV 485-
6; CW 42, 493)

On the next sheet are the last two entries of the
“Diary” for March 5 and 6, 1923, telling the story of
the creation and the sending of letters to Trotsky,
Mdivani and others, as well as the ultimatum letter to
Stalin.

We have studied these letters in the present book. The evidence
strongly points to their being fabrications. The fact that the “Diary”
resumes only for these dates suggests that these entries may have
been made for the purpose of “legitimating” these letters.

The archival version of the “Diary” contains more evidence of
Khrushchev-era reworking.

In the record for March 6, most of the text, starting
with the words “Nadezhda Konstantinovna asked” to
the end, was executed by Volodicheva in cipher. It was
transcribed on June 14, 1956, exactly when the
political need arose. (76)

This is recorded in the notes to the “Diary,” where we read:

The text beginning with the words: “Nadezhda
Konstantinovna asked...” is written in the Journal in
shorthand; this was deciphered by Volodicheva on
July 14, 1956. (CW 42, 622 n. 618)

Naturally, this means that the entry for March 6 has no value as
evidence, since Volodicheva could have written anything in 1956.

Working from the archival originals Sakharov notes this:
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It is interesting that the authors of the notes in the PSS
changed the date of Volodicheva’s transcription from
June 14 to July 14, i.e. to a time after the adoption of
the decree of the Central Committee of the CPSU “On
overcoming the cult of personality and its
consequences”. (76)°

This resolution was passed on June 30, 1956.6

After the entry of December 18, 1922, the “Diary of Duty
Secretaries” is no longer a record-keeping or clerical document
that reflects the events in real time - that is, on the same day that
they occurred. On the contrary, its character changes markedly
after that date. Therefore, it is not free from the effects of the
political situations that followed. The texts entered in violation of
the chronology or having a memoir character (entry made later
than the specified date) add up to approximately 4.7 pages out of
12.7 pages of entries, or 37% of the whole “Diary.”

All this allows us to assert that its creators pursued
certain political goals. Therefore, the “Diary” is a
document of political struggle, created to be able to
use Lenin’s authority in the interest of someone. It
does not give us any serious information about Lenin’s
work on the texts of the “testament.” (76)

Even if one accepts this part of the “Diary” as a “memoir” it is still
the case that this “memoir” does not contain definite indications of
Lenin’s dictation of a number of the most important texts of the
“testament” — the “Letter to the Congress,” the notes “On the
Question of Nationalities or ‘Autonomization’,” and other
important documents.

The Secretaries Diary does appear to support Lenin’s authorship
of the letters dated March 5 and 6, 1923. But we shall see that this

5 See illustration #5. The date of June 14, 1956 - not July 14 - in Volodicheva’s
handwriting is clearly visible.
6 For the resolution and date see https://ria.ru/20160630/1454189888.html


https://ria.ru/20160630/1454189888.html

Chapter Ten. The Diary of the Secretaries 257

is contradicted by the account in the “Diary of Duty Doctors.” We
shall also see that, during the Khrushchev era, Fotieva - or
whoever worked with her, coauthored, or perhaps even created
her “Reminiscences” of Lenin’s last days - recognized this
contradiction and tried to cover it up. Perhaps this was done in
view of an anticipated publication of the Doctors Diary. As it
happened, the Doctors Diary was not published until 1991.

Thus, everything that we know about the entries in
the “Diary” beginning with December 23, 1922, speaks
against the recognition of this document as a valuable
source on the history of Lenin’s work on the latest
letters and articles. Instead, it is valuable and
important as a source on the history of the

L} “".

falsification of Lenin's “testament.” (76)

The “Diary of Duty Doctors”

Unlike the secretaries’ “Diary” Sakharov was unable to study the
archival version of the Doctors Diary or Doctors Journal. He says
that he found evidence that it was being prepared for publication
as early as the 1920s. Fotieva or her ghostwriter certainly knew it
during the 1950s, so it is likely that its publication was being
considered at that time also.

Why wasn't it published then? Possibly because it contradicts the
secretaries’ “Diary” on many points. Its publication could have
opened the door at that time, as it does now, to doubts not just
about the secretaries’ “Diary” but about those critical documents
of Lenin’s supposed “testament” that have a strongly anti-Stalin
orientation.

The Doctors Diary does not describe the contents of the dictations
by Lenin to his secretaries, so it can’t be used to verify facts stated
in the secretaries’ “Diary” or in the chronology of Lenin’s last
months contained in the PSS. It too may have been reworked in
places - we can’t know for certain, because the originals are not
accessible, but this can’t be ruled out. It would be surprising if
there had been no attempt to bring it into line, wherever possible,



258 The Lenin Testament Falsification

with the secretaries’ accounts. After all, publication of the Doctors’
Diary was being contemplated in the 1920s (Sakharov), then
probably in the Khrushchev era, as we can tell from Fotieva's
memoirs, and possibly earlier in the Gorbachev era, when active
falsification of evidence against Stalin was still proceeding.”

So the original, archival version will be of great interest, should it
ever be made available. Meanwhile the “Diary of Duty Doctors” is
the only source now available that gives systematic information
recorded in real time about Lenin’s work and about his health and
ability to work after December 18, 1922.

A number of the doctors’ notes challenge the account of Lenin’s
work that we find in the secretaries’ “Diary” and the chronologies.
For example, the doctors’ account has no record of any work by
Lenin on January 6, 1923, though this is elsewhere said to be the
day when he dictated the second part of his article “On
Cooperation.” Likewise on January 9, when Lenin supposedly
worked on the article “What Should We Do with the W.P.L.?" (VI
KPSS 9, 1991, 47-8; PSS, XLV 711).

And the doctors virtually deny Lenin's work on the crucial
documents supposedly dictated on March 5 and 6, 1923.

... the “Diary of doctors on duty” is most valuable in
that it makes it possible to determine the reliability of
other sources, especially the “Diary of Duty
Secretaries.” Comparison of information on the work
of Lenin contained in the “Diary of Doctors” with the
“Diary of Secretaries” yields striking results. Matches
are sorted into four groups: December 24, 1922; third
week of January (17-19, 22 and 23); the first week of
February (3, 4, 6, 7) and March 5, 6, 1923. That's all
for two and a half months - one day in December, five
in January, four in February and two in March. For 73

7 It was finally published in the last half of 1991 during the final months of the
existence of the USSR.
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diary entries of doctors (December 24 - March 6) and
30 entries of secretaries there are only thirteen
matches! This cannot but be surprising — if the
“Secretaries Diary” is indeed a diary. (77)

The “Diary of Secretaries” is silent about work with Lenin
(including due to lack of notes), while the “Diary of Doctors”
reports such work on these dates: December 25, 29-31, January 1-
4, 10, 13, 16, 19, January , 18-20, February 25-27, March 2, 3.
Twenty days of disagreement out of 73 calendar days! To this we
should add an additional 6 days when, according to the doctors,
Lenin did not work with the secretaries, yet the secretaries talk
about their working with Lenin: January 24, 25, 26, and February 9,
10, and 12.

Sakharov adds it up:

So, there are inconsistencies in 26 cases out of 73 and
records in agreement are recorded only for 13 days.
But for the “Diary of Secretaries” even these
coincidences are no better than contradictions. More
than three quarters of them (10 out of 13 diary
entries) are saturated with large and small
contradictions ... (78)

These two documents, the “Diary of Duty Secretaries” and “Diary
of Duty Doctors,” are our main source of evidence about Lenin’s
activity and dictation during the period of December 23, 1922, to
March 6, 1923 - the period when the “testament” was supposedly
composed.

* %k %k %k k

We know that Fotieva was willing to take an active part in
falsifying the Secretaries Journal because of a note that Sakharov
found in an archive. In 1971, Fotieva offered to insert entry about
“Addition” into the Journal.

[aTbaecaT set cnycrsa Poruesa B nucbme B UMJI ripu
LK KIICC ot 15 Mas 1971 r. noneitajach BOCHOJHHUTE
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3TOT npoben W INpeaoKuia BKIYHTbL B TEKCT
«JHEeBHHKa» HeJoCTawllylo HHpopManuw: «4/1.
Jlo6assienue k "[luceMy K cbe3ay”»

(PTACIIM &.5.0m. 1. . 12. J1. 1)3.

Fifty years later, Fotieva, in a letter to the IML
[Institute of Marxism-Leninism] attached to the
Central Committee of the CPSU of May 15, 1971, tried
to fill this gap and suggested including the missing
information in the text of the “diary”: “4/1. Addendum
to the "Letter to the Congress" »

(RGASPIF. 5.0p. 1. D. 12. L. 1).

We have seen that Fotieva’s memoir has been tendentiously edited,
filled out with details to make the anti-Stalin tendency of the
Secretaries Journal and the “testament” fit together better.?

8 Sakharov 350, note.



Chapter 11. Ulyanova’s statements

Lenin’s sister Maria Il'inichna Ulyanova spent a great deal of time
with Lenin during the period of his illness. On July 26, 1926,
Ulyanova presented a statement about Lenin’s relationship with
Stalin to the Joint Plenum of the Central Committee and the Central
Control Committee.

Sometime later Ulyanova wrote a second statement about the
Lenin-Stalin relationship. We do not know when Ulyanova
composed this second statement. She might have written it around
April, 1929, when she sent a letter to the Joint Plenum of the
Central Committee and the Central Control Commission in defense
of Rykov, Bukharin, and Tomsky. That letter is attached to this
chapter as an appendix.

This second statement is handwritten. There is no indication that
Ulyanova showed it to anyone. It was not published until
December, 1989, though Ulyanova had died in 1937. Ulyanova’s
second statement differs in important respects from her first
statement. In this chapter we will study both statements to see
what they can reveal about “Lenin’s testament.”!

Ulyanova’s First Statement — Her Letter to the
Joint Plenum of the CC and CCC, July 26, 1926

Ulyanova's first statement consists of three paragraphs plus a few
concluding sentences. We will examine it one paragraph at a time.

During the recent period the oppositional minority in
the CC has carried out systematic attacks on Comrade
Stalin not even stopping at affirming a supposed break
by Lenin with Stalin in the last months of V.I's life.

11 have put both statements, in the original Russian and in my own translation,
online at https://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/ulianova.html
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With the objective of re-establishing the truth I
consider it my obligation to inform comrades briefly
about the relations of Lenin towards Stalin in the
period of the illness of V.I. (I am not here concerned
with the period prior to his illness about which I have
considerable evidence of the most touching attitude of
V.I. towards Stalin of which CC members know no less
than I} when I was continually present with him and
carried out a number of tasks for him.

Ulyanova asserts that Lenin had a very close relationship with
Stalin both before and during his illness, but she will only
comment on the latter period, when she was in Lenin’s presence
regularly.

Vladimir Il'ich valued Stalin very highly. For example,
in the spring of 1922 when V. Il'ich had his first attack,
and also at the time of his second attack in December
1922, he invited Stalin and turned to him with the
most intimate tasks. The type of tasks with which one
can address only to a person on whom one has total
faith, whom you know as a dedicated revolutionist,
and as an intimate comrade. Moreover Il'ich insisted
that he wanted to talk only with Stalin and nobody
else.

Here Ulyanova is probably referring to Lenin’s turning to Stalin for
poison and making Stalin promise to give it to him when he
demanded it. As we have seen, these requests are well
documented.

In general, during the entire period of his illness, while
he had the opportunity to associate with his
comrades, he invited comrade Stalin most often. And
during the most serious period of the illness, he
generally did not invite any of the members of the C.C.
except Stalin.
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Here Ulyanova claims that Lenin was closer to Stalin than to
anyone else in the Party, either inviting Stalin more often than
others or, when Lenin was very sick, exclusively.

There was an incident between Lenin and Stalin which
comrade Zinoviev mentioned in his speech and which
took place not long before Il'ich lost his power of
speech (March, 1923} but it was completely personal
and had nothing to do with politics. Comrade Zinoviev
knows this very well and to refer to it was absolutely
unnecessary. This incident took place because on the
demand of the doctors the Central Committee gave
Stalin the charge of keeping a watch so that no
political news reached Lenin during this period of
serious illness. This was done so as not to upset him
and so that his condition did not deteriorate ...

Here Ulyanova is referring to the doctors’ order of December 24,
1922, taken in consultation with Stalin, Bukharin, and Kamenev,
and charging Stalin with keeping political discussion away from
Lenin. This later order refers to “political life” - the order of
December 18, 1922, does not.

From this point on Ulyanova's account of the origin of the
“ultimatum letter” is very different from the official version.

... he (Stalin) even scolded his [Lenin’s] family for
conveying this type of information. Il'ich, who
accidentally came to know about this and who was
also always upset by such a strong regime of
protection, in turn scolded Stalin. Stalin apologized
and with this the incident was settled. It goes without
saying that if Lenin had not been so seriously ill
during this period, as I had indicated, then he would
have reacted to the incident differently.

Let us sum up. Ulyanova claims:

* that Stalin scolded not Krupskaya alone, but Lenin’s family. In
addition to Krupskaya, this evidently included Ulyanova herself
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who, she claims, “was continually present with him.” The editors of
this document in Izv TsK KPSS No. 12, 1989, say that they do not
know who else in Lenin’s family Ulyanova meant.

This version contradicts the “official” version contained in
Krupskaya’s letter to Kamenev, in which Krupskaya says only that
Stalin had been rude to her and says nothing about Stalin
“scolding” Lenin’s family.

* Lenin found out about this “accidentally.” Ulyanova does not say
who told him. The official version says that Krupskaya told him.

* Lenin “scolded” Stalin. If by this Ulyanova meant the “ultimatum
letter” she does not say so, and “scolded” is a poor description of
that letter. It seems that she may have meant a different event or a
different document.

“Stalin apologized ...”

* The official version mentions Stalin’s note to Lenin, dictated to
Volodicheva but not given to Lenin or read to him but given,
shown, or read to Kamenev, who described it in a letter to
Zinoviev. In fact Stalin’s note does not contain any apology,
although Stalin’s agreeing to “take back” his words to Krupskaya
might be interpreted as an apology of sorts. We do not know what
those words were, other than Stalin’s brief reference to them in his

reply.
“... and with this the incident was settled.”

* According to the official version, no “settlement” - resolution or
conclusion - of the incident took place. Ulyanova claims that it was
“settled” with an apology by Stalin to Lenin.

“It goes without saying that if Lenin had not been so
seriously ill during this period, as I had indicated, then
he would have reacted to the incident differently.”

* Here Ulyanova appears to lay much of the blame for the incident
not on Stalin but on Lenin himself, whose reaction, due to his
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illness, was “different” ~ perhaps sharper - than it should have
been.

“There are documents regarding this incident and on
the first request from the Central Committee I can
present them.”

* Could the documents Ulyanova mentions be Lenin’s “ultimatum
letter” to Stalin and Stalin’s reply? We can’t rule this out. But the
“ultimatum letter” had already been shown to the XV Party
Congress and reprinted in an appendix to its transcript. So
Ulyanova would seem to be referring to different documents.
Perhaps she meant her own copy of Stalin’s reply to Lenin? We just
don't know.

The Soviet editors passed over this remark in silence. Evidently
they had no idea what documents Ulyanova was referring to, and
we do not know today.

Analysis of Ulyanova’s First Statement

Ulyanova claims that the whole incident took place in a very
different manner than described by other members of the Central
Committee, including Zinoviev and Trotsky. Ulyanova’s statement
goes a long way towards vindicating Stalin. She tacitly denies that
Lenin ever threatened to break off relations with Stalin. She states
that “the incident” was “settled” by an apology by Stalin to Lenin.

Ulyanova fails to mention the dramatic “ultimatum letter” at all,
even though the members of the C.C. and the C.C.C. would certainly
have been aware of it. She does not mention Krupskaya. But she
implicitly rejects Krupskaya’s claim that Stalin was rude to her
alone rather than to his “family.” Ulyanova also claims that Stalin
apologized to Lenin. This too contradicts the official version,
according to which Lenin never received Stalin’s reply to Lenin’s
“ultimatum letter.”

Taken as a whole, Ulyanova's statement about the circumstances
of Stalin’s “rudeness” and Lenin’s reaction to it is very supportive
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of Stalin, to the point of being mildly critical of Lenin himself. It is
very different from the version outlined by Krupskaya.

Ulyanova’s Second Statement on Relations
between Lenin and Stalin

At some later point Ulyanova wrote another statement about
Lenin’s relationship with Stalin. This statement was first published
in the December 1989, issue of the Gorbachev-era journal Izvestiia
TsK KPSS. The editors state that it was found among her personal
papers after her death, which occurred on June 12, 1937. We do
not know when or why Ulyanova wrote it. In some respects it
presents a different account of Lenin’s relations with Stalin. In
other respects it echoes her first statement. As it bears directly on
the question of the official version of the “ultimatum letter” we
must examine it carefully.

In my statement to the Central Committee plenum I
wrote that V.I. valued Stalin. This is of course true.
Stalin is an outstanding worker and a good organizer.
But it is also without doubt, that in this statement I did
not say the whole truth about Lenin’s attitude towards
Stalin. The purpose of the statement, which was
written at the request of Bukharin and Stalin, was to
protect him a little from the attacks of the opposition
by referring to Il'ich’s relation towards him. The
opposition was speculating on the last letter of V. I.'s
to Stalin where the question of breaking off relations
with him was posed. The immediate reason for this
was a personal incident - V. L's outrage that Stalin
allowed himself to be rude towards N. K. At that time
it seemed to me that Zinoviev, Kamenev and others
were using this strictly personal matter for political
purposes, for factional purposes. But after further
considering this fact with a number of V.I.'s
statements, with his political testament and also with
Stalin’s behavior during the period since Lenin’s
death, his “political” line, I more and more began to
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clarify to myself II'ich's real attitude towards Stalin
during the last period of his life. I consider that it is my
duty to talk about this, if only briefly.

Ulyanova states that Bukharin and Stalin had asked her to write
the first statement, and that she had agreed to do so. She does not
say that she falsified it in any way, only that she “did not say the
whole truth about Lenin’s attitude towards Stalin.”

Ulyanova states:

The opposition was speculating on the last letter of V.
I. to Stalin where the question of breaking off relations
with him was posed.

Here Ulyanova specifically refers to the “ultimatum letter,” which
she had not mentioned directly in her first statement.

She continues:

The immediate reason for this was a personal incident
- V. L's outrage that Stalin allowed himself to be rude
towards N. K. At that time it seemed to me that
Zinoviev, Kamenev and others were using this strictly
personal matter for political purposes, for factional
purposes.

In her first statement Ulyanova had said that Stalin had “scolded”
Lenin’s family. Here she says only that he had been “rude” to
Krupskaya - the same word Krupskaya had used in her letter to
Kamenev. She repeats her view that Lenin’s anger at Stalin was not
political but personal.

But after further considering this fact with a number
of V.I's statements, with his political testament and
also with Stalin’s behavior during the period since
Lenin’s death, his “political” line, I more and more
began to clarify to myself Il'ich's actual attitude
towards Stalin during the last period of his life.
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Ulyanova mentions four matters that she intends to take into
account in this statement.

* “A number of V.I's statements.” However, she discusses only one
statement: her claim that Lenin said Stalin “is not at all intelligent.”

* “His political testament.” Ulyanova refers briefly to some of these
documents.

* “Stalin’s behavior during the period since Lenin’s death, his
‘political’ line ...” Ulyanova says nothing at all about this.

* “I more and more began to clarify to myself Il'ich's actual attitude
towards Stalin during the last period of his life.” Does “actual”
mean that her description of Lenin’s attitude towards Stalin, which
she had described in unequivocally positive terms, was not
accurate? Or does she perhaps simply mean that it was more
complicated?

Ulyanova continues:

V.I. had a lot of self-control. He knew very well how to
conceal, how not to show his attitude towards persons
when he thought that to be most expedient for
whatever reason. I remember how he hid himself in
his room and closed the door behind him when a
worker from the All-Russian Central Executive
Committee whom he could not tolerate, came to our
flat. He was indeed afraid to meet him, afraid that he
would not be able to control himself, and that his
real attitude towards this person would reveal itself in
a harsh manner.

This is confusing. First Ulyanova says that Lenin “had a lot of self-
control.” Then she appears to contradict herself by relating an
incident where Lenin was so “afraid to meet” a high-ranking Party
member whom he did not like that he avoided meeting him
altogether for fear that he would not be able to control himself,
would lose his self-control.
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She then claims that, in the interest of keeping Trotsky because of
his abilities, Lenin set aside with difficulty - “What this cost him -
that's another question” - his negative attitude towards Trotsky,
for whom “he never had any sympathy ... - this person had too
many characteristics which made collective work with him
extremely difficult.”

Here she makes it clear that, in her view, Lenin did not like or
support Trotsky. This is consistent with her first statement, where
she says that Stalin was Lenin’s favorite, but here it is more
pointedly anti-Trotsky. If she did compose this second statement
for the April 1929 Joint Plenum, then it was after Trotsky had been
expelled from the Party and exiled from the Soviet Union.

Stalin’s Attitude Towards Helping Martov

Ulyanova claims that Lenin was “very upset” (ochen’ rasstroen)
and “very angry with Stalin” (ochen’ rasserzhen na St[alina])
because Stalin called the Menshevik Martov an enemy of the
working class and refused to transfer money to him when Lenin
wanted to help Martov. Lenin and Martov had worked together for
many years, beginning before the Bolshevik-Menshevik split of
1903. It was understandable that Lenin viewed his relationship
with Martov as, in part, a personal one, whereas Stalin, who had
never worked with Martov, saw only the latter’s political errors.

So for Lenin helping Martov was a “personal” matter. This is a
second example where Lenin was unable to keep the personal
separate from the political.

Ulyanova then makes a curious and inexplicable statement:

Were there other reasons also for dissatisfaction with
him [Stalin] on the part of V.1.? Evidently there were.
Shklovski told about a letter from V.I. to him in Berlin,
when Sh[klovsky] was there. According to this letter it
was clear that somebody was undermining V.I. Who
and how - that remains a mystery.
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The editors of this document identify and reprint a letter from
Lenin to Shklovsky. This letter cannot be about Stalin, since in it
Lenin complains about “new” Party members who do not trust
“the old [members],” and concludes that “we struggle, to win the
new youth to our side.” (Izv TsK KPSS 12, 1989, p. 201, n. 32)

What could this have to do with Stalin? The editors have no idea.
More to the point: Ulyanova herself had no idea either! Why, then,
does she mention it? It looks as though she may have wanted to
cite another reason for Lenin to have been dissatisfied with Stalin,
but could not think of one. We don’t know.

Lenin, Stalin, and Lenin’s Request for Poison

Ulyanova then devotes three paragraphs to a more detailed
discussion of Lenin’s request to Stalin for poison, and how Stalin
handled it. This part of her letter shows Stalin in a very positive
light. She spends an additional two paragraphs describing how
Lenin “was with Stalin against Trotsky,” how Stalin “visited [Lenin]
more often than others” during Lenin’s illness, how Lenin “met
him amicably, joked, smiled, and demanded that I play the hostess
to Stalin, bring wine and so on.” These passages suggest that
Lenin'’s relationship with Stalin was an excellent one.

Ulyanova then writes:

V.I. was most dissatisfied with Stalin concerning the
national question in the Caucasus. His correspondence
with Trotsky regarding this matter is well known.
Evidently VI was terribly troubled with Stalin,
Orjonikidze and Dzerzhinsky. This question
tormented him strongly during the rest of his illness.

Here Ulyanova clearly refers to (1) Lenin’s letter to Trotsky of
March 5, 19232, and possibly to his letter to Mdivani and
Makharadze.? Her use of the word “evidently” - vidimo -suggests

211V 329; CW 45, 607.
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that she had no independent knowledge of Lenin’s dissatisfaction
with Stalin concerning this issue but was taking it from another
source.

This is significant, because Ulyanova was with her brother
virtually every day. Yet she did not know at first hand, from Lenin
himself, that he was “troubled with Stalin, Ordzhonikidze, and
Dzerzhinsky.” Where could she have learned about this? Only from
Krupskaya, the members of Lenin’s secretariat, and/or from the
documents of the “testament.”

She continues:

To this was united the conflict that led to V.I's letter to
Stalin of 5.3.23, which I will quote below. It was like
this. The doctors insisted that no one should speak to
V.. about anything concerning work. It was
necessary to fear more than anything else that N.K.
should tell something to V.I. She was so used to
sharing everything with him that sometimes,
completely unintentionally and without wishing to
do so, she might blurt things out. The PB assigned
Stalin to make sure that this prohibition of the doctors
was not violated. And so once, evidently, having
learned about some conversation between N.K. and
V.I, Stalin called her to the telephone and in a rather
sharp manner, thinking, evidently, that this would not
reach V.1, began to instruct her that she should not
discuss work with V.I. or, he said, he would take her
before the Central Control Commission ...

Ulyanova does not date these events. Krupskaya said that they
occurred on December 22 and 23, 1922. (LIV 674-5) This is the
official version. Stalin stated that they occurred at the end of
January or beginning of February, 1923. Ulyanova makes it clear

3 LIV 330; CW 45, 608.
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that she does not have first-hand knowledge of a phone call by
Stalin to Krupskaya - she twice says “evidently” (ochevidno).

Ulyanova also reveals something else: that the “prohibition of the
doctors” was aimed at Krupskaya especially (“more than anything
else”). The fact that the December 24, 1922 prohibition was aimed
mainly at controlling Krupskaya appears to mitigate Stalin’s action
in criticizing Krupskaya.

Ulyanova continues:

This discussion upset N.K. exceedingly: she completely
lost control of herself, she sobbed and rolled on the
floor. But she told Kamenev and Zinoviev that Stalin
had shouted at her on the phone and, it seems, also
mentioned the Caucasus business.

Ulyanova's statement here contradicts the official version. She says
that Krupskaya “also mentioned the Caucasus business.” But
Krupskaya said nothing about “the Caucasus business” in her
December 23, 1922, letter to Kamenev. There she claimed that it
was a letter to Trotsky that she had taken in dictation from Lenin
that caused Stalin’s “rudeness” to her.

Stalin’s version, that the incident between Krupskaya and himself
occurred at the end of January or beginning of February, is
consistent with Ulyanova’s claim that Krupskaya mentioned “the
Caucasus business,” which was under discussion at that time.

We do not know where Ulyanova got the notion that “the Caucasus
business” played a role in Stalin’s upbraiding of Krupskaya.
Ulyanova makes it clear that shoe does not know this for a fact (“it
seems”). Where, then, did she learn of it?

Once again, Ulyanova’s version of events does not agree with
Krupskaya’s. Krupskaya said nothing about “losing control,
sobbing, rolling on the floor.” Ulyanova may well have been
present to witness this. It is new information. It does reinforce
Krupskaya's claim to Kamenev that she really was upset.
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After a few days she told V.I. about this incident and
added that she and Stalin had already reconciled.
Stalin had actually called her before this and obviously
tried to smooth over the negative reaction his
reprimand and threat had produced on her.

These details completely contradict the official version and
Krupskaya’s account.

* According to the official version, Lenin wrote the “ultimatum
letter” to Stalin on March 5, 1923, almost two and a half months
after Krupskaya claimed that Stalin had been rude to her over the
phone. Here, Ulyanova claims that Krupskaya told Lenin about this
incident “a few days” afterwards.

* Ulyanova claims that Krupskaya told Lenin “that she and Stalin
had already reconciled” and that Stalin had phoned her to “smooth
over” upsetting her. If “smooth over” means “apologize for,” then
Stalin had already apologized by the time he received the
“ultimatum letter.” And if he had already apologized, that would
explain why Stalin’s reply to the “ultimatum letter” expresses
confusion but contains no apology - he had already apologized.

In the first paragraph about Lenin’s request to Stalin for poison
Ulyanova wrote:

Why did he appeal to St[alin] with this request?
Because he knew him to be a firm, steely man devoid
of any sentimentality. He had no one else but Stalin to
approach with this type of request.

But later she tells a story about Stalin that contradicts the
description of him that she had already given - that Stalin had no
“sentimentality”:

Once in the morning Stalin invited me to V.1.'s office.
He looked very upset and afflicted. “Today I did not
sleep the whole night,” he said to me. “Who does Il'ich
think I am, how he behaves towards me! As towards
some kind of traitor. But I love him with all my heart.
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Tell him this somehow.” I felt sorry for Stalin. It
seemed to me that he was sincerely distressed.

This is odd. First Ulyanova claimed that Lenin “had a lot of self-
control” and then proceeds to give an example where Lenin did
not trust his self-control. Here, having described Stalin as “devoid
of any sentimentality” she relates a story in which Stalin exhibits
precisely a sentimental side. * We have no idea when this occurred
or what interactions with Lenin Stalin was referring to. No other
source reports it.

She then tells the story of Lenin calling Stalin “not intelligent”:

IV'ich called me for something and I told him by the
way that the comrades were sending him regards.
“Ah” - objected V.I. “And Stalin asked me to give you
his warmest greetings, and to tell you that he loves
you very much”. II'ich smiled and remained silent.
“What then,” I asked, “should I convey your greetings
to him?” “Yes.” answered Il'ich quite coldly. “But
Volodia,” I continued, “he is still the intelligent Stalin.”
“He is not at all intelligent,” answered Il'ich resolutely,
wrinkling his brow.

Ulyanova says that this event occurred shortly after Stalin’s lament
to her. It is worth noting that she says that Lenin was not in the
least upset. According to Ulyanova, Lenin said these words calmly:

But howsoever irritated Lenin was with Stalin there is
one thing I can say with complete conviction. His
words that Stalin was “not at all intelligent” were said
by V.I. absolutely without any irritation. This was
his opinion about him - definite and concise, that he
told me.

Whatever Stalin had done to annoy Lenin and provoke this
remark, it must have been a small matter if Lenin was not in the
least irritated.

Then comes the story of the “ultimatum letter:”
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I did not continue the discussion and a few days later
V.I. came to know that Stalin had behaved rudely to
N.K. and that K[amenev] and Z[inoviev] knew about it,
and in the morning, very distressed, he asked for the
stenographer to be sent to him, first asking whether
N.K. had already left for Narkompros [People’s
Commissariat of Education- GF] to which he received a
positive answer. When Volodicheva came V.I. dictated
the following letter to Stalin...

Ulyanova describes the following sequence of events:

(1) Stalin complains to Ulyanova that Lenin is treating him badly
and asks her to tell Lenin that he, Stalin, “loves him with all his
[my] heart.”

(2) Shortly after this Ulyanova tells Lenin “Stalin asked me to give
you his warmest greetings, and to tell you that he loves you very
much.”

(3) Lenin says that Stalin is “not at all intelligent.”

(4) “A few days later” Lenin “came to know that Stalin had
behaved rudely to N.K.” This must have been on March 5, 1923.

(5) “In the next morning” - that is, March 6 - Lenin dictated the
“ultimatum letter.”

Ulyanova then reproduces the text of the “ultimatum letter,”
saying that

V.I. asked Volodicheva to send it to Stalin without
telling N.K. about it and to give me a copy in a sealed
envelope.

There are a number of problems with Ulyanova's account here.

When was it that, in Stalin’s estimation (according to Ulyanova),
Lenin had treated Stalin badly? It cannot be Lenin’s purported
letter to Mdivani and Makharadze, which is dated March 6, 1923,
the same day as the “ultimatum letter.” Likewise, the purported
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Lenin letter to Trotsky about the Georgian affair is dated March 5,
1923, one day before the “ultimatum letter,” so it can’t be this one
either.

The other documents supposedly by Lenin that contain criticisms
of Stalin are the “Characteristics” and the “Addition.” They are
dated December 25, 1922 and January 4, 1923 respectively.
However, neither Stalin nor anyone else knew about them in
March - undoubtedly because, as we know now, they did not yet
exist. They were not put into circulation until sometime after the
XII Party Congress, which closed on April 25, 1923.

We have no evidence that Lenin had treated Stalin badly or had
written anything negative about him before March 5, 1923. Of
course, we would not expect Stalin to mention such an event to
others. But Trotsky, Zinoviev, and Kamenev surely would have
mentioned it, to use against Stalin in their various factional
struggles. Yet they did not. Therefore, it appears safe to say that
they were unaware of any such incident. Therefore, assuming that
Ulyanova did not simply invent this incident - and she would have
had no reason to do that - it must have been a very minor matter
since there is no other mention of it by anyone..

Ulyanova’s description of this incident - Stalin’s upbraiding of
Krupskaya, Lenin’s learning about this, and Lenin’s “ultimatum
letter” to Stalin - contradicts her own account of 1926. It also
contradicts Krupskaya’s own version in several important ways:

* Ulyanova claims that Lenin learned about Stalin’s “rudeness” to
Krupskaya “a few days” after Ulyanova reported to Lenin Stalin’s
message that he “loves you very much” and Lenin replied that
Stalin was “not at all intelligent.”

* Ulyanova writes as follows:

After returning home and seeing V.. distressed N.K.
understood that something was wrong. And she asked
Volodicheva not to send the letter. She said that she
would personally talk to Stalin and ask him to
apologize. That is what N.K. is saying now, but I
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think that she did not see this letter and it was sent
to Stalin as V.I. had wanted. Stalin's reply was delayed
somewhat, and then they decided (probably the
doctors and N.K.) not to give it to V.I. as his condition
had worsened. And so V.I. did not know about his
reply, in which Stalin apologized.

Volodicheva’s account in the Secretaries Journal does not say how
Krupskaya learned about Lenin’s draft letter to Stalin. Ulyanova
does not tell us either. Ulyanova says that Krupskaya said that “she
would personally talk to Stalin and ask him to apologize.” This is
not in the Secretaries Journal.

Ulyanova then says:

That is what N.K. is saying now, but I think that she
did not see this letter and it was sent to Stalin as V.L
had wanted.

Volodicheva’s entry in the Secretaries Journal does not say
whether Krupskaya read the letter or not. It only states that
Krupskaya asked Volodicheva not to send the letter to Stalin, as a
result of which it was not sent until the next day, March 7.
Ulyanova states that Lenin instructed Volodicheva not to show the
letter to Krupskaya. This important detail is missing entirely from
the accountin §]J.

Ulyanova says that she does not believe Krupskaya's account
(“This is what N.IL is saying now, but I think ...”). Evidently, this
means that Ulyanova thought that Krupskaya did not see the
“ultimatum letter” at all. And that means that Ulyanova is accusing
Krupskaya of not telling the truth. She does not trust Krupskaya’s
word about this important matter. We are left to wonder: How
much did Ulyanova know, or suspect, about Krupskaya's
falsifications?

* Ulyanova says “Stalin's reply was delayed somewhat.” This
directly contradicts Volodicheva's statement in the Secretaries
Journal, according to which there was no delay:
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Stalin’s answer was received immediately on
receipt of Vladimir Ilyich’s letter (the letter was
handed to Stalin personally by me and his answer to
Vladimir llyich dictated to me). (CW 42, 494)

The final paragraph of this undated statement by Ulyanova begins
by briefly reassuring the reader that, though Lenin did personally
tell her that Stalin was “not at all intelligent,” he did so “absolutely
without any irritation.” She also repeats that Lenin personally told
her this: “This was his opinion about him - definite and concise,
that he told me.”

This opinion does not contradict the fact that V..
valued Stalin as a practical worker, but he considered
it absolutely essential that there should be some
restraining authority over some of his manners and
peculiarities, by virtue of which V.I. considered that
Stalin should be removed from the post of general
secretary. He spoke about this very decisively in
his political testament, in the characteristics of a
number of comrades which he gave before his
death and which thus did not reach the party. But
about this some other time.

First-hand and Second-hand Knowledge

Ulyanova's direct reference to the “political testament” and the
“characteristics” in her last paragraph reveals that she claimed no
independent knowledge of any desire by Lenin to remove Stalin as
Gensec. Rather, she has taken this version of events from these
documents. Ulyanova’s direct quotation of the text of the
“ultimatum letter” shows that it too is taken from the “political
testament.”

Nor does she claim personal knowledge of Krupskaya’s telling
Volodicheva not to send the “ultimatum letter” to Stalin on March
6; that she would personally ask Stalin to apologize; that Stalin’s
reply was “delayed somewhat” - Volodicheva wrote in the
Secretaries Journal that this is incorrect -~ and that the doctors and
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Krupskaya “probably” decided not to give Stalin’s reply to Lenin.
We know this because Ulyanova tells us directly: “that is what N.K.
is saying now.”

Other details in this statement of Ulyanova's that she is repeating
at second hand are:

* Trotsky calling Lenin a “hooligan” in a Politburo meeting and
Lenin’s restrained response to him.

* The story about Lenin’s request for money for Martov and
Stalin’s refusal. Ulyanova says “I was told that ...”

* Her suggestion that Lenin’s letter to Shklovsky in Berlin refers
somehow to Stalin. She must have heard this at second or third
hand, and it was incorrect. Whoever is meant by this cryptic letter,
it cannot be Stalin.

* Ulyanova's statement that Krupskaya “told Kamenev and
Zinoviev that Stalin had shouted at her on the phone and, it seems,
also mentioned the Caucasus business.” By the phrase “it seems”
Ulyanova makes it clear that she did not know any of this at first
hand.

Krupskaya’s own account does not mention the Caucasus issue.
But this phrase is revealing anyway, since it was the monopoly of
foreign trade, not the Caucasian issue, that was in the foreground
in the fourth week of December, 1922, when Krupskaya claimed
that Stalin had upbraided her. That is the subject of Lenin’s
supposed letter to Trotsky of December 21, 1922, which
Krupskaya claimed was the occasion for Stalin to upbraid her.

After meeting with Rykov on December 9, 1922, and with
Dzerzhinsky on December 12, 1922, Lenin did not take up the
Caucasus issue again until late January, 1923. This is precisely the
time period that, in his reply to Lenin’s “ultimatum letter,” Stalin
said the incident with Krupskaya had taken place. So on this point
Ulyanova’s account confirms Stalin’s version of events and calls
Krupskaya’s version into question.
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* Concerning Ulyanova's reference to Lenin's supposed
dissatisfaction with Stalin, Ordzhonikidze, and Dzerzhinsky, she
says that Lenin’s “correspondence with Trotsky regarding this
matter is well known” - a reference to Lenin’s supposed letter to
Trotsky of March 5, 1923 (CW 45, 607; LIV, 329). She claims no
first-hand knowledge of Lenin’s supposed dissatisfaction.

What does Ulyanova claim to know at first-hand?
* That Lenin never had any sympathy for Trotsky.
* That she believed Lenin did not like Zinoviev.

* That Lenin sought out Stalin as the person who could be relied
upon to obtain poison and give it to him when he, Lenin, asked him
to.

* That during Lenin’s illness Stalin visited Lenin more than others.

* That during the autumn of 1922 Lenin met frequently with
Kamenev, Zinoviev, and Stalin.

* That a few days after Stalin had criticized Krupskaya for
discussing politics with Lenin, Krupskaya told Lenin about this and
said that she and Stalin had already reconciled.

* That Stalin had told her, in Lenin’s office, that Lenin was treating
him with hostility, that he, Stalin, loved Lenin “with all my heart,”
and asked Ulyanova to tell Lenin so.

* That she felt sorry for Stalin because of this.
* That Lenin had told her that Stalin “is not at all intelligent.”

None of the fact-claims that Ulyanova says she knows at first hand
contradicts her statement of July 26, 1926. She does not contradict
her story about the Stalin-Krupskaya-Lenin incident that she gave
in her first statement. We have reproduced it above and do so
again here for the convenience of the readers:
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... he (Stalin) even scolded his family for conveying
this type of information. Il'ich, who accidentally came
to know about this and who was also always upset by
such a strong regime of protection, in turn scolded
Stalin. Stalin apologized and with this the incident was
settled. It goes without saying that if Lenin had not
been so seriously ill during this period, as I had
indicated, then he would have reacted to the incident
differently.

Stalin scolded Lenin’s “family.” Lenin scolded Stalin. Stalin
apologized. End of incident. Lenin overreacted. This is Ulyanova’s
account. It sharply contradicts the official version, which is put
together from Volodicheva’s entries in the Secretaries Journal and
Krupskaya'’s letter to Kamenev.

Ulyanova’s account makes sense of the text of Stalin’s reply to the
“ultimatum letter” of March 7, 1923, which Stalin certainly
believed to be genuine, i.e. from Lenin. In it Stalin agrees to “take
back” what he said to Krupskaya, but insists that he does not know
what the problem is, wherein he is at fault, and what is expected of
him. As Sakharov notes, Stalin did not apologize.

Stalin says that the incident between Krupskaya and him occurred
about five weeks beforehand - that is, at the end of January or
beginning of February, 1923. That directly contradicts the “official”
version, which is based on Krupskaya’s claim and the “Letter to the
Congress.” In an earlier chapter we have shown that these
documents are fabrications.

Ulyanova’s account also makes sense of Lenin’s request to Stalin,
less than two weeks later, to get him poison. Lenin had obviously
not “broken relations” with Stalin, as the “ultimatum letter” said
that he would do unless Stalin apologized.

But Stalin had not apologized and Lenin had not seen the letter
that Stalin had dictated to Volodicheva. Lenin simply acted as
though he had never made this threat to break relations.
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Our own study and that of Valentin Sakharov, outlined in previous
chapters, have concluded that Lenin did not dictate the “ultimatum
letter.” If Lenin had actually dictated the “ultimatum letter” to
Stalin, then surely he was entitled to have Stalin’s reply read to
him despite his illness.

But if Lenin did not dictate the “ultimatum letter,” then of course
Krupskaya and the secretaries who were her accomplices could
not allow Lenin to see Stalin’s reply. That would have exposed
their falsification.

Conclusions

* Ulyanova tells a very different version of the dispute between
Stalin, Krupskaya, and Lenin.

* Her version is consistent with Stalin’s version as reflected in his
reply to the “ultimatum letter.”

* It is not consistent with Krupskaya’s version, which is the
“official” version.

* Ulyanova affirms Krupskaya’s version only at second hand. She
does not claim any independent knowledge of it.

* Ulyanova has a very positive attitude about Stalin.

* She tries to come up with some independent account of Lenin’s
being dissatisfied with Stalin, but ultimately she could not.

* Ulyanova thinks Krupskaya is not telling the truth concerning at
least one important aspect of the Lenin-Stalin issue.

Why Did Ulyanova Draft This Document?

We do not know why Ulyanova composed this document. We do
not have the original. The editors tell us that it is handwritten by
Ulyanova herself (avtograf). We don’t know whether there are any
other drafts, notes, or corrections, or other documents in her
archive that might shed light on her reasons.
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It is far too positive towards Stalin to have been useful to the
opposition groups. For the same reason it can hardly be a forgery
during the Khrushchev or Gorbachev eras.

Could Ulyanova have written it as a concession to Krupskaya? We
do not know how close they were to each other, but these are the
two women who were closest to Lenin. Ulyanova’s statement to
the Joint Plenum of July 26, 1926, must have hurt Krupskaya, since
it contradicted her own story.

It appears that Krupskaya did have something to do with
Ulyanova'’s second statement. Ulyanova wrote:

That is what N.K. is saying now, but I think that she
did not see this letter and it was sent to Stalin as V.I.
had wanted.

This must mean that Krupskaya had spoken to Ulyanova
concerning the circumstances of the “ultimatum letter” some time
after Ulyanova’s statement to the July 1926 Joint Plenum. It
appears that Ulyanova did not believe Krupskaya’s claim that she,
Krupskaya, had asked Volodicheva not to send the letter to Stalin
and that she would personally talk to Stalin and ask him to
apologize. U'lianova suggests that she believes this to be false -
that Kurpskaya did not see the letter. That is, Ulyanova thinks that
Krupskaya did not talk to Stalin and ask him to apologize.

Ulyanova does say: “Stalin’s reply was delayed somewhat.” But
Volodicheva’s account in the Secretaries Journal say that this is not
true. So who told Ulyanova this? Presumably it was Krupskaya
herself. Why might Krupskaya have done this? Perhaps in order to
provide an excuse for not showing Stalin’s reply to Lenin?

Why might Krupskaya want such an excuse? Perhaps because she
could not give Stalin’s response to Lenin - because Lenin had not
dictated the “ultimatum letter.”

In his response, Stalin said that he had had “explanations with
N.K.” some weeks before. There is no reason to doubt Stalin’s
dating of this whole story as “about five weeks” earlier, later
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January or early February, 1923. But that means that Krupskaya
lied to Ulyanova when she, Krupskaya, said that she would talk to
Stalin —~ because she and Stalin had already talked weeks earlier.
This is similar to what Ulyanova had told the Joint Plenum in her
first statement.

Ulyanova’s second statement does not contradict her 1926
statement. Ulyanova affirms Krupskaya’s story only as a version
she knows from documents, not from first hand.

Therefore, whatever the reason was that she composed it,
Ulyanova’s first-hand account still contradicts Krupskaya’s
“official” version while being consistent with Stalin’s account in his
reply to the “ultimatum letter.” That is, Ulyanova’s account is
consistent with our contention that Krupskaya’'s account is yet
another of her falsehoods.

* k k% k

Ulyanova's second statement was not published or - as far as we
can tell - given to anyone else. Although we would like to know
more about why Ulyanova came to write it, we can understand
why she never did anything with it. Sakharov writes:

OH npeAno/IOKUTENBbHO Obl/ CO343aH B KoHIE 20-X -
Havyasie 30-Xx rofoB, KOTAA OHA, aKTUBHO BBLICTyHas B
zamuty HM. byxapuHa ¥ ero CTOpOHHHKOB,
ucroJsib3oBasa «3aBewaHue» JleHHHa, HampuMep, B
MUCbMeE B afipec anpesbckoro (1929) o6beAuHEHHOTO
IInenyma UK u UKK BKII(6), 4To6bl 0Ka3aThb
HOJIUTHYECKYIO TOAJEPXKY JuJepaM «IpaBoro
yKJa0Ha»S (80)

It was presumably created in the late 20s - early 30s,
when she, actively speaking in defense of N.L
Bukharin and his supporters, used Lenin's
“Testament,” for example in a letter to the April
(1929) joint Plenum of the Central Committee and
Central Control Commission of the All-Union
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) to provide political
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support to the leaders of the “right deviation”®
(Sakharov’s footnote is to an archival document.)

The full transcript of the April Joint Plenum has not been
published, but Ulyanova’s letter to the Plenum was published in
Izv TsK KPSS 1 (1989), 126-127.% In it she does refer to the “Lenin
testament” but says nothing about the Krupskaya-Stalin-Lenin
issue, the “Letter to the Congress,” or Lenin’s supposed desire to
remove Stalin as Gensec.

Ulyanova does state that she had missed attending the Joint
Plenum due to illness. It's possible that her second statement was
a draft that she was considering for presentation there. Or perhaps
she wrote it at the request of Bukharin, who along with Stalin had
urged her to write her first statement.

It would not have pleased Krupskaya, because Ulyanova suggests
that Krupskaya did not tell the truth, and because her own account
in her first statement contradicts Krupskaya's version. Ulyanova
closes her second statement by affirming Krupskaya'’s version, but
she does not resolve the contradiction between it and her own.

The document is far too positive towards Stalin to serve the
purposes of the demonizers of Stalin like Khrushchev and
Gorbachev, or to help the opposition groups of the “20s and ‘30s,
all of which were strongly anti-Stalin. It is far too negative towards
TrotsKky to have been of any use to the Trotskyists. In repeating the
“official” or Krupskaya version of the “testament” it is less positive
about Stalin than her first statement, so Stalin and his supporters
would have had no reason to like it. Because it affirms two
contradictory versions of the supposed argument between Stalin,
Krupskaya, and Lenin, it would not even have served the purpose
of self-clarification.

4 See the Appendix to this chapter for Ul'ianova’s letter.



Chapter 12. Krupskaya

We now have a great deal of evidence that Krupskaya was
conducting some kind of conspiracy against Stalin by
creating false documents and then christening them the
“testament of Lenin.”

* The falsification of the article “How Should We Reorganize
the Workers and Peasants Inspection” came out of Lenin’s
secretariat. Lenin’s secretaries would not have dared do this
by themselves. Krupskaya had to be a party to it. It was
almost certainly, therefore, done by Krupskaya herself or at
her direction.

*Krupskaya predated her quarrel with Stalin. No one but she
claims that this incident occurred on or about December 22,
1922. All other accounts date it to about five weeks later.

* In her letter to Kamenev dated December 23, 1922,
Krupskaya claims that Stalin was upset by her writing down
at Lenin’s dictation a letter to Trotsky dated December 21,
1922. Our analysis of the subject matter and signatures of
this letter argue that it is a forgery. Krupskaya must have
forged it in an effort to justify the letter to Kamenev
complaining about Stalin’s “rudeness” to her.

It was “leaked” to and published in the Menshevik paper
Sotsialisticheskii Vestnik in 1923. (387) Either Krupskaya
smuggled this letter to the Mensheviks abroad, or she gave it
to someone who did so. This leak could serve only the
opposition, of which Trotsky was the leading figure, and
which Krupskaya herself supported during the first half of
the 1920s.
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* According to Trotsky, Krupskaya was in a conspiracy with
the Georgian leaders.

Yepes Kpynckywo JleHHH BCTYNHJA C BOXASIMH
rpy3uHCcKod onmno3unuu (MpauBaHu, Maxapajse u
Zp.) B HerJlaCHyw CBsA3b NpoTUB $pakuuu CTaluHa,
OpxoHUK/3e  [l3epikuHckoro.!

Through Krupskaya, Lenin entered into a secret
relationship with the leaders of the Georgian
opposition (Mdivani, Makharadze, etc.) against the
faction of Stalin, Ordzhonikidze and Dzerzhinsky.

* For this and other reasons it is reasonable to conclude that
it was probably Krupskaya who composed the letter to
Mdivani and Makharadze on March 7 or 8, predating it to
March 6.

Trotsky must have been a party to this conspiracy too. Aside
from Krupskaya and the secretaries, he was the first person
to be given a copy of “The Question of Nationalities or
‘Autonomization’.”

* Krupskaya probably wrote “The Question of Nationalities
...", perhaps with the help of the ousted Georgian party
leaders and perhaps with that of other oppositionists as well.
In any case, this document could not have come out of
Lenin’s secretariat without Krupskaya being a party to it.

Trotsky might also have been complicit by this point.
Controversy ensued over his claim that he had
received Lenin’s “Notes on the Question of
Nationalities” before the Central Committee had—and,

1 Trotsky, Portrety revoliutsionerov. Ed. Fel’shtinsky, M. 1991. At
http://lib.ru/TROCKI]/Trotsky.PortretyRev.txt (Also at
https://www.gumer.info/bibliotek_Buks/History/trozk/04.php)
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supposedly, before Lenin’s third stroke—but had
inexplicably held on to them. Lenin’s purported
dictation happened to dovetail with views Trotsky
published in Pravda (March 20, 1923). Even more
telling, Lenin’s secretaries had kept working on the
counterdossier on Georgia, for a report by Lenin to a
future Party Congress, even after he had his third
massive stroke and permanently lost his ability to
speak ... In fact, their counter-Dzierzynski Commission
dossier reads like a first draft of the “Notes on the
Question of Nationalities.” (Kotkin 494)

On the basis of his study of the documents (still in an
archive), Sakharov that the “counter-Dzerzhinsky” report of
the “commission” of Gorbunov - Fotieva - Glyasser looks like
a draft of “The Question of Nationalities or
‘Autonomization’”. We know that Gorbunov did little or no
work on the “commission,” so it was done by its other two
members, Fotieva and Glyasser They were both members of
Lenin’s secretariat. They would not have acted without
Krupskaya’s guidance and instructions. Krupskaya herself
probably had a hand in writing the report.

* Krupskaya released the “Letter to the Congress” (L2C) after
the XII Party Congress. We know Krupskaya was lying and
that this document is a fabrication. Part I, the document
dated December 23, 1922, is not a “letter to the congress.” It
is a letter to an individual, almost certainly to Stalin, so it
could be a letter for - in preparation for - a congress.
Trotsky’s copy has no title. Later Krupskaya added the
various parts, including “Characteristics,” and “Addition” and
added the title.

* Krupskaya also lied in claiming that Lenin’s wish was to
have it released after his death. She gave it to Zinoviev while
Lenin though incapacitated was still alive. Krupskaya
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changed her story as she went along in order to lend Lenin’s
authority to the L2C.

* Krupskaya either wrote or was a party to the composition
of “Characteristics.” As Sakharov has argued from its textual
problems, this document seems to have been first intended
for discussion within some opposition faction. When
Krupskaya introduced it, sometime in late May or early June,
1923, the first part and the “Addition” were not yet attached
to it

It is important to note that at that time neither
Krupskaya, nor any of the members of the Politburo of
the Central Committee and the Presidium of the
Central Committee of the RCP(b) regarded
“Characteristics,” which she had submitted, as a “letter
to the congress” or as an appeal to the Politburo of the
Central Committee or Central Committee of the
RCP(b).2

Zinoviev and Bukharin received copies of the “Addition” - at
that time evidently known as “II'ich’s letter about the
secretary” (at least that is how Stalin referred to it) -
sometime before July 10, 1923. By May, 1924, the Addition,”
though not Part |, has been included in the L2C.

* Krupskaya smuggled the “testament,” via some member of
the opposition, to anti-Stalin oppositionist and later
vehemently anticommunist publisher Boris Souvarine in
Paris. Souvarine then gave it to Max Eastman, who got it
published in the New York Times.

According to Eastman’s own account, the text
published in 1926 “was copied from the original

Sakharov, Na Rasput’e, page 150 in print edition; page 99 in the digital (pdf)
edition.
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retained by Krupskaya herself when she turned the
document over to the party, and was brought to
France by an emissary of the opposition and delivered
to Boris Souvarine.”?

In 1956, in a letter to Trotsky biographer Isaac Deutscher,
Eastman revealed the details of the clandestine smuggling of
the “testament.”

Earlier in the year an emissary of the Opposition had
indeed brought the text of Lenin's will to Paris and
handed it to Souvarine who prompted Eastman to
publish it. ‘1 think it was not only Souvarine's
decision,’ Eastman writes, 'but the idea of the
Opposition as a whole that I should be the one to
publish it, one reason being that I had already got
much publicity as a friend of Trotsky, another that a
good many consciences in Moscow were troubled by
Trotsky's disavowal of my book.*4>

* In July 1925 Krupskaya wrote her letter to the “Sunday
Worker,” also published in Bol’shevik. In it she repudiated
Max Eastman’s book Since Lenin Died and the whole idea of
the “testament” of Lenin. Trotsky also published his
repudiation of Eastman’s book in the same issue.

Kotkin notes:

3 Carr and Davies, Foundations of a Planned Economy, II: 16, n2

*Isaac Deutscher, Trotsky: The Prophet Unarmed (London and New York: Oxford
University Press, 1959) 247, and see n. 19, p. 419: “Quoted from Eastman’s letter
to the author.”

5 See also Christoph Irmscher, Max Eastman: A Life. New Haven: Yale University
Press, 2017, 391, n. 117: “Lenin Testament at Last Revealed,” New York Times,
October 18, 1926; see also ME to EE, October 9, 1926, EEM; ME to Trotsky's
biographer Isaac Deutscher, April 20, 1956, EM.” EM = Eastman Mss,, Lily Library,
Indiana University Bloomington
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Yet in July 1926, speaking to the joint plenum of the Central
Committee and the Central Control Commission, Krupskaya

said:

This, of course, is a lie. No collection of articles bore the title
“the testament.” This title was invented either by Krupskaya

Her repudiation raised the question of whether she
had been involved in the Eastman incident, and was
perhaps linked to Trotsky.®

«To, 4yTo HasbiBaeTcs “3aBelljaHveM” Bagumupa
Unbuya, Uabuu xoTes, 4To6bl GbLIO JOBEAEHO A0
cBeAieHUs NapTHu. B kakoit popme J0BeaeHO, st C HUM
He TOBOpMJa.. Tak Kak mepBas craThd O6bLIA
osarsiaBjeHa “Cwe3gy mnaptuu” (cyAst 10 TeEKCTY,
uMeeTcsl B BUAY cTaTbs “Kak HaM peopraHH30BaTb
PabkpuH”, uMeBIlas noa3aronoBoK «llpegnoxenue
X1l cbe3ny naptum». - B.C.), TO A cousia HEO6XOJUMBIM
obpatutbcsi K lleHTpanbHoMy Komurery, 4TOOBI
Henrtpanbueiit Komutet Hamén ¢popmMy AoBeieHHA J0
CBeJleHUsl NapTHUM Tex craTeil (craredi! 3T0 U ©
«xapakrepuctukax». - B.C.), koTopble HOCAT
HasBaHHe «3aBelaHus»

What is called the “testament” of Vladimir Ilyich, Ilyich
wanted it to be brought to the attention of the party.
In what form it was to be communicated, I did not
speak to him about that ... Since the first article was
entitled “To the Party Congress,”” 1 considered it
necessary to appeal to the Central Committee so that
the Central Committee could find a form to bring to
the attention of the party those articles that bear the
title “the testament.” (Sakharov, Na Rasput’e 165
n.33; 108 n.33)

6 Kotkin, note 282 to page 573.

7 Sakharov suggests that this is the article “How Shall We Reorganize the W/P.1.?"
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herself or by the opposition that she supported. We should
also note Krupskaya’s carelessness - or perhaps temerity -
in using the term “testament” in July, 1926, when just a year
before she had publicly denied in her article in Bol’shevik that
Lenin left any testament.

In the same document Krupskaya tried to limit the damage
done by a letter of hers to Trotsky. Apparently it was the
following letter:

29 auBapa 1924 r.
[Joporoii JleB /laBbi0BUY,

i numy, YTOObI pacckasaThb Bawm, 4TOo
MpUBJIU3UTEJILHO 3a Mecsn, pifs} CMepPTH,
npocMatpuBada Bamry xHwxky, Baaaumup Wibuu
OCTAHOBWJICA Ha TOM MecTe, TAe Bnl jaerte
XapaKTepUCTUKY Mapxkca U JleHWHa, M NPOCHJ MeHs
nepe4yectb 3TO MeCTO, CJAyllajJ O4eHb BHUMATENLHO,
MOTOM ellle pa3 NpoCMaTpHUBaJ caM.

H eme BOT YTO XO04y CKasaTh: TO OTHOLIEHHE,
KoTopoe ciaoxujaoch y BH. x Bam Toraa, koraa Bol
npuexanu K Ham B JloHgoH wu3 Cubupu, He
H3MEHUJIOCh Y Hero J0 caMoil CMepTH.

Al xenaw Bawm, JleB JaBbiA0BUY, CHJI U 340POBbA M
Kpenko 06HuMar0.8

January 29, 1924
Dear Lev Davydovich,

[ am writing to tell you that about a month before his
death, looking through your book, Vladimir Ilyich

8 Kommunisticheskaia oppozitsiia v SSSR 1923 - 1927. t.1 p. 54 of 168 (online text
edition), p. 89 of the print edition (Moscow: Terra, 1990)
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stopped at the place where you characterize Marx and
Lenin, and asked me to reread this passage, listened
very attentively, and then looked it over himself.

And one more thing I want to say: the attitude that V.I.
to you when you came to us in London from Siberia, it
did not change with him until his death.

[ wish you, Lev Davydovich, strength and health and
hug you tightly.

Was this even possible? A month before Lenin’s death would
be December, 1923. According to all accounts Lenin had lost
the power of speech in March, 1923. It is certain that he
dictated nothing after March 7, 1923, at the latest. It is
doubtful that he could have expressed anything at all.

Dmitri Volkogonov quotes from some of the bulletins on
Lenin’s health issued on March 14 and March 17, 1923.
According to these bulletins Lenin did retain at least some of
the ability to speak after his attack on March 10, 1923:

“Brosinierelb Nel
0 cocToAHUM 340p0Bbs BanuMupa Uabuya.

3aTpyaHeHue pedH, cAaboCTh MNpaBod pPyKH U
npasoil Horu B TOM e noaoxeHdHu. Obiulee
COCTOSHWie 3J0pOBbsi Jyullle, Temmeparypa 37,0,
nyasc 90 B MHHYTY, PpOBHBIH M XOpOILIero
HaIMoJIHeHUS.

14 mapra, 2 4aca gua 1923 r. llpod. MuHKOBCKY,
npod. Pepcrep, npod. Kpamep, npHuB. JOLEHT
KokeBHUKOB, HapkoM3apaB CeMamko”.

“BrosereHb No 6

BMecTe ¢ npoJo/DKAIOIMMCA  YAYYIIEHHEM CO
CTOPOHBI PeYH U JBIXKeHHUH NpaBoH PyKH HacTYIHJIO
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3aMeTHOe yJiy4yllleHHe W B [JBW)XEHHSAX NpaBoil HOTH.
O6iee cocTosiHHe 3J0pOBbsI NPOJOIKAET ObITh
xopomumM. 17 mapra, 1 yac gus 1923 roga”®

From the published bulletins, it was impossible to
guess Lenin's real condition. On 14 March 1923 it was
reported that he was having difficulty speaking
and moving his right arm and leg, but also that ‘his
general health is improved, his temperature is 37.0,
his pulse 90, steady and full’. On 17 March, ‘along with
the continuing improvement in speech function and
movement of the right arm, there is a noticeable
improvement in the movement of the right leg. His

general health continues to be good.'1?

But Lenin dictated nothing after March 7, and perhaps after
March 4, as Volodicheva told Alexander Bek. So it is doubted
that he could utter more than a word or two - if that. It
appears that the Party leadership did not wish to reveal to
the world that Lenin had lost the power of speech. But
whatever the case, this letter demonstrates that Krupskaya
was very well disposed towards Trotsky before and at least
up to the time of Lenin’s death.

In her letter to the ‘Sunday Worker’ Krupskaya tried to
mitigate the extent to which this letter suggested that
Trotsky was close to Lenin.

In the face of the confidence that the working class
displayed in their party and its Central Committee at a
difficult moment, the old Bolsheviks doubly felt the
responsibility that fell upon them after Lenin's death.

9 Dmitri Volkogonov. Lenin. Kniga II. Vozhdi. Moscow: Novosti, 1998, 348.
10 Lenin. A New Biography. NY and London: The Free Press, 1994, p. 329 of 403 of
the digital edition. The English edition is abbreviated in places.
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Everyone felt somehow even more united, ready to
carry out his work to the end.

Under the influence of such a mood, I then wrote a
personal letter to Trotsky, who at that time was not in
Moscow. This letter, however, can in no way be
interpreted as M. Eastman interprets it. Vladimir
Ilyich considered Comrade Trotsky as a talented
worker, devoted to the cause of the revolution, to the
cause of the working class, who could be very useful
for the party. This is how V.I. appraised Trotsky in the
first days of their meeting in 1902, and this is how he
appraised him in the most recent period. Such an
assessment carries responsibility. I was thinking
about it when I wrote to Comrade Trotsky. The letter
was written not to M. Eastman, but to Trotsky.
Trotsky, of course, could not deduce from it the
conclusion that V.I. considered him his deputy or
thought that Comrade Trotsky understands his views
most correctly. I couldn’t write anything like that. In
the same way, I did not write that V.I. was always in
solidarity with Comrade Trotsky. Every member of the
RCP (b) knows that until 1917 Trotsky was not a
Bolshevik, that the party and V.I. often disagreed with
him on the most fundamental issues, that V.I. more
than once sharply spoke out against Trotsky, that even
after Trotsky entered the ranks of the party, V. 1. had
disagreements with him. Comrade Trotsky now
knows exactly how Lenin treated him when he met in
1902, from Lenin's letter about him to Plekhanov,!!
published in Leninskii sbornik Ill, and how Lenin
treated him recently, from Lenin's letters to the party
congress.'?

11 This seems to be Lenin’s letter to Plekhanov of March 2, 1903, in which Lenin
recommends “Pero” (“the pen”, i.e. Trotsky) to the editorial board of Iskra. If it is
this letter, it was first published in Leninskii shornik 1V.

12 “N. Krupskaya: to the editorial office of the Sunday Worker.” Bolshevik 16
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* In the light of her prior actions we should suspect that
Krupskaya also wrote the “ultimatum letter.” This letter
puzzled Stalin, who expressed his frustration and refused to
apologize for whatever it was he had said to Krupskaya. Ten
days after it was supposedly written, Lenin managed
somehow to ask Stalin for poison - or, at least, Krupskaya
told Stalin that Lenin had done so. In this tense situation all
of them - Lenin, Stalin, and Krupskaya - acted as though the
“ultimatum letter” did not exist.

* Krupskaya did not allow Lenin to see Stalin’s reply. Why?
The excuse was that Lenin “had fallen ill.” (CW 42, 494; XLV
486) But this carries the implication that it would be shown
to him once he was better. In fact, Lenin lived for more than
10 more months. Whether Lenin could speak or not, he could
read and be read to. Yet as far as we know Stalin’s reply was
never shown to him.

Why not? If Lenin had really dictated the “ultimatum letter”
he would have been anxious to receive Stalin’s reply to it. But
if Lenin had not dictated the “ultimatum letter” Krupskaya
could not have allowed him to see or hear Stalin’s response.

Stalin and Krupskaya

Molotov - and perhaps Stalin, to whom Molotov was very
close - linked Krupskaya to Trotsky, and then to other
oppositionists like Zinoviev.

OHa CTaHOBHUTCA COPaTHHKOM TpPOLKOro, HepexofuT
Ha TPOLKHUCTCKHE PEsbChI ... [loce cMepTu JleHHHA
OHAa HeKOTOpoe BpeMs (aKTHYECKH BLICTYNaja
npotus Jlenuna 13...

(1925) pp. 71-73 {my translation - GF)
13 Feliks Chuev. Molotov. Poluderzhavniy Vlastelin. Moscow: Olma-Press, 2000,



Chapter Twelve. Krupskaya 297

Krupskaya was becoming Trotsky's comrade-in-arms;
she was switching to Trotskyist rails ... For some time
after Lenin’s death she in fact opposed Lenin.1*

Stalin distrusted Krupskaya for her political waverings
towards the opposition. On September 16, 1926, he wrote
the following in a letter to Molotov:

5) IleperoBopbl ¢ Kpynckod He TOJbKO HE YMECTHBI
Telnepb, HO M TNOJAUTHYECKH BpeAHbl. Kpynckada —
packonbHULA (cM. ee peub 0 «Crokxrosbme» Ha XIV
cpe3fie). Ee u Hafo 6uThb, KaKk PacKoJIbHULY, €ClAH
XOTHM COXPaHHTb eAMHCTBO NapTUU. Hesb3s CTPOUTD
B OJHO H TO e BpeMd [Be, NPOTHUBOIOJOXHbIE
YCTAHOBKH, U Ha 60pbOY C pacKOJIbHUKAMH, U Ha MUD
¢ HUMH. JTO He JvaleKTHKa, a OeccMbicaula U
6ecrioMomHocTh. He WCK/IIOYeHO, 4YTO 3aBTpa
3vHOBbEB BBICTYIHUT c 3asgBJieHHEM o
«6ecipyHUUIIHOCTH» MosoToBa M ByxapuHa, 0 ToM,
410 MosoToB M byxapuH «npefnarasu» 3UHOBbLEBY
(uepe3z Kpynckyw) «B6jok» , a OH, 3UHOBBEB, «C
HeroJoBaHUeM OTBEpr aTo HeAONyCTHUMOe
3aurpblBaHKe» U Ap. 1 np.1>

5) Negotiations with Krupskaia are not only ill timed
now, they are politically harmful. Krupskaia is a
splitter (see her speech about “Stockholm” at the XIV
Congress). She has to be beaten, as a splitter, if we
want to preserve the unity of the party. We cannot
have two contradictory lines, fighting splitters and
making peace with them. That's not dialectics, that's
nonsense and helplessness. It's possible that

270. Hereafter “PV”.

1 Molotov Remembers. Conversations with Felix Chuev. Chicago: Dee, 1993, 132,
Hereafter “MR”.

15 Pis’ma 1.V. Stalina V.M. Molotovu. 1925-1938 gg. Sbornik dokumentov. M. “Rossia
Molodaia, 1995, p. 90.
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tomorrow Zinoviev will come out with a statement on
Molotov's and Bukharin's “lack of principle,” [saying]
that Molotov and Bukharin “offered” Zinoviev
(through Krupskaia) a “bloc” and that he, Zinoviev,
“rejected this intolerable flirtation with disdain,” and
so forth and so on.1®

We do not know of any other statement by Stalin himself
about Krupskaya during this period of time. Perhaps we can
learn a little more by examining some of Molotov’s
statements to Felix Chuev.

A x Kpynckoit oTHocuacd, B obliewm,
NOJAOKHUTEAbHO, 0OoJiee HWJIHM MeHee - JIHYHbIE
oTHoumeHus. A CTaJIiH KOCHJICS.

- Y Hero 6b11M oCcHoBaHus. Ha X1V cbe3ze mapTun oHa
HeBaXXHO cebs NoKasasa.

- O4yeHb IJI0XO. Ona oKa3saJjach MJI0X0H

KOMMYHHCTKOﬁ,HH yepTa HEe HOHHMaJa, YTO AeJaJa.
(PV 271)

.. My attitude toward Krupskaya was more or less
positive in our personal relations. But Stalin regarded
her unfavorably.

He had reasons. She made a poor showing at the XIVth
Party Congress. Very bad. She turned out to be a bad
communist. She didn't understand what she was doing
atall. (MR 132).

- B yem Bce-Taku npuuvHa KoH@aukTa CTasuHa U
Kpynckoi?

16 Stalin to Molotov Sept. 16, 1926. Stalin’s Letters to Molotov 1925-1936, ed. Lars
Lih, Oleg Naumov, Oleg V. Khlevniuk. New Haven: Yale University, Press, 1995, p.
127.
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- Kpynckasa ke mjoxo Besa cebsl Tocjie CMepTH
Jlenmna. OHa nojjepxkuBajla 3WHOBbeBa. fIBHO
NyTaHyw JIMHUIO 3HHOBbeBa. /la He TOJIBKO OHa.
Bouiu 4iensl [101UTO10pO, KOTOpHIE NYTAIHUCh B 3TOM
Bonpoce. PaKTUYEeCKH OTXOAUNU OT JleHuHa. XOTs
JYMaJIH, YTO 3TO U ecTb JleHuH. (PV 274)

Anyway, what caused the conflict between Stalin and
Krupskaya?

Krupskaya acted badly after Lenin's death. She
supported Zinoviev and obviously was confused by
Zinoviev's line. (MR 133)

Stalin Suspected Krupskaya Was Behind the
“Testament of Lenin”

According to Molotov Stalin suspected that Krupskaya was
behind the attacks on him in some of the documents of
“Lenin’s testament.”

Kpyiickas 6b11a o6mKeHa odeHb Ha CtanuHa. Ho U oH
Ha Kpynckyio 6bl1 06MKeH, IOTOMY YTO NOJIHCH
JleHHHA 1O/ 3aBellaHueM oA BausHueM Kpyrckoi.
Jla, Tak cuuTasl. B Kako#-To Mepe, MOXKeT GbITb, Aa. 17

Krupskaya had a big grudge against Stalin. But he had
a grudge against her, too, because Lenin's signature to
his testament was supposedly affixed under
Krupskaya's influence. Yes, he thought that. To some
extent, perhaps - yes.18(MR 135)

17 Molotov. Poluderzhavniy Viastelin, 274.
18 Molotov Remembers, 135.The English translation the last two sentences as “Or
so Stalin believed. Perhaps it's true to some extent.”
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In fact Lenin did not sign any of the documents in the
“testament.” Lenin never even verbally acknowledged any of
the documents that have an anti-Stalin orientation. Molotov
had either forgotten or possibly never knew these facts.

If Stalin had asked to see the original documents he would
have discovered that there were no “originals,” and no Lenin
signatures on the “copies” either. Stalin could also have
learned the contents of the Secretaries Journal, either at first
hand or from his wife Nadezhda, who as we have seen was a
member of Lenin’s secretariat. Nadya must have sensed
among the other secretaries and Krupskaya the hostility
towards her husband and friendlier attitude towards
Trotsky. She must have informed Stalin.

Stalin was correct to suspect Krupskaya was behind the
hostile remarks about him in the “testament.” Thanks to the
research of Valentin Sakharov, we have the evidence today.



Chapter 13. Conclusion

All of the evidence points unequivocally to the conclusion
that there was, and is, no such thing as “Lenin’s testament.”

Lenin did not leave any “testament.” Lenin was not the
author of those articles dated between December 1922 and
March 1923 that are critical of Stalin. Those articles, which
we have examined in detail in the present book, were written
by Nadezhda Krupskaya, probably with the help of other
persons including Leon Trotsky.

These documents are evidence of a clandestine conspiracy
among prominent Bolsheviks who would later openly form
opposition groups within the party, and later still would
renounce opposition but continue their secret conspiracies
against Stalin and the Bolshevik leadership. Some of these
people were already in secret oppositional conspiracies
before Lenin’s death. At the time the false “Lenin testament”
documents were composed this secret group included
Krupskaya, Trotsky, and some of Trotsky’s followers. We
know that Trotsky was already leading a secret opposition
conspiracy by 1921.1

There is no evidence that Lenin knew anything about the
anti-Stalin documents. Lenin never mentioned removing
Stalin from the post of Gensec after January 5, 1923, the date
of the “Addition” document that calls for Stalin to be
removed. Lenin asked Stalin for poison repeatedly, most

1 At the Third Moscow Trial of March 1928 defendants Krestinsky and
Sharangovich testified that Trotsky’s conspiracy had begun as early as 1921. For
the evidence that the defendants’ confession statements are accurate see Furr,
Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’ and Furr, The Moscow Trials As Evidence.
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significantly in March, 1923. Stalin’s reply to Lenin’s
purported letter of March 7, 1923, threatening to cut off
relations, was never shown to Lenin.

It appears that Krupskaya had decided to conspire against
Stalin by the end of December 1922. The document dated
December 23, 1922, attributed to Lenin and much later said
to be the first document of the “Letter to the Congress” was
clearly addressed to an individual. The handwritten version
is addressed to Stalin. In 1963 Volodicheva claimed that
Fotieva told her to show this letter to Stalin. It appears,
therefore, that no steps in the conspiracy had been taken as
of December 23, 1923.

On December 29, 1922, Fotieva wrote to Kamenev claiming
that Lenin wanted the December 23 letter to be kept secret
and not given to anyone until after his death. (As we have
seen, Krupskaya gave this document to others well before
Lenin died.) We have examined the problems of this
document in Chapter 2. On the surface, this letter makes no
sense. There is no reason that the contents of the letter
should have been secret. But it does make sense if it was the
first act of the plan to concoct anti-Stalin materials and
attribute them to Lenin. This plan unfolded swiftly during the
last months of Lenin’s life.

The anti-Stalin documents in the “Lenin testament” did not
accomplish what the oppositionists wanted. Stalin was not
voted out of the position of General Secretary. On the
contrary, Stalin was able to point out that although the
“testament” called him, Stalin, “rude”, it imputed errors of
principle to all the other Bolsheviks mentioned in it.

After Stalin’s victory over the oppositionists at the XV Party
Congress in December 1927, the “testament” was never
mentioned again in Party Congresses or Conferences until
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Khrushchev’s day. All of the oppositionists who had been
expelled from the Party for factional activity, including all of
the prominent ones, who applied for readmission were
indeed readmitted. The last time “Lenin’s testament” was
used against Stalin is in the so-called “Riutin Platform” of the
united opposition groups in 1932.2

Khrushchev, Gorbachev, and Beyond

The “Lenin testament” was resurrected by Nikita
Khrushchev. Early in his “Secret Speech” to the XX Party
Congress of the CPSU on February 25, 1956, Khrushchev
invoked the “testament” and quoted liberally from the
supposed Lenin document of December 24, 1923: the
“Addition” dated January 4, 1923, Krupskaya’'s letter to
Kamenev with the inserted date of December 23, 1922, and
the “ultimatum letter” to Stalin dated March 5, 1923.

There followed, during Khrushchev’'s tenure as First
Secretary of the CPSU and for some time after that, the
omissions and changes in the texts of the “testament”
documents in the fifth Russian edition of Lenin’s works, the
PSS, and in the fourth English edition, the Collected Works.
The PSS was tendentiously edited to support anti-Stalin
fabrications, to insert dates, delete sections of documents,
and make other changes without documentary legitimation
and without acknowledging these changes to its readers.

Official anti-Stalinism was reduced during the Brezhnev
period, although there was no acknowledgment, let alone
correction, of the falsifications of the Khrushchev era. On
March 11, 1985, Mikhail S. Gorbachev became General

2 The “Riutin Platform” was actually composed by the leaders of the clandestine
Rightist conspiracy Bukharin, Rykov, Tomsky, and Uglanov. See Furr, Trotsky’s
‘Amalgams’, Chapter 15, and Furr, Trotsky’s Lies, Chapter 4.
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Secretary of the CPSU. Within about a year Gorbachev
launched an attack on Stalin with an avalanche of
falsifications equaling or even surpassing that under
Khrushchev.

Gorbachev’s evident motive was to discredit centralized
planning of the economy and the collectivist initiatives of the
Stalin period in order to “rehabilitate” market mechanisms
by describing them as a return to the New Economic Policy
endorsed by Lenin and the Party in 1921, which had been
virtually, though not explicitly, abandoned in 1928 during
the period of Stalin’s leadership.

During Gorbachev’s tenure an enormous number of books
and articles were published in which Stalin and his
associates were accused of a great many crimes. This torrent
of accusations in print continued after the end of the Soviet
Union in December 1991, and continues to this day.

The Soviet Archives

After the end of the Soviet Union documents from former
Soviet archives began to be published. This process of
opening archives to researchers and publishing archival
documents in articles, books, and important document
compilations, has accelerated over time. This primary source
material provides evidence that disproves the version of
Soviet history of the Stalin period that has been canonical
since Khrushchev’s time.

Valentin A. Sakharov’s research in the Lenin archives is a
striking example of this. His work, on which the present book
is based, confirms that since Khrushchev’s day Soviet history,
including many crucial events of the Stalin period, has been
based on lies and fabrications.
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The most immediate result of exposing the “Lenin testament”
and the anti-Stalin documents as fabrications is that it
dismantles the Trotsky cult. Trotsky’s claim to be Lenin’s
choice to succeed him as Party leader has always been based
on the anti-Stalin documents purportedly dictated by Lenin
and included in the “testament.”

Documents from former Soviet archives have already made it
possible to prove the validity of the accusations against
Trotsky leveled by the Soviet prosecution during the Moscow
Trials. These include conspiracy to assassinate Soviet
leaders, collaboration with the Nazis and the Japanese
fascists, and working with his Soviet-based followers to
sabotage the Soviet economy in collusion with Nazi agents
and Soviet fascists - to name just the most prominent of
Trotsky’s conspiracies.

Along with the fact, now established, that the “Lenin
testament” documents are also fabrications, these crimes -
for which we now have good, primary-source evidence - will
in the long run doom the Trotsky cult. We can hardly expect
that Trotsky cultists will accept the evidence and abandon
their allegiance to their perfidious guru. However, many
others will be open to an objective assessment of the
evidence and will draw the inevitable conclusion.

The canonical version of Soviet history of the Stalin period
has been exploded by the flood of primary-source evidence
from former Soviet archives. Those researchers who are
dedicated to discovering the truth about this period in all its
heroism and tragedy must patiently set about studying these
documents and rewriting that history on the basis of the
voluminous evidence now available. The present book, along
with my other works on Soviet history, represent a modest
effort toward fulfilling this essential task.
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Appendix: Ulyanova’s letter to the Joint
Plenum of the CC and the CCC, April, 1929

From Izv TsK KPSS 1, 1989, 125-6.

M. HU. Vapsanosa B nuceme Ilnenymy LK u LKK Tak
XapaKTepH30BaJsia CO3/aBIIYIOCs 06CTaHOBKY:

«He uMest BO3MOXKHOCTY NpUCYTCTBOBAThL Ha [lnenyme IIK u
HKK, BBuAy 60/1€3HU (J1eXKy B MOCTEJH YKe OKOJIO Mecs1ia),
Ipouly OrjacuTh cjiefyloliee Moe 3asABjeHHe. C TOYKHU
3peHMs JaJibHEHNIeW UCTOPUHU NMapTUM HacTosamui [lnenym
HMeeT, 10 MOeMy MHEeHHI0, OFPOMHOe 3HavyeHHe. Bornpockl o
BHYTPUNAPTUIIHOM TMOJIOXKEHUH H cocTaBe I[losuT6I0pO,
o6cyxiaeMble Ha [lieHyMe, CTOAT B NpsSAMON CBA3H C
3aBellaHueM Buiagumupa WUiabuuya. Ilepen cBoei, cMepTbio
Bnagumup MHaeud TpeBoxucA 33 CcyAbOy  Hallel
peBOJIIOLIMK U B 3aBellaHUH, JaBasd XapaKTEPUCTHKY
OTJeJIbHBIX BOXKJeH, IpeAynpexaal NapTUIo, YTO He OJHA
M3 JIMYHOCTEH, a TOJIbKO KOJUIerHajJbHasi paboTa MOMKeT
o6ecre4ynTh IPaBUJIbHOE PYKOBOJACTBO U €JUHCTBO NapTHH.

BoiBog u3 [lonuT610po Tpex KpynHeHIIMX paGOTHUKOB
napTuu — PrikoBa, byxapuHa, ToMckoro wau janpHeninas
«MpopaboTKa» U AUCKpeAUTalUs HX, KOTOpasd NpuBeJeT K
TOMy e HECKOJbKO paHbllle WU TNo034Hee, SBAAETCA
yrpo3od 3TOMY KOJIJIEKTUBHOMY PYKOBOACTBY. B MoMeHT,
Korjia Tmepes TapTHell CTOAT KpynHelulde 3ajayH,
paspelieHHe  KOTOPBIX  CONPSXKEHO € GOJBIIUMH
TPYAHOCTAMH, BBIBOJ 3TUX ToBapuiued u3 [losuT6iopo,
«[popaboTka» HX, KOTOpasd He JlaeT WM BO3MOXHOCTH
paboratb M BeJeTcd BMecTe C TeM IpPU OTCYTCTBHH
NPUHIUMHANBHBIX OIIMOOK H aHTHIIAPTHHHOHN paGoThl € UX
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CTOPOHBI, IPOTHUBOPEYUT TOMY, YTO 3aBellas HaM JIeHMH,
6yZeT 1o BpeJl NpoJieTapckoi peBoouuU. C moJo6HBIM
OTCeYeHHeM HWJH JUCKpeauTalnuelt Tpoux uieHoB [IB B
NapTUM HeU30eXHO COKpPATSTCI BO3MOMXHOCTH  JJA
NPOSIBJIEHUS KPHTHYECKOH MBIC/IH: CIMIIKOM JIETKO BCSAKas
CaMOKPHUTHKA M KPHTHMKAa HapTHHHBIX OpPraHoB U
JIOJDKHOCTHBIX JIMI] TPEBPAILAETCA B «YKJIOHbBD».

Hazo noMHuTh M 0 TOM, YyTO roBopun Baasumup Hiabuu o
BO3MOXXHOCTSX pacKoJjia CBepXy, KOrjia OH yTBepx/JaJ, 4To
CBepxXy HadaTas TpellMHa MOXeT pas3JioMaTh KJaccoBOe
OCHOBaHHE COBETCKOI'0 CTPOS U IIPUBECTH K PAacKOJly MeXIy
paboYUM KJ1aCCOM M KPeCTbIHCTBOM. Bennvaiien 3acayroi
NapTUM ABJIsieTCA TO, YTO el yJajoCb MOAHATHL GoJibHIHe
MacCChl Ha /1eJI0 IepeCTPONKH CTPaHbl Ha COLUANUCTUIeCKUH
Jaan,

Ho aToMy noagbeMy ¥ 3HTY3Ma3My pabO4HX HO CIOCOBCTBYET
oAHOGOKast HHpopMalus, KOTopasi IPOBOJUTCS B Ipecce U B
JOKJaAax. 3a nocjiefHee BpeMsi MOJIydyalTcsl Bce 6osiee
TpeBOXKHble MHCbMa, CBHUJETEJbCTBYWOIIHE O OGOJBLIUX
KojiebaHUAX B JepeBHe (B CBA3M C 4Ype3BbIYaHBIMH
MepaMM, TOJIOJOM B  MOTPeGJAAIIMX  TyOepHUSX,
HapylleHHeM PEeBOJIIIIHOHHOW 3aKOHHOCTH) W U3BECTHBIX
KosiebaHUAX B ropoge (B CBA3U C OOGOCTPAIOIIUMCH
MPOZOBOJILCTBEHHBIM NOJIOKEHHEM ).

A cuuTtarw 3acayrou T.T. PeikoBa, Tomckoro u byxapuna, 4To
OHHU CTaBAT Nepej NMapTHed 3TH OOJiblIME BOIPOCH], A He
3aMa//YUBAIOT UX. fl CUMTAlO, UTO MHAsA TOYKA 3peHUs, TOYKa
3peHus, 3aMa/lYMBaloLias WU 3aTylLIeBbIBaOILAsA
TPYAHOCTH M OMNACHOCTH, a TaKXe ypesMepHble BOCTOPru
nepej JOCTHXKEHUAMHU OyAyT NpOsiBJIEeHUEM OIPaHUYE€HHOI0
CaMOJIOBOJILCTBA H KomuBaHcTBa. IlosToMy, nportectys
IpPOTHUB CaMOil NOCTAaHOBKH BOIPOCa O BbIBOJE TPOMX
ToBapulleit u3 I[losMT6IOpO W NMPOTUB HEAONYCTHMOH H
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BpeJHOM A/ MapTHM JUCKpeAUTaLUHU UX, 1 NPOILY J0BECTH
Jio cBefieHus [lseHyMa, 4TO A TOJIOCYI0 IPOTUB BbIBOJA 3THX
TPOMX TOBApHILEH WIH KOro- JM60 U3 HUX NOPO3Hb U3
[lonuT6i0po, NPOTHUB HX OCYXKJAEHUA U JUcKpeauTanuu. C
KOM. npuBeTOM M. YabsiHoBa 22.1V-29 r.»1

Translation:

M.I. Ulyanova, in a letter to the Plenum of the Central
Committee and the Central Control Commission, described
the situation as follows:

“Not being able to attend the Plenum of the Central
Committee and the Central Control Commission, due to
illness (I have been in bed for about a month), I ask you to
read out the attached statement of mine. From the point of
view of the further history of the party, this Plenum is, in my
opinion, of great importance. Questions about the internal
party position and the composition of the Politburo,
discussed at the Plenum, have a direct connection with the
testament of Vladimir Ilyich. Before his death, Vladimir Ilyich
was worried about the fate of our revolution and in his
testament, giving a characterization of individual leaders, he
warned the party that no individual person, but only collegial
work, can ensure the correct leadership and unity of the

party.

The withdrawal from the Politburo of three important party
workers - Rykov, Bukharin, Tomsky, or their further
"working over" and discreditation, which will lead to the
same a little earlier or later, is a threat to this collective
leadership. At a time when the party is faced with major
tasks, the solution of which is fraught with great difficulties,
the withdrawal of these comrades from the Politburo, a
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"working over" of them, which does not give them the
opportunity to work and is carried out at the same time in
the absence of fundamental mistakes and anti-party work on
their part, contradicts what Lenin bequeathed to us, will
harm the proletarian revolution. With such a cutting-off or
discreditation of three PB members in the party, the
opportunities for the manifestation of critical thought will
inevitably be reduced. Any self-criticism and criticism of
party bodies and officials are turned too easily into
"deviations.”

We must also remember what Vladimir Ilyich said about the
possibility of a split from above, when he argued that a split
started from above could break the class foundation of the
Soviet system and lead to a split between the working class
and the peasantry. The greatest merit of the Party is that it
succeeded in rousing large masses to the cause of
restructuring the country on a socialist basis.

But this upsurge and enthusiasm of workers is not promoted
by the one-sided information that is carried in the press and
in reports. Recently, more and more alarming letters have
been received, testifying to large fluctuations in the
countryside (in connection with emergency measures,
famine in producing provinces, violation of revolutionary
legality) and known fluctuations in the city (in connection
with the aggravating food situation).

I consider it a merit of Comrades Rykov, Tomsky and
Bukharin, that they pose these big questions to the Party, and
do not hush them up. I believe that a different point of view, a
point of view that silences or glosses over difficulties and
dangers, as well as excessive enthusiasm for achievements,
will be somewhat of a manifestation of self-righteousness
and self-satisfaction. Therefore, protesting against the very
posing of the question of the withdrawal of three comrades
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from the Politburo and against their discreditation as
inadmissible and harmful to the party, [ ask you to inform the
Plenum that I vote against the withdrawal of these three
comrades or any of them separately from the Politburo and
against condemning and discrediting them. With com.
greetings M. Ulyanov 22.IV-29
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of the "Testament” that was created later than the date shown.

la. A full view of the handwritten version of “Letter to the / a
Congress.”

2. "Characteristics” (dictation of December 24-25, 1922.) A sheet
of the "Diary” of the secretaries on duty. The contradiction of the
dates in the records is visible. A fragment of the text dated "24 /
X11", when published in the Complete Works of V. 1. Lenin, was
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3a. A fuller view of the “Addition.”
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Rabkrin", prepared for reading by V.I. Lenin, as well as a galley
sheet, in the text of which there is no indication of any danger
posed by the General Secretary of the Central Committee of the
RCP (b).

A fragment of the text of this article, found in 1949 during analysis
of copies, on which there is a handwritten insertion indicating this
danger. The author of the insertion and the time and
circumstances of its insertion are unknown.

5. A sheet of the "Diary” of the secretaries on duty with a fragment
of the text written by M.V. Volodicheva with stenographic marks,
and the manuscript of M.V. Volodicheva with its decoding. In the
Complete Works of V.I. Lenin's the note is dated inaccurately - July
14, 1956.

6. a. The letter to Mdivani, Makharadze, et al.
b. The letter to Trotsky.
c. Two variants of the letter to Stalin.

7 Letter of J.V. Stalin to V.I. Lenin dated March 7, 1923. Envelope
of the Secretariat of the Central Committee of the RCP (b), in which
it is believed that Stalin's letter was received, and the envelope in
which it was kept in Lenin's secretariat This is the version of
Stalin’s reply to the “ultimatum letter” that is in Stalin’s even,
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7a. Another version of Stalin’s reply to “ultimatum letter”, March 7,
1923. Three pages in Volodicheva’s “scrawl.” Why are there two
versions?

8. Sheets of the “Diary” of the secretaries on duty with traces of
editing of the text.

9. The article “On Cooperation” exists in two variants of dictated
notes, the work on which was not completed.
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10. Stalin’s note to the Politburo of March 17, 1923 about Lenin’s
desire for poison, with signatures and comments from Politburo
members, in handwritten and typed copies. From Volkogonov,
Stalin, vol. 2.

https://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/stalinleninpoiso
n23.pdf

11. Genrikh Volkov, “Stenografistka Il'icha.” Soveteskaya Kul'tura,
January 21, 1989, page 3.

Note: Images below have been converted to grayscale.
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