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INTRODUCTION

" YHE aim of this book is to describe the life and
work of the two men whose personalities, in the
author’s opinion, most forcibly embody the spirit

of the present age. The ideas preached by Lenin and
Gandhi, their words and actions, will perhaps afford
future generations clearer evidence than anything else
of the motives of our time, of what spheres it accom-
plished permanent work in, and of how far it fell short of
our hopes. Later ages will measure the significance of
our egoch by the standard of the work of Lenin and
Gandhi, and the inadequacy of these two men will show
the tragic deficiencies of our age, which set itself the
task of attaining the unattainable, the concrete realiza-
tion of age-old Utopias.

Both of them, Lenin as well as Gandhi, in different
ways undertook the heroic and at the same time adven-
turous experiment of putting into practice the long
cherished dreams of humanity. They were both rooted
deeply in their own nations, and their reforms and their
methods were entirely the result of the destinies of their
countries, of the limitations of Russian and Indian
conditions, and that at a moment when both nations
had arrived at a turning point in their national develop-
ment. But the political enterprise of both the Russian
and the Hindu goes far beyond the narrow boundaries
of the national and the temporary. Russia and India
were merely to be the subjects of a great and universally
valid experiment whose success was to give an example
to the world and to spread the new doctrines of the two
reformers over the whole earth. Lenin and Gandhi
were upheld by the emotion of an ecstatic faith, the
faith that their country was called to redeem humanity.

Therefore the words of these two men have the
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viii Lenin and Gandhi

fascination, and at the same time the disturbing and
repelling arrogance, of a Gospel. Like two prophets
they stand at the opening of the twentieth century. If
we listen to them, their age will be the beginning of a
new epoch in the history of the world. They desire to
lead humanity to salvation in different ways and they
point in opposite directions, each with the same gesture
of most profound conviction. Lenin regarded the un-
limited—though only temporary—use of violence as the
means for bringing about an ideal world order, whereas
Gandhi is trying to reach the goal by an absolute
rejection of all violence. Lenin tried to free humanity
by complete mechanization, Gandhi, by repudiating
machinery in principle. The one regarded machinery
as the salvation from all evil, the other as a delusion of
the devil. :

But in spite of these apparent antagonisms, the deep
kinship and the common spiritual origin of the two may
be seen at every turn, often more clearly in the differences
between them than in the obvious resemblances in their
lives. Lenin and Gandhi both sprang from the race
of the great rebels, and what unites them in all their
resemblances as well as in all their differences is that
both were convulsed by one and the same great experi-
ence, that both belong to an age which was stirred to its
deepest foundations, in which need and misery be
to arouse not only an inactive or friendly and charitable
pity, but that genuine sympathy which leads toconscious-~
ness of personal responsibility for every evil, and, there-
fore, necessarily to rebellion against the existing political
and social order. It was their profound feeling of
responsibility for the sufferings otP all the disinherited
that lent compelling force to the words of these two
great leaders, gave weight to their actions, and was the
cause of their overwhelming influence on the masses.

Lenin associated personally with the oppressed and
shared their life, their sorrows, and their imprisonments.
He formed his doctrine on the injustice they suffered
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and drew his power from the hatred that seethed in
their souls. Lenin the dictator was the outcome of the
appeal of a dispossessed nation. From the moment he
entered the Kremlin in the name of the masses and
seized power in Russia, through him the hitherto dumb
world of the disinherited began to reign. Their indict-
ment became the new political ideal, their hunger for
power created the new brutal machinery of state, their
dumb instincts decided the ethics of the new social
order, the continued existence of ‘which seems very
problematical.

The same historical phenomenon also occurred in
India, with the difference natural to another cultural
zone and another national character. Gandhi also
shared the life of the oppressed, their humiliations and
imprisonments. With every success of Gandhi, the
countless millions of oppressed Indians also gained a
victory, and in his rise they too rose to power. When
the pecc?)le of India appointed Gandhi dictator, the
enslaved Hindu appeareé) as the accuser of the forei
authorities and the despised pariah as the accuser of the

roud Brahman. The cry and accusation of the humble
in Russia and India assumed for the first time a concrete
and personified power, which confronted the still exist-
ing old order on equal terms. In the faces of Lenin and
Gandbhi, the physiognomy of the impersonal millionfold
mass, which no one had ever looked at before, took on
the form and austere features of two great personalities,
features which will be stamped on history for all time.

‘The Russian and the Indian gospels, in spite of their
differences, are both animated by the same spirit of
indictment of European culture. This indictment is
brought by two men, to whom the moral right and,
therefore, the sincerity, behind their harshness cannot
be denied. We cannot disregard their words.

Europe cannot, however, accept the accusations of
Lenin and Gandhi as both a judgment and an indictment,
for like all accusations, these too show only a part of the
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truth. Asia, whose spirit rises against Europe in the
words of the Hindu, and also in those of the Russian,
may be superior to us in many respects, but only Europe
has been able to struggle to the recognition of one truth,
the truth that the accuser may never be at the same time
the judge.

Thus Europe will listen to both accusers, but will
be able consciously to oppose to this damning verdict
the defence of a rich and manifold culture based on the
moral freedom of personality. For the West has -
hitherto known how to transform all great ideas coming
from the East into a new and organic enrichment of its
own nature.

In his attempt to present a reliable, objective, and
true picture of Lenin’s character and career, the author
found a most inadequate literature at his disposal.
For most of the books on Lenin misrepresent the figure
of the Russian dictator either from uncritical admiration
or party hate. The author was, however, able to
supplement the sources quoted at the end of the book
mainly by impressions and experiences gathered in
Soviet Russia, by documents and conversations with
people who had been connected with Lenin from his
earliest youth, followed his career as fellow workers, or
been his opponents in political warfare.

In painting the picture of Gandhi, the author chiefly
used the Indian editions of the writings, speeches, and
letters of Gandhi, the files of Young India and Current
Thought, and the writings and pamphlets of Gandhi’s
Indian opponents. Moreover the careful German
selection of Gandhi’s works by Emil Roniger, a model
of editing, supplied many valuable hints.

It is unnecessary to say that the well-known mono-
graph by Romain Rolland was also consuited, and also
the other works on Gandhi, especially Hans Prager’s
profound study of the Indian apostolate. In investi-
%ati.ng the connections between Gandhi’s teaching and

uddhism, the abridged and longer collections of
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Buddha’s speeches in the classical translation of Karl
Eugen Neumann was used.

err Percy Eckstein also gave the author valuable
assistance with his book, for which he is especially
thanked here. Mention must also be made of the kind-
ness of Messrs. Romain Rolland, Bernard Shaw, Upton
Sinclair, Dilip Kumar Roy, Professor C. F. Andrews,
Sir N. Chandavarkar, and Professor T. L. Vaswani, who
gave the author their views on non-violence by letter.

RENE FULOP-MILLER.
VIENNA, March 1927,



LENIN

Lenin to Gor’kis :

I know nothing more beautiful than the ¢ Appas-
sionata,” I could hear it every day. It is marvellous,
unearthly music. Every time I hear these notes, I
think with pride and perhaps childlike naiveté, that
it is wonderful what man can accomplish. But I
cannot listen to music often, it affects my nerves. I
want to say amiable stupidities and stroke the heads
of the people who can create such beauty in a filthy
hell. But to-day is not the time to stroke people’s
heads; to-day hands descend to split skulls open,
split them open ruthlessly, although opposition to all
violence is our ultimate ideal—it is a hellishly hard
task....”
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Committee for the Relief of Famine in Samara a
oung student who had been * sent down.” In the
midst of an anxious and zealous discussion by the mem-
bers of the committee of the measures to be taken to
fight the catastrophe, which was assuming more and
more alarming proportions, the unknown student rose
and declared, to the general consternation, that it would
be a crime to try to help the starving population, for all
measures of relief WouFd mean support for the Tsarist
dominion. Any increase in the famine should, on the
other hand, be welcomed, for it caused difficulties for
the authorities and contributed to the overthrow of the
existing regime. ‘That was the real evil and only its
destruction could once and for all put an end to future
famines. _ '

This utterance of the nineteen-year-old Lenin, which
sounded so extraordinary to those who heard it, already
contains all that is most characteristic in his later
doctrine: in the next three decades, with the same
disregard of the effect of his opinions, obsessed by this
one idea, he applied all his mental and physical energies
todbringing about the overthrow of the existing world
order. :

As one of the countless political conspirators of that
period, in Petersburg as well as in exile in Siberia, shut
up .in his poor little attic room in Germany, France,
Italy, or Switzerland, in libraries, and in little smoky
-coffee houses, he worked unremittingly on his great
campaign for the overthrow of the mighty Russian

, , B

IN the year 1889 there appeared at a meeting of the
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Empire. Years and decades were spent in nightlong
debates on quite trifling details of the party programme
and on the revolutionary tactics to be adopted at the
moment. In these thirty years, he alienated his former
partisans increasingly, and cast them off one after the
.other, until in the end only three or four remained with
him.

From the complete isolation of the life of an uprooted
emigrant, he was suddenly, as it were overnight, in an
apparently mysterious manner, called to be the all-
powerful ruler of a hundred and fifty million men. In
the struggle with Imperialist war aims, he had evolved
quite a new social idea, and now threatened Europe with
a titanic upheaval, negotiated on equal terms with the
most powerful statesmen of his time, and succeeded in
forcing them to recognize the new political organization
which he had createg.

This “ little theorist of revolution,” whom even many
of his partisans made fun of, who had spent the last
few decades in apparently fruitless discussions in the
coffee houses of Geneva, Paris, and Loondon, all at once
took his place before the world as a truly great states-
man, who gradually compelled the political and personal
recognition even of his enemies. Bertrand Russell, one
of the most distinguished and profound thinkers of our
age, and a man who can certainly not be suspected of a
bias in Lenin’s favour, saw the dictator Lenin at work
and wrote of him that one day our century would be -
described as the century of Lenin. A mighty historical
process did, it is true, precede the Bolshevik upheaval,
and yet, between that which, before the coming of Lenin,
had been fermenting in the masses so powerfully that it
needed only translation into word and deed to become a
living reality, and that which then took shape through
the word and deed of Lenin, lies an ever-mysterious
something, the marvel of the individual word and the
individual deed, the secret of the great personality.

No other historical example, perhaps, so strikingly
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confirms the indispensability and wonderful uniqueness
of personal greatness as the mighty historical achieve-
ment of Lenin, the man who created the empire of the
impersonal mass. For never was there such inseparable
connection between the word and him who spoke it,
the doctrine and its teacher, the deed and the man, and
the movement of the mass and the example of its leader.
Nothing can be detached from this personality, every-
thing abides sure and certain in it as in a mighty cosmos.

Bolshevism is entirely the achievement of Lenin,
understandable only through him and possible only
through him. In the comparison which Trotskii drew
between Marx and Lenin this remark is especially
significant : * The whole of Marx is in the Communist

anifesto, in the preface to his critique in Kapital,”
says Trotskii. ‘‘ Even if he had never been destined to
become the founder of the First International, he would
remain for all time as he stands before us to-day. But
Lenin, on the other hand, is wholly expressed in revo-
lutionary action. His theoretical work is merely a

reparation for action. Had he not published a single
Eook he would still live in history, as he has already
entered it, as the leader of the proletarian Revolution,
and the creator of the Third International.”

This inseparable union between the work and its
master can be seen unmistakably, not only in every one
of Lenin’s utterances and actions, but also in ;ﬁ the
events of Bolshevism.

When Lenin spoke, the audience heard words which
had often been uttered before, or at least thought of,
turns of speech which were sometimes entirely un-
original and well worn, and which would gerhaﬁs have
been utterly commonplace if it had not been he who
used them; but they all received significance from his
enigmatic personality; each of his simple words had
an invisible power, each of his gestures was fashioned
to a great historical event, whose image was to be
impressed on the hearer for ever.
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This magic is even felt in Lenin’s writings. If we
read them without thinking of the personality of the
author, we must describe them for the most part as
written in a mediocre and not particularly logical way,
and sometimes even as one-sided and flat. But the
figure of the writer, which is felt behind the written
word, holds the reader in thrall, compels him to let
sober judgment go, and demands attention, for what is
said has beyond all doubt the authority of a great per-
sonality. The fact that sentences which in themselves
express no particularly profound thought exercise so
strong and impressive an effect, speaks more convinc-
ingly than anything else for that mysterious power which
dwells in personality alone.

One of Lenin’s bitterest enemies, the Russian Socialist
M. A. Landau-Aldanov, tells how the dictator once, in
the midst of the most important State business, received
an unknown workman who came to bring him some
rather trifling message. ‘‘ I saw,” writes Aldanov, * this
workman at the moment when he returned from his
audience with Lenin. He was powerfully moved, not
the same man. Usually a quiet and reasonable being,
he spoke all at once like a man in ecstasy. ‘ That is a
man,” he repeated over and over, ‘ that is a man for
whom I would give my life! . . . With him a new life
begins forme! ... Abh, if we had had a Tsar like him!’
¢ But what did he say to you then?’ I asked when he
was a little quieter. I received only a vague reply.
¢ Everything belongs to you,” Lenin had said, ‘ every-
thing. Take everything. The world belongs to the
proletariat. But believe no one but us. The workers
have no other friends. We alone are the friends of the
workers.” The workman had already heard a hundred
times these absurd demagogical sentences, this promise
of an earthly paradise instead of a long life of want.
Was it the infgction of deep faith that had so excited
him? Was it the magnetic influence of an outstanding
personality?
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Countless numbers hated Lenin and regarded him as
Antichrist. Countless others worshipped him as the
liberator of Russia. But they all, disciples as well as
enemies, felt him in the same way, as a great elemental
phenomenon such as occurs only once in centuries.
In the love and hatred of the Russian peasants his figure
immediately rose to a mystical greatness; the Russian

oetess, Seifulina, tells how, even in Lenin’s lifetime,
egends had formed about him in the stuffy peasants’
cabins of the farthest parts of Russia, as about a being
from a higher, superhuman world.- In these descriptions
of Seifulina’s, that fascination which the figure of Lenin
exercised over the Russian peasants appears with a lively
power: ‘1T used to hear Old Believers and sectarians
shrieking by heart, in furious devotion, a sort of ecstasy,
whole pages of the Bible; they attributed to II’ich Lenin
the number of the beast, the number of Antichrist. . . .
But another of the sectarians, a saddler by trade, spoke
in the country town in support of Lenin, with great
gestures, also quoting Holy Scripture. Lenin, in his
view, acted according to the Bible when he took from
the wealthy their rich acres. ‘ Woe unto them who add
house to house, field to field, so that no place remains
for the rest, as though they were alone on this earth.’
For this particular sectarian, Lenin was the bearer of
the righteous wrath of God, who was to fulfil the
prophecies of Isaiah. In a settlement of Orthodox
lievers there was a thin, red-headed man who fanatic-
ally and, in his own words, scripturally, professed his
faith in Lenin. He joined the party, slung on a rifle,
brandished it threateningly at every meeting, and
bellowed out scriptural texts to prove the justice of
Lenin’s political acts. . . . The stories which were
current about Il'ich Lenin testified alike to admiration,
and hate, and repugnance; but all were equally passion-
ate, none was indii%:rent: land-hungry settlers, labour-
ers, all this poor population wove a garland of legends
about the figure o? Lenin.”
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The whole success of Lenin, the explanation of how
it was possible for him, with a few hundred thousand
adherents, to assume dominion over a hundred and fifty
‘millions, is plainly due entirely to the influence of his

nality, which communicated itself to all who came
into touch with him, and then penetrated into the cabins
of the peasants in the remotest villages. It is true that
the Bolshevist system of dominion is maintained by
armed power, by the terror inspired by the secret police,
by espionage, and persecution; but what keeps this
whole apparatus of power in motion is nothing but the
force that proceeds from the great name of Lenin, the
spell of his authority.

Never yet, therefore, has the name of its originator
been given to a creation with such complete justification
as in this case. The word * Leninism *’ often signifies
Bolshevism in Russia to-day, and in this, the name of
the leader given to the whole movement, the true
essence of the whole system is completely expressed.
For Bolshevism is, in content and doctrine, the achieve-
ment of Lenin, and it was the mysteriously strong per-
sonal influence that he exercised that afterwards grew
and waxed to an historic influence, to the mighty
upheaval, which is Bolshevism.

After Lenin himself had denied the existence and
value of personality, his stalwarts felt obliged to explain
the uniqueness of Lenin as a mere product of historical
and economic development, and they tried hard,
especially the Soviet professor of history, M. Pokrovskil,
to explain Lenin as a “ special appliance,” or, like a
Bolshevist poet, attempted to describe him as a *“ greater
screw ” within the collective machine. However, they
were not able to argue away the unique element in the
existence and appearance of Lenin. ' When Zinov’ev set
himself to relate the history of the Communist Party,
even he had to recognize the magnificent personal
achievement of the leader. Speaking of the October
Revolution and.the part played by the Party in these
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events, Zinov’ev says that ‘ nine-tenths of it was the
work of Lenin, if in revolutionary times one may speak
of a single personality at all. But if any man was able
- to convince the doubters, to compel the waverers to a

decision, and to precipitate the fight, that man was
Lenin.”

And immediately after Dora Kaflan’s attempt on the
life of Lenin, Trotskif declared: ‘ When W:Kﬁ.nk that
Lenin may die, our whole life seems useless and we
,cease to want to live.”” A greater and more unqualified
recognition of Ipersonality, a deeper homage to its unique
nature, has seldom been paid. For do not these words
imply an avowal that the famous, historically con-
ditioned evolution to which Bolshevist theory ascribes
the “ revolutionary achievement,” was in reality nine-
tenths the work of a single great individuality? And for
Trotskil simply to obliterate everythiu%lelse, the whole
of the rest of the world, in order to fill himself com-
pletely with the image of the %;eat leader, does that not
signify that the impression of his personality was of the
most profoundly overwhelming character?

However one-sidedly Soviet historians may urge their

~claim to Lenin as a proof of their materialist dogma, they
can by no means explain how his personality differed
from all others, what made it *“ special ’ and “ greater ”’
than that of the other twohundred thousand communists,
greater even than that of his whole generation. But the
strength of the impression which the personal greatness
of Lenin really made, even on those Bolshevists who
were determined to see in him an “ appliance ” or a
“ screw,” is shown by the fanatical cult of Lenin which
followed his death. In Bolshevist Russia, in the empire
of the impersonal mass man, the man who created the
doctrine of the unimportance of the individual, has been
glorified as scarcely any ruler before him. The funeral
procession of the *“ appliance, Lenin ” was a ceremony
such as Russia had never before seen: from the farthest
districts of the realm came hosts of peasants merely to
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file once past the bier of the great dead, and to be able"
to gaze for a few moments on the face of Lenin. Very
soon after his death, the mausoleum on the “ Red

uare ” before the Kremlin, the last resting-place of
his embalmed body, venerated like the relics of a saint,
became a place of pilgrimage. Hosts of men streamed
unceasingly past the glass catafalque in which the dead
man lay on his bier, clad in his military coat, the *“ Order
of the Red Flag ” on his breast and his right fist clenched.

And just as in former times the hearts of the saints
were enclosed in golden caskets and preserved as wonder-
working relics, the most valuable part of Lenin, his
brain, was also enclosed in a casket and preserved as a
sacred relic.

But does not all this imply an avowal that no idea
and no movement can be effective of itself without the
strong driving force of a great personality? Even the
Bolshevik Revolution, through which the coming
world of the impersonal mass > was to arise, needed to
an overwhelming degree the achievement of the great
man, needed for its system the name of an individual,
just as it had need of sacred relics and a legend for the
establishment of the communist world-church. But it
actually seemed as if Bolshevism more than any other
idea required a personality, Lenin, for it could not be
separated from him; it was nothing but the powerful
historical effect of a mighty individuality which was
used to thinking into and dealing with the brains of the
mass.

II

Of course, in Lenin we are dealing with an entirely
new type of historical greatness, and to understand his
historical importance we must make a fundamental
change in all our former views about truly eminent men.
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For, just as the Bolshevik world created by him is
without precedent, just as everyone who wants to under-
stand it ' must get rd of all his ordinary conceptions, so
any understanding of the significance of Lenin also
demands a complete revision of all current notions about
historical greatness.

Even in the external image of this modern hero, in
Lenin’s whole figure and attitude, the conventional
gesture of the great man is lacking. His exterior was
completely that of any everyday man of the mass, and
clashed with all the pictures of a hero which the imagina-
tion is used to make. On the thousands of Soviet flags,
propaganda pictures, emblems and badges, Lenin is now
portrayed as an orator, standing on the globe, or set
amid the rays of the rising sun; but the man himself,
beneath whose feet the terrestrial sphere rests as a foot-
stool, whose face emerges from the brightness of the
sunlight, is in no way distinguished from thousands and
tens of thousands of his fellow citizens. He stands
before us, his head covered with an ordinary cloth cap,
his right hand in his trousers pocket, and we search his
countenance in vain for any trace which might betray
the important man. Lenin had the face of an average
Russian, and all his friends and disciples who had
opportunity to observe him at close quarters, and all the
painters and sculptors who fixed his features, are
unanimous in stating that his face was entirely lacking
in anything remarkable; only the little black eyes made
a certain impression. The things that might strike a
stranger as characteristic, the high, somewhat conical
shape of the skull, the Asiatic cheekbones, and the
Mongolian eyebrows, are all quite ordinary in Russia;
Lenin’s physiognomy has the features which one may
meet at every turn in Moscow among the many Russians
from the Eastern provinces. Lunacharskii, Lenin’s
friend, disciple, and biographer, himself confesses that
the dictator had the commonplace face of a merchant of
peasant stock from, say, Iaroslav.
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But not only was there nothing remarkable in Lenin’s
appearance, even the first impression made by his whole
manner was in no way remarkable. And yet he was a
popular orator, who carried his audiences on to the most
violent upheaval in history, although his speech was
entirely lacking in the fiery impulse which is, as a rule,
absolutely neces to capture the masses and bend
them to your will. His voice was almost always dimmed
with huskiness, it generally sounded flat and colourless,
and his turns of speech lacked all appeal, all oratorical
adornment. The style of this man, whose words put
a whole continent out of joint, both in writing and
speech, was entirely insignificant. Trotskii, the second
great leader of Russia, was master of the practice of the
persuasive orator; his speech had rhythm, dramatic
power, and artistic structure; Lenin’s oratory had none
of these talents at its command.

When Trotskii compared Lenin to Marx, he had to
mention this deficiency in the speeches of his leader:
‘“ The style of Marx is rich and splendid,” he writes,
‘ a skilful blend of strength and suppleness, wrath and
irony, harshness and elegance. Marx united in his
style the literary and aesthetic achievements of all pre-
ceding political literature; Lenin’s literary and oratorical
style, on the other hand, is simple, ut:'?;tarian, almost
ascetic.” Another interesting analysis of Lenin’s peculi-
arly jejune style is found in the Left periodical Lev;
it is an investigation of that mode of speech which, in
spite of its insignificance, resulted in one of the most
important upheavals in the history of mankind. It is
there pointed out that Lenin’s style consisted exactly
in that avoidance of the revolutionary phrase, in the
substitution of simple expressions from daily life for the
traditional grandiose language.

“ The word was not to him a profession or a career,
but the right act; agitation itself is the subject of the
majority of his articles and speeches. He had always
on the one side opponents or enemies, and on the
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other the mass who had to be influenced and con-
vinced.” .

While Lenin himself set not the slightest value on
style, he nevertheless reacted very decidedly to the
language and stylistic peculiarities of others. The
parties were to him not only symbols of a definite
philosophy of life, but also characteristic systems of
oratorical expression. He passionately condemned all
“ fine rhetoric,” and regarded it as a sign of intellectual
weakness and moral emptiness. The fight against the
revolutionary phrase runs through all his works and
appeals; he rejected everything which smacked of
meaningless rhetoric and literature. Any high-flown
sentences in his comrades called forth his angry rejection,
a “ grand gesture ” roused the sharpest criticism and
biting scorn; anything * poetic ”’ or ‘ sublime ” incited
him to furious outbursts of contempt.

Only language taken from simple talk had value for
him, and he himself used to introduce into his style
popular, easily understood words and phrases which
often had even a touch of the coarseness of the speech
of the people. But he also loved Latin proverbs, of
which he appreciated the force, terseness, and con-
centratiopn. Apart from these excursions into the manner
of speech of the educated world, however, he spoke as
simply as possible, and endeavoured as far as possible
to maintain the modulation of easy conversation.

The instructions which he gave in a letter to the
~ management of a communist paper on the proper
journalist style are characteristic of Lenin’s views on this
subject: ‘“ Why do you not write ten or twenty lines
instead of your two or four hundred—and these as
simple, easily understandable, and clear as possible—on
events whicl?: have penetrated into the flesh and blood
of the masses.” Lenin was also always endeavouring
to give fresh content to expression, and to free threadbare
turns of speech and designations from the commonplace
and stereotyped, often merely by giving special import-
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ance to conjunctions and adverbs. He was the enemy
> of all introductory flourishes, and nearly always plunged
into the middle of his subject.

In his polemics, as Ler maintains, he relied chiefly on
emphasis, and when he attacked his enemies, he built
u% a whole system of angrily ironic interjections by
which he exposed his foe to general scorn and turned
the whole dispute into a kind of satiric dialogue.

In Lenin’s written style, the inverted commas with
which his articles swarm are highly characteristic. He
loved to use his opponent’s words, set them in a con-
temptible light, rob them of their force, as it were, stri
off their shell. By preference he made an increasinglp
reiterated use of one and the same formula, WhiCK
seemed suited to direct the attention of the public to
an important point. He never appealed to emotion
and imagination, but always to will and resolution;
his sentences struggled with the hearer, forced him to a
decision, left him no choice.

His images and comparisons were always entirely
sober and simple; on the whole, he used them only to
make the concrete and visible even clearer ; he liked to use
proverbsand easy images, especially from the Gospelsand
Krylov’s fables ; but he never quoted present-day writers.

Not only was Lenin’s terse and homely language
entirely lacking in all pathos, and his writings free from
captivating phrases; even the content of his utterances
was always directed entirely to the practical and neces-
sary. He, who had prophesied the victory of Bolshevism
twenty years before, never made great promises. His
friends can point out now how, even in his book on the
future state of society free from class distinctions, no
trace of ‘‘ exuberance ”’ is to be found, although the
theme demanded and would have excused a certain
passionate exaltation. In all Lenin’s utterances, sober
and clearly-felt practical considerations alone prevail;
all his writings are dry discussions of practical politics
or utilitarian instructions. :
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The result was that with Lenin, who had striven for
the Utopian kingdom of the future, Utopia was always
adjusted exclusively to the nearest momentary interests
of the masses; although he had evolved the most
violent programme for the overthrow of the whole
world and all its century-old conditions, yet in practice
he concerned himself only with the next steps which
seemed to him necessary to attain his end.

In Lenin’s mind every doctrine or theory, even if it
were an idea which embraced the whole of humanity,
always assumed the form of a directly necessary, prac-
tical demand. Therefore, even in his oratory as an
agitator and his propagandist writings, he always dealt
only with the tas‘l)cs which must be immediately carried
out.

“ Lenin,” wrote Trotskii on one occasion, “ always
sings the same tune, the necessity for fundamentally
altering the social differences between men, and above
all the best means of attaining this end.” The Bolshevist
critic, Voronskii, also is of opinion that Lenin always
spoke only on one and the same theme: ‘ He deals
with the same statement from the most varied and least
expected angles, often ten times over. He speaks like
a man who has always the same idea, the idea of ideas,
about which the splinters of all other thoughts revolve,
like the planets round the sun. The innermost core is
never lost, never gives place to another thought. To
live thus must in the end be very burdensome.”

Thus Lenin’s whole purpose was as far as possible to
express the scientific content of his theory in such a way
that it would be comprehensible even to the Russian
peasants, uneducated and unused to political speculation,
and rouse them to action. Every one of his words was
always aimed at its object and at direct action, and for
this reason was so loaded with will-power that it was
immediately of its own force translated into action.
Gor’kii remarks that Lenin’s logic was as sharp as an
axe. His words were not only a call to battle,xgut also
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at the same time practical instructions for the conduct of
the fight. His motto was: Revolutions must not remain
on paper; they must be carried out in action. He often
declared that the proper execution of even the most
unimportant measure was more important for the
existence of Soviet Russia than all theory, more im-
portant than ten Soviet resolutions.

III

The unvarnished simplicity, this peasant rationalism,
directed always towards the practical, which was manifest
in Lenin’s political activity, was deeply rooted in his
whole nature; Lenin, the man, was as simple in his
personal life as Lenin, the politician, and strove in the
same way for practical ends. In his private life, too,
his actions and behaviour were in no way prominent;
simple, without flourish, free from all superfluity, his
whole mode of life was unpretentious, even ascetic.

But this asceticism, which has brought him so much
posthumous fame, had no affectation about it, it was not
the result of a moral principle, but rather the expression
of a nature whose needs were few, the expression of a
simple and resolute man, whose whole mind and will were
bent on the practical and the carrying-out of principles
once and for all recognized as right. Everything else
not directly connected with his aims had no interest
whatever for him. ‘ It is difficult to draw his portrait,”
Gor’kii says about Lenin; ““he was forthright and
simple like all he said. His heroism lacked almost all
external glitter. It was the modest ascetic zeal, not
seldom seen in Russia, of a revolutionary who believed
in the possibility of justice on earth, the heroism of a
man who, for the sake of his heavy task, renounced all
worldly joys.”



Lenin I5

Since he was a fanatical believer in the rightness of
his ideas, he was troubled by no doubts, no attacks of
despondency, or spiritual conflicts; he was exclusively
occupied with realizing his projects at any cost. There-
fore, even the superhuman labour, the enormous task,
which he performed in order to work out and prepare
his ideas and translate them into reality, was not an
overstrain which could be said to have in any way
twisted and distorted his compact nature, but rather the
natural expansion of the immense powers possessed by
this inimitable and unique being.

Lenin’s whole activity had the charm of harmonious
freshness and ease. Lunacharskii states that Lenin was
by .no means a friend of toil, and was but rarely seen
with a book, or at a desk. He wrote infinitely fast in
large writing and threw his articles on to paper without
the least exertion, at any odd time, whenever oppor-
tunity offered. He read ini in a piecemeal fashion, and
never kept long to one book, but he had a sure eye for
the significant, and especially for passages which he

‘could use in fighting speeches. It was not so much
ideas akin to his own as ideas opposed to his that set
him on fire, for the fighter was always alive in him, and
his mind was mainly kindled in criticism. Not enly
did Lenin write occasional pamphlets with this calmness,

, and objectivity, but also all those decrees which
plunged half a continent into uiheaval ; for his measures
as dictator were to him nothing but the natural expression
of what he had recognized to be right, and, for this
reason, had resolved to realize. Nomne of the violent
and terrible conflicts in which Lienin was involved in his
lifetime could disturb his calm or upset even for a
moment his inner equilibrium.

His friends tell us that he knew, to a degree found in

erhaps few other men, the secret of complete relaxation,
of the * breathing space,’” and could procure for himself
hours of absolute peace and dga.iety, even in the midst
of the most stirring events and the most strenuous work.
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This may explain his playing for hours with children
and kittens after a tiring day’s work.

From the unanimous descriptions of all his friends
we see that Lenin was anything but a gloomy, reserve
man. Na;y, we are always hearing of his childish gaiety,
his care-free, jolly laugh, which seems to have been
particularly characteristic. ‘‘ Leninis gepuine right
through, filled up to the brim with the sap of li.f%,”
Voronskii wrote of him. * He tries in vain to control his
laughter, which, when he puts his hand over his mouth,
bursts out at the side.” .

Lunacharskii also testifies to Lenin’s cheerfulness in
private life: * In the unhappiest moments of his exist-
ence, he was serene and always prone to gay layghter;
even his anger, terrible though it could be in its e%fects,
had something extraordinarily lovable, almost jovial,
about it.”

This even temperament made it possible for Lenin to

“preserve his calm and his prudent glance even in the
most difficult and catastrophic moments of the political
struggle. He was never nervous, impatient, or excited,
but always uniformly attentive, interested, and objective.
He was always ready to listen attentively to the most
trifling communications of the soldiers, workers, or
peasants who came from the most remote villages to lay
their grievances before him. He was entirely merged in
the mass of his partisans, Klara Zetkin reports; he
became homogeneous with them, and never by gesture
or attitude tried to obtrude his personality. Klara
Zetkin also speaks of his comradeg' way with young
people, and of the fatherly note he knew how to strike
in his intercourse with the younger Party members.
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IV

s. There is no doubt that a large part of his success with
the Russian masses may be traced to the unpretentious-
ness of his character; he laid all who came to him under
a spell, and he was obeyed as one obeys a trusted and
experienced adviser, who is distinguished from those
about him merely by greater shrewdness. Even the
poorest peasant faced Lenin with a feeling that he was
meeting a friend on an equal footing.

Lenin had much of the peasant in him; his simple,
reliable character, his prudent eye for practicaladvantage,
are all characteristic features of the Russian peasant.
‘ This’ undoubtedly great proletarian leader,” wrote
Trotskii once, ““not only has the appearance of a
peasant, but his rugged bearing as well. When he
shuts his left eye in deciphering a radio-telegram or an
important document, he is the very image of a shrewd
gfasant who is not to be got round by empty words.

is shrewdness is exactly a peasant’s shrewdness, but
raised tothe highest power and equipped with the keenest
scientific methods of thought.”

Lenin had in common with the peasants not only their
shrewdness, but also their tendency to violence; he was
intimately one with all the primitive forces of the people,
and it was through this that he was able to bring about
such a colossal upheaval. This basic trait of his per-
sonality explains his political success also, for he saw
in politics exactly the field of activity in which his nature
could best prove itself. '

All his acts, speeches, and writings always breathed
this simple feeling for the practical, and also that in-
flexible energy which was so pre-eminently character-
istic of him.

“ If we take the little slips of paper,” says Voronskii,
“ which Lenin sends out all over the place, we find in
them simple instructions on, say, what attitude should

Cc
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be taken to England, or what advice must be given to
the German workers, cheek by jowl with a request that
some peasant woman or other should be allowed to take
four poods of corn from one station to another, because
she has three children to keep.”

But it was just in such ﬁ)ittle everyday things, in
practical activity like this, that Lenin’s real strength lay.
When he died, and his disciples, as is customary after
the death of all important men, were collecting proofs
‘of the greatness of their master and seeking for * un-
forgettable words,” it was found that Lenin’s utter-
ances were mere dry orders, brief instructions, or official
arrangements. :

One of these notes, which is regarded by Leninists as
“ immortal,” is an order which he issued in the year
1921, in the most critical period of *“ militant commun-
ism.” The district immediately round Moscow was
then threatened by the enemy, and it was generally
believed that the days of Soviet dominion were num-
bered. In this most perilous of all moments, Lenin
thought the introduction of electric light into the villages
was an all important task and issued an ordinance:
“ The peasants in the localities of Gor’kii and Ziianova
are immediately to be supplied with electric light! ”’

. Another instruction of that period deals with the
improvement of the radio-telephone, and the rest of the
utterances of the great revolutionary have a similar
ring: “ Investigate immediately why the Collegium of
the Central Naphtha Syndicate has assigned to the
workers ten and not thirty arshin per head.” ‘ Thor-
ough study of the scientific organization of labour
necessary.”. ‘ Care must be taken to make the com-
position of the bills laid before the Ministerial Council
clearer and plainer.” “ Investigate how wind-motors
could be utilized for lighting thevillages with electricity.”
This is how Lenin’s great utterances look; in these
sentences lies the secret of the mysterious way in which
Utopias can be created by means of purely practical
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transactions. A special commission was recently set up
at the Lenin Institute in Moscow to investigate how
changes of world-wide importance have in the course of
time resulted from Lenin’s individual and practical
measures.

All the descriptions of his friends and fellow workers
discover for us again and again the man whose whole
attention was always given to the meticulous carrying
out of everyday tasks. Even the legend which is now
beginning to form around the figure of Lenin in Russia
celebrates the “ prudent hero of Utilitarianism ”; it
paints the mighty ruler of Russia who, in the midst of
the most diﬂ%cult affairs of world politics, bothered
himself about whether the women workers in some
factory or other had actually received the new aprons
assigned to them. The legend extols Lenin as the ruler
of an immense empire, who, after sending a letter to some
office under his authority, telephoned immediately
himself to ask whether the document had arrived.

It was this capacity for being able to think of every-
thing at once, never to let any course of action, once
begun, out of his sight again, to put the world out of
joint and at the same time worry over the most trifling
needs of workwomen, it was this capacity that gained
Lenin so many adherents. It is on account of this that,
after his death, all his apparently uninteresting practical
instructions were treateg by the Bolsheviks as sacred
words, as unforgettable utterances. Thus Lenin’s note
about the electrification of the villages by means of
wind-motors is quoted in Russia like a text from the
Gospels. It is remembered at great festivals, and from
it strength is drawn for fresh struggles.

Finally, Lenin’s influence on the multitude is also to
be explained by the fact that he succeeded Kerenskil, a
professed rhetorician, who loved a well-sounding phrase
above all else. He appeared exactly at the moment
when Russia was tired of high-flown words and longed
for terse dryness, for action and deeds. The Russian
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mind was at that moment involved in one of its most
serious crises, and Lenin was then the right man, who
proclaimed deeds and practical action as the one
salvation, and himself set the example. Had Lenin
appeared in a Western European State, his practical
principles and c1vihzin§ schemes would perhaps have
roused little attention; but in Russia, utterly behind the
times in modern civilization, this gospel of utilitarianism
must have seemed in truth a new religion.

A

Lenin subjected the whole domain of intellectual and
spiritual life to this utilitarian method of treatment,
philosophy, literature, art, and even morality. His
judgment of philosophy, in particular, is permeated by
utilitarian and party political notions.

Like the princes of the Church in old days, Lenin is
one of those thinkers who rightly recognize the important
political background of philosophy. In his view,
adherence to one philosophy or another was far more
than the mere private business of a limited number of
philosophically trained men; he saw the different
philosophies rather as ‘ ideological weapons” in the
class war, idealistic philosophical tendencies represent-
ing a class remote from the direct process of production,
materialistic views, on the other hand, representing the

“working class, the producer of goods.

Therefore, in the interest of the Communist State, the
most ruthless warfare had to be waged against idealist
philosophy, a warfare which should crown the victory
Bolshevism had already won in the politicaland economic
fields.. If the epoch of ‘ militant communism,” the
terrorizing and persecution of all political opponents,
signified the external fortification of Soviet rule, and the
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subsequent “ new economic policy” an economic
consolidation and a new organization of production, the
“ ideological front” now formed against idealistic
il;ilgsophy corresponded to the third and final phase of
nin’s struggle for dominion in Russia.

It is not necessary to emphasize here that Lenin
always dealt with all forms of religiousness in the most
drastic fashion; he regarded the piety of the people as
the worst obstacle in the way of the carrying out of his
new ideas. Again and again in his writing and in his
speeches he pointed out that the Communist proletariat
and its leaders must work with might and main to over-
throw God, * the arch-enemy of the Communist social
order.” '

For this purpose, he organized a regular atheistic
ﬁropaganda. ‘ It would be the worst possible mistake,”

e wrote on one occasion, ‘‘ for Marxists to imagine
that the great millions of the people can be liberated
from their intellectual darkness and ignorance merely by
the direct road of Marxist enlightenment. They must
rather supply the masses with the most varied atheistical
¥ropagan a, ﬁresent them with scientifically proved

acts, approach them now in one way, now in another,
awaken their interest and try to arouse them by every
possible means from every possible angle.

“ The journalism of the atheists of the eighteenth
century, which openly attacked parsondom in a ready,
lively, clever, ané) witty fashion, was a thousand times
more fitted to rouse men from their religious slumber
than the boring, dry, and clumsy popular expositions
of Marxism such as predominate in our literature and
often even distort Marxism. The chief thing is and
will continue to be, to awaken the interest of the wholly
undeveloped masses to a conscious criticism of religion.”

This fight against idealism seemed necessary to him
mainly because this philosophy was based on the idea
of a teleological uniz, in accordance with which, both
in nature and in human life, everything advances
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towards ends infinitely distant in a process of continual
perfectibility.

In such a theory of design, Lenin saw a ‘‘ concealed
religiousness,” for the concept of the end, in his view,
presupposes the concept of a supreme being who has
determined an end. Lenin rejected with the greatest
rigour this *“ immanent teleology,” which speaks of a
striving towards an end, indwelling in nature and society,
and gradually revealed, and, therefore, shifts the end,
the design, to the process of evolution. Lenin believed
that he recognized a ‘‘ disguised God-concept ” in this
theory, even though it was ‘‘ washed with all the waters
of thought.”

In a manuscript fragment found among Lenin’s
papers after his death and edited by Deborin, he states:

‘ Philosophic idealism is not quite an absolute lie,
for it springs from the same soil as materialism. None
the less, philosophic idealism becomes a lie, a barren
bloom, if it turns to clericalism, for it makes of one
of the gradations in the infinitely complicated system
of knowledge, an absolute, and a fragment of reality,
the whole.

* Philosophical idealism, considered from the stand-
point of dialectical materialism, represents a one-sided
and exaggerated expansion of one of the features, one
of the sides, one of the boundaries of the knowledge of
the absolute, which is torn apart from matter, from
nature, and deified.

“ The idealists, by taking a fragment of the totality o
phenomena, and depriving it of its relation with matter
at the same time inflate the part to a whole, and allow it
to assume absolute dimensions. Dialectical materialism.,
on the other hand, is always conscious that such a frag-
ment, torn from its general relation and divorced from
matter, lacks all reality and is a barren blossom. We
therefore see in subjectivism, in subjective delusion, ir
that narrow-minded and one-sided attitude which take:
a part of an integer for the whole integer, blows it uf
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into a complete system, and makes it pass for the
absolute, the gnoseological roots of idealism.”

To Lenin not only the religions, but also all the
doctrines and methods of non-materialistic philosophy
seemed a great intellectual menace to the proletarian
regime; idealism, in particular, he regarded as a focus
of counter-revolution, the ruthless destruction of which
seemed to him to be the most important and urgent task
of the Revolution.

_ In order to protect the rising generation, the youn
Communists, from the “intellectual poison of the ol
outlook on the world,” Lenin staked everything on a
complete transformation of the universities. For him
all idealistic doctrine was as false and as dangerous as
religion itself; its propagators must, therefore, be
rendered harmless. Even in the science of jurisprudence
Lenin discerned a remnant of the idealist system, for
jurisprudence presupposes individual rights, and is,
therefore, opposed to the collectivist principles of
Bolshevism. But even the exact sciences could only be
tolerated under strict communist control, for fear that
one or other result might creep into their experimental
researches which might permit of arguments for the
existence and sway of a spiritual world.

But how extraordinary this * spiritual dictatorship of
materialism >’ really is can only be understood by a
somewhat closer study of the past history of Bolshevik
ideology. This same party, which now pitilessly and
ruthlessly fights any form of idealism, not so very long
ago championed idealistic principles against the material-
ism of the Mensheviks. Lenin, who for long had taken
practically no interest in philosophical problems, sud-
denly imposed dictatorially on his party a quite different
view of life. He was asked for his verdict in the ideo-
logical controversy between Bolsheviks and Mensheviks,
proceeded to London, there pursued philosophical
studies ostensibly for two years but, according to other
accounts, for only six weeks, and then gave his vote for
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the materialistic philosophy hitherto championed by his
Menshevik opponent, Plekhanov. The ‘ empirio-
criticism ”’ of his fellow Bolshevik, Bogdanov, seemed to
him unsuited to practical class war, and this was enough
to sway his verdict against it. ‘

When Lenin read philosophical works, he skimmed
through them rather than studied them. Madame
Lepeshinskii, who once made a steamer journey with
Lenin, describes how he used to hold some heavy work
in his hand and turn the leaves continually. At last
she asked Lenin whether he merely glanced at the pages
or really read them. He replied with a laugh and some
surprise: ‘ Of course I read them and very carefully,
for the book is worth it. . . .”> The socialist, Landau-
Aldanov, justly remarks on Lenin’s philosophical
studies: ,

‘““ It is clear that Lenin was interested in philoso(ghy
only as one is interested in an enemy. He had studied
a pile of philosophical books, or rather had glanced
through them, but he was inspired by the same motives
as made German officers study the Russian language.”

In fact, it was only the practical polemical side of
philosophical discussion that attracted Lenin’s interest,
and this also explains the unusual note always struck by
his own work in this field : he is continually breaking off
his argument to hurl furious. insults at his opponents
and a hail of malicious and caustic wit.

After Lenin had spoken his mighty word in favour of
materialism in the dispute between Mensheviks and
Bolsheviks, all his imitators immediately began to make
the most violent attacks on Bogdanov’s doctrines, which
had hitherto been regarded as the only true ones, and
eventually they drove him out of the Bolshevist party.
But a considerable time had still to elapse before this
inner change of front in Bolshevism found a chance of
making itself externally felt. Up to the outbreak of the
world war, the Party had led only a semblance of life,
and later even, at the time of the February Revolution,
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it had to devote its whole attention to purely political
matters. It was not till November 1917, when the
Bolshevist Party attained to power, that it was at last

ssible to make a clear definitive statement of the .
1deological side of Bolshevism; then the problem was
decided in Lenin’s sense, in favour of dialectical material-
ism. The treatise which Lenin had published earlier
on the idealo-materialist dispute was reissued, and with
all due form elevated to the position of the Bolshevik
State religion.

Starting from a well-known dictum of Karl Marx,
Lenin made Practice the touchstone of all theoretical
knowledge. ‘‘ Life, practice,” he once declared, *“ is the
basic angle from which the theory of knowledge must be
treated. It leads inevitably to materialism, by driving
out the endless tomfooleries of philosophical scholastic-
‘ism at the very threshold. . . . What is confirmed by
Marxist practice, both in the purely theoretical and also
in the social sphere, is the only objective truth.”

- For this reason, Lenin made it his particular endeavour

“ not only to know the world but to reform it,” to turn
theory into practice. His theoretical recognition of the
necessity for freeing the proletariat must not merely,
according to this doctrine, maintain a dispassionate
attitude to reality; it must before everything itself lead
to a change of this reality; at the same time, the regard
for practice should also re-fructify the theory and carry
it to a further stage of development. In his view the
function of the theorists was to work out “ a detailed
Marxist version of Russian history and reality,” at the
same time to popularize this theory, make it compre-
hensible to the working class, and create a form of
organization for the spreading of Communism. ‘‘ Marx-
ist theory undertakes the task of revealing the antagon-
ism and the methods of exploitation in the bourgeois
social order, of tracing its evolution, and in this way
making it easier for the proletariat to abolish it.”

The secret of Lenin’s successes lies not least in his
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capacity for making theory influence practice and
practice influence theory alternately. He did not put
off for a moment the realization of theoretically acquired
knowledge, but he also had no scruples about subjecting
theory to revision, if practical results made this course
desirable.  The practical empiricist,” writes Deborin,
Lenin’s philosophic commentator, * deals, so to speak,
with each case as it crops up. He does not see pheno-
mena'as a whole, their inner relation, and their. obedience
to laws. The revolutionary thinker, on the other hand,
does not rest content with the casual fact, he is not
satisfied with the surface of phenomena, but endeavours
to base his activity on the real essence of phenomena, on
their laws. The laws of society are its inner motives
and levers, and the ceaseless changes and developments
in reality are accomplished in accordance with these
inner laws. Humanity has been blind and wandered in
darkness for so long that these laws have bhecome
mysteries; but its sight will be restored as soon as it
recognizes them. . . . Without a right and objectively
true theory, there is no rationally conscious historic
and social activity. Such a theory is an indispensable
condition for any conscious influencing of the historical
process.”

This indispensable theory Lenin found in dialectic,
of which he said on one occasion that it shows ‘ how
opposites can be and actually are identical, under what
conditions they are transformed into each other and
become identical, and why human reason must regard
these opposites not as dead and fixed, but as vital,
conditioned, movable, and in process of transformation
into one another.”

Lenin distinguishes two conceptions of evolution:
one sees in it nothing but a waxing and waning, a
recurrence; the other view, on the contrary, which he
thinks is the only true one, sees the basis of evolution
“in the unity of opposites and in the division of this
unity.”
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A posthumous fragment of Lenin dealing with
dialectic contains, in addition to interesting notes on
Heraclitus, Aristotle, Philo, and Hegel, a sort of tabular
comparison of the sciences in their relation to this
dialectical ‘‘ struggle of opposites.” In this table Lenin
tries to discover in mathematics, mechanics, physics,
and chemistry dialectical opposites inextricably bound
up with each other, and to prove from this that all the
sciences, the natural sciences no less than those of social
life, are fundamentally dialectical and proceed from
dialectical opposites. ‘

But if dialectical materialism is to be valid as a
scientific method, it must also find confirmation in the
exact natural sciences. Engels had already declared that
nature was the touchstone for dialectic, and that the
materialist must be grateful to the natural sciences,
which every day afforded new material for testing his
theory. Lenin adopted this view and tried to find the
necessary confirmation of his philosophical theories in
. modern physics.

But as exact science, so far from producing results
which confirmed materialism, seemed on the contrary
to be pressing on to idealistic conclusions, Lenin
increasingly felt the necessity of subjecting all the
achievements of exact research to a * Marxist revision ”
from the standpoint of dialectical materialism. There-
fore, he called for a rigorous, purely materialistic control
over the entire activities of all scientific research, and
the suppression of all idealistic conclusions, which he
regarded as false, in order to prevent any theistic ideas
from springing up afresh within the natural sciences.
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VI

Lenin’s materialistic philosophy involved his regard-
ing art also not as an independent spiritual phenomenon,
but merely as one dependent on the economic conditions
of the moment. Thus his personal attitude to art was
that of a practical politician: he valued it according to
its usefulness as propaganda.

“ Down with literati not belonging to the Party!” he
wrote as early as the year 1905. “ Down with the
supermen literati! Literature must form a part of the
universal proletarian cause, a screw or a cog in the great
democratic mechanism set in motion by the whole class-
conscious working-class.” “

He made the same demand for party political utility
on the visual arts: he could only allow that they were
justified if it were possible to make them useful for
purposes of political Propaganda: he raised the cry of
“making art political ’ throughout the whole revolution-
ary period. :

Lunacharskii relates how Lenin sent for him in 1918,
and explained to him that art must be used as a means of
gropaganda. Hereupon he evolved two schemes for the

eople’s Commissar : buildings and walls must be
supplied with great revolutionary inscriptions; and in
addition it was necessary to erect memorials to the
great revolutionaries. Both schemes were realized
immediately. In particular, the houses of the small
towns in Russia resembled for a time gigantic poster
hoardings, while at the same time in Moscow and
Leningrad numerous monuments to revolutionary heroes
were set up.

It is true that Lenin later seemed not to have been
particularly well satisfied with the carrying out of his
scheme; on one occasion he visited an exhibition of
plans for a new memorial, examined all the work with a
critical eye, and did not approve of a single plan. He
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stood for a long time in amazement before 2 monument
of strongly futurist style, and finally declared, on being
asked for his opinion, that he did not understand any-
thing about it, they must ask Lunacharskii. On the
latter’s stating that he did not consider any of the plans
exhibited worth carrying out, Lenin was delighted and
cried: “ I was so afraid that you would erect one of
these futurist scarecrows!”

Lenin did not care much for futurism. Once he
visited an artists’ home, and had long conversations with
the futurist painters and sculptors there, in which he
took a highly ironic tone and seemed to make fun of the
whole movement. It is true that at the end he declared
placatingly that he really understood nothing about it.

The men engaged on the renaissance of Russian art,
the Bolshevik poets, painters, sculptors, and architects,
who were endeavouring in their creative work to put a
spiritual crown on Lenin’s great social work, complained

espairingly of the Master’s utter blindness and deaf-
ness: he was unable to comprehend the supreme and
ultimate achievements of his own system as manifested
in modern art.

The reason for Lenin’s inability to understand art
should to some extent be ascribed to the fact that he had
had little time in his life to devote to the things of art.
During the first revolution, in 1905, he once had the
opportunity to glance through some monographs on
artists at the house of a party comrade. Next morning
he declared: “ What a marvellous and vast domain the
history of art is! Last night I could not get asleep till
morning, and I looked through one book after the other;
it distressed me to think that I have no time to devote
to art, and that it is unlikely I shall ever have any leisure
for it.” And as he loathed all dilettanteism he refused,
as a rule, to speak on artistic subjects; nevertheless his
taste was pretty decided, and knew strong sympathies
and antipathies. ,

‘Russian literature of the revolutionary period was
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entirely and peculiarly alien to him, although he some-
times praised the work of I1'ia Ehrenburg and individual
poems of Maiakovskii and Dem’ian Bednyi. But when-
ever he read literary works, it was mostly those of the
old school.

Nadezhda Krupskaia, Lenin’s widow, has given us
some interesting information about her husband’s
literary interests. During his stay in Siberia, according
to her account, there always lay on his bedside table, in
addition to Hegel’s works, books by Pushkin,Lermontov,
and Nekrasov, which he read frequently. Of all these
authors, he was particularly fond of Pushkin, whereas
he had little use for Dostoevskii’s works. He regarded
Dostoevskii as a reactionary, and thought that the great
enthusiasm for his work was a disguised form of counter-
revolution. Tolstoi, especially his social and ethical
doctrines, he had studied closely, only to reject them
violently in the end: the spread of Tolstoi’s ideas
seemed to him a real misfortune for Russia. As early
as the year 19go8 he published in his periodical, Proletar,
an article on Tolstoi which bluntly expressed his views
of the novelist-apostle: * To set the name of this great
artist,” he wrote on that occasion, * alongside the
Revolution, which he clearly did not understand and
which he consciously avoided, may at the first glance
seem strange and unnatural. . . . But our Revolution is
an extremely complicated phenomenon; among the
multitude of those who directly carry it out and partici-
pate in it, there are many elements which do not under-
stand events and evade the real historic tasks. When
we have to do with a truly great artist, he cannot help
but reflect in his work at least one of the important
aspects of the Revolution. . . .

“ The inconsistencies in Tolstoi’s views should not be
judged from the point of view of the modern labour
movement and socialism, but from that of the protest
against the advance of capitalism as it inevitably appeared
in the patriarchal Russian village. As a prophet who
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has discovered new receipts for the salvation of humanity
Tolstoi is ridiculous; the foreign and Russian Tolstoians
are quite pitiful creatures, because they try to elevate
into a dogma the weakest side of his teaching. Tolstoi
is great in so far as he succeeded in expressing the ideas
and moods of the peasantry at the time of the bourgeois
revolution in Russia; he is original because, although
his views are as a whole harmful, he does reveal the
peculiar character of our Revolution as a bourgeois-
peasant rebellion. . ..

“ Tolstoi reproduced the accumulated hate, the
matured striving after better things, the desire to be free
of the past, but he also reflected the crudities of all
visionariness, the lack of political training and revolu-
tionary flabbiness. Historical and economic conditions
explain both the necessity of the revolutionary struggle
and the lack of preparation for this struggle; the
Tolstoian doctrine ‘ of non-resistance to evil > was in any
event one of the chief causes of our defeat in the first
revolutionary campaign. . . . |

“ The inconsistencies in the works, the opinions, the
teaching, and the school of Tolstol are glaring. On the
one hand, we have an author of genius, who has pro-
duced incomparable pictures ofg Russian life, even
classical works in the literature of the world; on the
other hand we have the landowner and the fool in Christ.
On the one hand, he makes a most zealous, direct, and
sincere protest against the falsehood and dishonesty of
the existing social order; on the other, he produced the
Tolstofans, worn out, hysterical, pitiable rags of Russian
intellectuals, who openly beat their breasts and cry:
‘I am a sinner, a miserable sinner, but I am devoting
myself to my moral perfection. I no longer eat meat,
and I feed on rice cutlets! ° On the one side, unsparing
criticism of capitalist exploitation, unmasking of the
Government and its violence, of the comedy of justice
. and the contrasts between the growth of the plutocracy
and the increase of poverty among the working classes;
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on the other, imbecile preaching about not resisting evil

with force. Here, the most sober realism, the tearing off

of all masks, there, the preaching of the most infamous

thing in all the world, religion—the attempt to replace

the official priests by priests by moral conviction, and

fjhus to cultivate a refined and hateful form of parson-
om....”

Lenin, however, had all his life the greatest admiration
for Tolstoi, the artist. A volume of Tolstoi was often
to be found on his desk in the Kremlin.

“ To-day I wanted to re-read the hunting scene in
War and Peace,” he once said to Gor’kii, ‘ but I
remembered that I had still to write to a comrade.
I have almost no time for reading, but to-night I will
bury myself resolutely in Tolstoi.” He smiled, shut
his eyes, stretched himself in a chair and went on:
“ Tolstoi, what a mass! my friend, what a wealth of
material ! Tolstoi, my dear fellow, there’s a true artist!
The really splendid thing in him is his peasant voice,
his peasant thought! He is a real peasant as no other
man has ever been. Until this nobleman appeared, the
true peasant was unknown in literature.” Then he fixed
his Asiatic eyes on Gor’kii and asked: * What has
Europe to compare with Tolstoi? Nothing.” He smiled
and rubbed his hands contentedly.

Lenin’s library, Nadezhda Krupskaia tells us, also
included Goethe’s Faust and a volume of Heine’s poems
in German; but he set particular store on Cherni-
shevskii’s novel, What is to be done? At the time of his
stay in Paris, he read Victor Hugo and Verhaeren with
pleasure; during the war he studied with interest
Barbusse’s Le Feu. During his illness, his wife read
aloud to him books by Shchedrin, Jack London, and
Maxim Gor’kii, but he took no interest then in modern
Russian literature.

Lunacharskil gives a similar report of Lenin’s dislike
of contemporary Russian literature: * Vladimir II'ich
did not altogether deny the significance of the prole-
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tarian poets’ groups; but generally he paid no attention
to the work of the new literary associations formed
during the Revolution. He had no time to devote to
them.” However, he found leisure enough to read
Maiakovskii’s Hundred and Fifty Million, and to express
plainly his disapproval of this work, which he called .
affected and superficial.

Lenin was mostly repelled by the modern theatre,
and seldom stayed till the end of a play. His last visit
to the Moscow Artists’ Theatre was to see a dramatiza-
tion of Dickens’ well-known story, The Cricket on the
Hearth, the sentimentality of which he thought intoler-
able; Gor’kii’s Night Refuge was also a great disappoint-
ment to him. On the other hand, he liked the perform-
ances at the same theatre of Hauptmann’s Fuhrmann
Henschel and Chekhov’s Uncle Igam'a. During his
wandering period, a performance of Tolstoi’s Living
Corpse at the Berne Municipal Theatre made a profound
impression on him,

But Lenin’s attitude to art and to the modern
Bolshevik tendencies may be most plainly seen from a
conversation he had with Klara Zetkin, the well-known
German Communist, his wife, and his sister.

“ Why worship the new,” he cried, *“ merely because
itisnew? That is nonsense, sheer nonsense. But there
is besides much conventional hypocrisy and respect for
artistic fashions at work here, even if it is unconscious.
‘We are good revolutionaries, but we feel obliged to grove
that we stand on the summit of contemporary culture.
T have the courage to recognize myself to be a barbarian; -
T cannot extol the products of expressionism, futurism,
cubism, and the other ‘isms’ as the supreme revelations
of artistic genius. I donot understand them, and they
give me no pleasure.”

When Klara Zetkin thereupon confessed that she also
lacked the organ for seeing why an enthusiastic soul
should necessarily be represented as a triangle, and why
revolutionary zeal should transform the human body

D
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into a shapeless sack on two wooden legs, Lenin laughed
heartily. ‘‘ Ah, yes, my dear Klara, it’s because we are
both old people. We must be content sometimes still
to feel young and progressive in the Revolution; we
cannot keep pace with the new art, we just hobble along
© in its wake.”

“ However,” he went on, ‘“ our opinion of art is of
no importance, nor is what art can give to a few hundred
or even a few thousand people important either. Art
belongs to the people, it must have its deepest roots in
the great producing masses, it must be understood and
loved by them. Art must unite and elevate the mass in
their emotion, thought, and will, it must awaken and
develop the artist in them. Are we to hand a sweet,
delicately flavoured biscuit to a minority, while the
masses of the workers and peasants lack even black
bread?  Of course, I mean that not only literally but
figuratively as well. 'We must always keep the workers
and peasants before our eyes and learn to reckon with
them even in matters of art and culture.

“In order that art can come to the people and the
people to art, we must first raise the general level of
education and culture. How do things look in our
country? People are enthusiastic about the enormous.
amount of cultural work that has been done since
Bolshevism seized power. And we can say, without.
boasting, that we bave really done a great deal in this.
domain: we have not only  cut off heads,” we have also
enlightened heads, many heads! But they are many
only in comparison with the past, when measured.
against the sins of the former ruling class. We are faced
with the gigantic awakened need of the workers and.
peasants for education and culture, not only in Petrograd
and Moscow, in the industrial centres, but also away
there in the villages. And we are a poor nation, beggarly
poor! Whether we like it or not, most old people must:
remain victims, disinherited, when it comes to culture.
It is true that we are carrying on an energetic campaign.
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against illiteracy and are sending trains for national
educationand circulating exhibitions all over the country.
But I repeat, what is all this compared with the many
millions who lack the most elementary knowledge, the
most primitive culture? In Moscow to-day ten thousand
and to-morrow another ten thousand may listen intoxi-
cated to a fine theatrical performance, but out there the
need of the millions for the art of spelling and arithmetic
cries aloud, the people cry for the culture which can
teach them that tEe earth is round! ”

‘“ Do not complain so bitterly about illiteracy,” inter-
osed Klara Zetkin. “ It to some extent made the
evolution easier for you. Your propaganda fell on

virgin soil; it is easier to sow and to reap when you
have not first to uproot a whole primaeval forest.”

“ That is quite true,” answered Lenin, ‘‘ but only to a
limited extent, for a certain period of our struggle.
I grant that illiteracy was useful when it was a question
of demolishing the old lEmlitical machinery; but are we
destroying merely for the sake of destruction? We are
destroying in order to build up something better. . . .”

There was some speculation on which of the con-
spicuous manifestations of artistic life could be explained
by the situation existing at the moment, and Lenin
replied: *“1 am quite aware that many people are
honestly convinced that all the difficulties of the moment
could be overcome with the old receipt panem et circenses.
Panem, yes: circenses,—for all I care! But it should not
be forgotten that circuses are not truly great art, but
more or less fine entertainment. It should not be for-
gotten that our workers and peasants are not the rabble

roletariat of Rome. They are not maintained by the

tate; they maintain the State by their labour. Qur
workers and peasants deserve something better than
circuses: they have a right to genuine, great art. There-
fore 1 say our main aim must be national education and
national instruction in the widest sense.”

Lenin was convinced that it was impossible to estab-
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lish the Communist social order in a country without'
national education, and that the chief task of Russian
Communism was to “ liquidate " illiteracy, so that the
rising generation should no longer know even the
connotation of the word. He regarded the fight against
illiteracy as the duty of every Bolshevist, a duty as
urgent as armed opposition to the counter-revolution,
for, as he remarked in one of his speeches, he thought it
absurd to pursue political enlightenment, so long as the
country was swarming with illiterates: “ A man who
can neither read nor write, is outside politics; he must
first learn the A B C, without which there can be no
such thing as politics, but merely rumours, gossip,
fairy tales, and prejudices.” For this reason he con-
sidered that all strivings after a new Bolshevik art were
for the present doomed to failure. Once when asked
for his opinion in the course of a literary argument, he
declared again that the convulsive efforts to produce a
new art and poetry were vain and useless, it was infinitely
more important to devote attention to elementary
national education, since reading and writing are
necessary conditions for a true pro%etarian culture.

But although Lenin sought in literature and art mainly
social and political utility, and refused to allow any
validity to agstract aesthetic values, he could not entirely
escape from the spell of music, the most mysterious and
direct of all arts. He, who always aimed at sober
utilitarianism, who so steadfastly shut himself off from
all the seductions of art, could not quite save his soul
from the assaults of music. He stopped his ears with
wax to preserve his level-headedness, but the song of the
sirens sometimes penetrated to his heart, and stained
his immaculately utilitarian mind with lewd magic.

“ Vladimir Ilich loved music,” says Lunacharskif,
“ but it affected him too strongly. I used to arrange
good concerts at my house at one time; Shaliapin often
sang, and Meichik, Romanovskii, the Stradivarius
Quartet, and other artists used to play. More than once
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T asked Lenin to come to one of these evenings, but he
was always otherwise employed. Once he said to me
frankly: “ It is certainly very delightful to hear music,
but it affects me too strongly, so that I feel oppressed.
I stand music badly.’ ”

And that other remark Lenin made to Gor’kii after
hearing Beethoven’s Appassionata, that music seduced
him into uttering amiable stupidities and stroking
people’s heads, while it was his duty to split skulls open
ruthlessly, shows in an appalling way the inner conflict -
which went on in the soul of this *“ apostle of level-
headedness.” Those Bolsheviks who spoke after him
had no longer any trace of the profound disunion which
made the tragic greatness of Lenin. They belonged to
a time which was completely steeped in flat, unspiritual
utilitarianism. They lgad no longer any artistic feeling;
they were dull and level-headed to the innermost core of
their nature, utterly degenerated into the * cold madness™
of rationalism.

VII

All Lenin’s conceptions of ethics and morality, of
good and evil were also completely subordinated to the
momentary political interests of Bolshevism. He
ventured with a bold gesture to relegate the ideal of
moral freedom to the position of a worthless phrase:
“ Freedom is a bourgeoss prejudice.” .

In these words, Lenin reduced to its crudest form the
idea that humanity can participate in the revolutionary
regeneration only through a dictatorship aided by a
re%iable army and a horde of spies, prison warders, and
torturers. He substituted the “ Katorga ”* of to-day for

1 A word meaning * hard labour,” which sums up for the
Russian mind exile in Siberia with all its attendant miseries and
tortures. (Translator’s note.)
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the “ Katorga ” of esterday,‘ the Bolshevik “ Cheka
for the Tsarist ‘“ Okhrana “—for the liberation of the
former oppressed and disinherited seemed to him
synonymous with fresh oppression and fresh disinherit-
ance. The kingdom of Communism was to be ushered
in with violence, gaols, and gallows, with the abolition
of freedom of speech and of the Press, with all kinds of
material and spiritual terrorism.

In this connection, a remark made by Lenin in 1907,
at the time of the London Congress and reported by the
Polish revolutionary Krajevski, is very interesting.
During a meal, there was a discussion on whether
Bolsheviks and Mensheviks could ever act in harmony.
One of those present was of opinion that it would
perhaps be possible, in spite of all differences of opinion,
to bridge the gulf between the two parties and restore
Socialist unity. Lenin was silent for a minute or two
and then said with his characteristic smile: * Why
should we imitate the example of Western Europe?
I recognize only one form of conciliation with regard to
political opponents, écraser—smash them!” Krajevski
remarks that these words, spoken without any emotion,
were stamped on his mind for the rest of his life.

When the Council of People’s Commissars, soon after
the Revolution, in Lenin’s absence, again abolished the
death penalty in the Army which Kerenskii had intro-
duced, Lenin, on hearing of it, was beside himself with
excitement over this decision. “ Madness! ”’ he repeated
again and again. ‘““ How can you carry out a revolution
without executions? Do you really believe that you can
make an end of your enemies without the death penalty?
What measures are left then? Prison? Who worries
about imprisonment during a civil war, when both
parties hope to win?

Even when Kamenev explained to him that it was only
a question of abolishing the death penalty for deserters,
Lenin merely went on repeating: ‘‘ It’s a mistake, an
unpardonable weakness, a pacifist illusion! ” He urged
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with all his force that the decree must be immediately
repealed. Finally, it was agreed not to withdraw the
order, but simply to take no notice of it and go quietly
on with the executions.

In the early days of the Bolshevik regime, when the
opposition press was agitating violently against the
Soviet Government, Lenin used to ask at every oppor-
tunity: “‘ Are we never going to put an end to the
carryings on of this crew? Devil take it, what kind of a
dictatorship is this? ”’

A remark which he once made during a debate on the
drafting of an appeal to the people is characteristic of
Lenin’s point of view with regard to unrestricted
terrorism. It was a question of including in the appeal
a clause to the effect that anyone who helped the enemy
would be executed on the spot; Steinberg, the social
revolutionary, then a member of the Government, pro-
tested against this threat on the plea that it would spoil
the “ emotional effect of the appeal.” “ On the con-
trary,” declared Lenin, “ that is the very revolutionary
emotional effect. Do you really think then that we can
emerge victoriously from the Revolution without rabid
terrorism?

Trotskil tells us that, at this period, Lenin at every
opportunity emphasized in the strongest possible way
tlge inevitability of terrorism: ‘‘ Our so-called revolu-
tionaries imagine then,” he cried, * that we can make a
revolution in the most friendly and kindly fashion?
Where did they learn this? What do they really under-
stand by a dictatorship? Theirs is a dictatorship of
sleepy-heads!” Such remarks could be heard dozens
of times every day, and they were always directed against
some person present who was suspected of “ pacifism.”
When people spoke of revolution and dictatorship in his
presence, Lenin never let an opportunity slip without
interposing with ‘“ Where’s the dictatorship there?
Show it to me. All that is pap, not dictatorship! If we
are unable to shoot a White Guard guilty of sabotage,



40 Lenin and Gandhi

our Revolution has not made much advance. Look
at what the bourgeois rabble is writing in the news-

apers! Where is the dictatorship hidinithen? Nothing

ut pap and babble!” These speeches, as Trotskii
remarks, express his real temper, although he had at the
same time a definite aim. In pursuance of his method,
he hammered into the consciousness of those about him
the necessity of exceptionally harsh measures.

Gor’kii relates in his memoirs how once, during a
walk, Lenin pointed to a crowd of children at play and
said: “ The life of these children will be happier than
ours: they will no longer have personal experience of
much that we have lived through. Their fate will be
less cruel. I do not envy them, however, for our
generation has succeeded in work of enormous historic
significance. Circumstances have compelled us to be
cruel, but later ages will justify us; then everything will
be understood, everything. . . .”

Gor’kii also attempted to remonstrate with Lenin on
the subject of terrorism. Lenin answered with irritated
amazement: ‘ What would you have? Is humanity
possible in such a furious struggle? Can we allow our-
selves to be soft-hearted and magnanimous, when
Europe is blockading us and the hoped-for assistance
from the European proletariat has failed, and counter-
revolution is rising against us on every side? No,
excuse me, we are not imbeciles! We know what we
want, and no one can stop us from doing what we think
right! ” On Gor’kii’s pointing out that useless cruelty
would deter many people from participating in the
revolutionary movement, Lenin said with dissatisfaction :

‘ Between ourselves, there are many workers who are
disloyal and treacherous to us; this is due partly to
cowardice, partly to confusion and fear that their
beloved theory will be injured by coming into conflict
with practice. We are not afraid of that; for us theory
is not a sacred thing, but merely a working tool.”

When some condemned prisoner attempted to appeal
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for mercy to his wife, Lenin sent the following brief
communication to the newspapers: * People are appeal-
ing to my wife for pardon for prisoners sentenced to
death. I beg that no such letters shall be sent to my
wife, as they are useless.”

By the proclamation of the maxim that *“ freedom is a
bourgeois prejudice,” Lenin accomplished a revolution
Whicﬁ, erhaps more than all political and economic
events, divided Bolshevism for ever from the revolution-
ary movements of earlier times. The ideal of moral and
civil freedom, previously held to be the supreme and
ultimate aim of all popular movements, was from now
onwards to dwindle into a lie, since the dictatorship,
formerly regarded as abhorrent, now became the sole
moral necessity. The distinction between good and
evil must not in future be made by feeling, but weighed
solely by the understanding; henceforward everything
politically useful was good, and everything which could
injure the cause championed by the Bolsheviks was to be
condemned. The moral judgment of human action
thus lost its absolute character, and morality became a
‘ dialectically ” relative value, whose principles were
conditioned solely by the class interests of the moment.
Since Lenin was fighting for the rise of the working
class, everything that could advance this class seemed a
moral necessity: he declared that the extermination of
the bourgeoisie was justified, and at the same time he
tried to prosecute any injustice, however slight, done to
a worker, as a serious crime.

“ We repudiate,” he said in a speech to young people,
‘ all morality which proceeds from supernatural ideas
or ideas which are outside class conceptions. In our
opinion, morality is entirely subordinate to the interests
of the class war; everything is moral which is necessary
for the annihilation of the old exploiting social order
and for the uniting of the proletariat. Our morality
thus consists solely in close discipline and in conscious
war against the exploiters. We do not believe in external
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principles of morality, and we will expose this deception.
Communist morality is identical with the fight for the
strengthening of the dictatorship of the proletariat.”

E. Preobrazhenskii, a pupil and follower of Lenin,
later collected all the * moral and class norms ” preached
by Lenin and important for the Bolshevist system: it is
somewhat significant that the work is dedicated to
Dzerzhinskii, the chief of the “ Cheka.”” This dedication,
however, becomes immediately understandatle when we
read in Preobrazhenskii that the concept of morality,
when ‘ translated from the misty language of morals
into that of ordinary life,” means what is advantageous,
useful, and expedient for a definite group of people;
everything, on the other hand, is immoral which seems
injurious and inexpedient to this group. There has
never been a system of ethics whose claims were not
based on the needs of definite social classes. What is
necessary for a given society, class, or group is always
regarded by it as moral, everything harmful to it as
immoral.

Once Lenin had come to regard the functional
connection between class interests and morality as a
proved truth, he consciously and openly professed his
conviction that there was no such thing as absolute
morality, and that the immediate practical value to the
proletariat of individual actions must be regarded as the
sole ethical and moral standard. Thelogical consequence
of this was that no means, neither crime, lies, nor deceit,
could in itself be reprehensible, if it was used for a useful
purpose.

“ Whereas in a society in which there are no classes,”
writes Preobrazhenskif, * lying is a disadvantage in
itself, because it compels the members of the society to
use their energy in discovering the truth, the case is
quite different in a society based on class. In the
struggle of an exploited class against their enemies,
lying and deceit are often very important weapons; all
the subterranean work of revolutionary organizations
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actually depends on over-reaching the power of the
State. The workers’ State, surrounded as it is on all
sides by hostile capitalist countries, finds lying very
necessary and useful in its foreign policy. Therefore,
the attitude of the working class and the Communist -
Party to the open recognition of the right to lie is quite
different from that of the Western European Socialists,
those God-fearing petits bourgeois, who are systematically
deceived and treated as fools by the representatives of
capital. . . . The lie is a conseguence of the oppression
of one man by another, the result of the class and group
war.””.

From the beginning, Lenin stood for the use of force
in the class war. The armed rising in 1905 is attributed
toa large extent to his influence, and even after it failed
he continued to consider aggressive armed methods to be
the only ones for freeing the proletariat. In the years
which followed the first Revolution, he formed the well-
known “ five and three groups ” to serve as an embryo
organization for the armed mass war.

hen Plekhanov wrote in 19035, after the collapse of
the rising, that recourse to arms was bound to fail, Lenin
replied to him in his Proletar: * Nothing can be more
shortsighted than Plekhanov’s view that we should not
have embarked on the abortive strike and that we should
not have had recourse to arms. On the contrary, we
should have gone to work in a much more resolute,
energetic, and aggressive fashion, and made it clear to
the masses that it was impossible to succeed by peaceful
means alone. At last, we must opénly proclaim that
political strikes are not sufficiently effective: it is
necessary to agitate among the masses for an armed rising
and make no concealment of the fact that the next
revolution will resemble a desperate, bloody, and
destructive war. . . .

* Grouping in accordance with political programmes
is not enough: anyone who is opposed to armed
rebellion and refuses to prepare for it must be ruthlessly
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banished from the ranks of the revolutionaries to the
camp of the enemy, among the traitors or cowards.
For the day is at hand when the force of events will
compel us to distinguish friends from foes by this sign.
We must not confine ourselves to waiting passively for
the moment when the army will come over to us; we
hmusci cry aloud the necessity of a bold attack arms in
and. ...

“ The attack on the enemy must be as energetic as
possible; the watchword of the masses should be
¢ attack,’ not ¢ defence.” . ..”

It will thus be seen that Lenin, the champion of force
and civil war, even of war in general, could have little use
for pacifism in any of its varieties. For him the word
pacifism had a definitely despicable sound; if he used it,
it was always in an ironical sense. It is true that during
the world war he co-operated for a time with the inter-
national pacifist associations which assembled in Switzer-
land, but this was only for tactical reasons. He sup-
ported the ending of the world war, but, as he himself
declared, this was not for the sake of civic peace, but
with the purpose of bringing about an even greater war,
the * war between classes.”

The manifesto which he addressed to the Swiss
workers on the day of his departure for Russia is very
interesting: ‘“ We are not essentially pacifists,” he

‘states in it, ‘ we are opponents of the imperialist war,

but we have always declared that it would be absurd
for the proletariat to bind itself not to wage those
revolutionary wars, which are possible and which may
be necessary in the future in the interests of socialism.”

S P O VU
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VIII

The path followed by Lenin and his ultimate success
have no parallel. It is only if we look back on his whole
career that we can judge their really unprecedented
character. Vladimir II'ich Ul’ianov Lenin was born on
1oth April 1870 at Simbirsk on the Volga. He was the
son of noble parents; his father held the office of State
Councillor and curator of the national schools. While
he was still at the grammar school, at the age of seven-
teen, the young Vladimir was drawn into revolutionary
circles for the first time through the influence of his
brother Alexander, and became acquainted with inflam-
matory books. Even at that age he spent every evening
studying political writings in the company of his elder’
brother. Immediately after breakfast he would retire
to a corner of the garden laden with books, periodicals,
and works of reference, and study there. His sister tells
us that the zeal and earnestness of the young Vladimir
Iich made a deep impression on her, so that his
occasional praise seemed to her high distinction.

‘“ All day long,” she writes, *“ Vladimir I'ich sat at
his books, from which he was separated only to go for a
walk or to talk or argue in the little circle of his comrades,
who, like himself, were imbued with revolutionary ideas.
This tenacity and power of work he never lost during the
whole of his life. Later, too, both in exile in Siberia and
in his sojourns abroad, he used every leisure moment,
every leisure hour, to study in libraries. We still
possess many periodicals and extracts which show what
an enormous quantity of literature dealing with all
branches of knowledge Vladimir Il'ich studied in the
course of his life.”

- His brother Alexander was his mentor in all these
studies. Alexander had become acquainted with Marx’s
Kapital, and recommended Vladimir Il’ich to study it;
the brothers often discussed this book for hours,
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although Alexander Il'ich, a supporter of terrorist
revolutionary ideas, never himself became an adherent
of Marxism.

In 1887 the revolutionary association to which Lenin’s
brother belonged decided to make an attempt on the
life of the Tsar Alexander III. The attempt was to be
carried out in Petersburg, on the Nevskii Prospekt, by
means of infernal machines. The first of March, the
anniversary of the successful attempt on Alexander II,
was chosen for the attack. The young revolutionaries
had decided to carry their bombs concealed in thick
books which were to be thrown after the Tsar’s carriage.

Hardly was this decision made when the whole group
of revolutionaries was arrested. It was later learned that
there had been a police spy among them, who played
the part of agent provocateur and handed over the young
conspirators to the authorities. Alexander Ul'ianov and
four of his comrades were executed immediately after.

Vladimir was still at the grammar school at the time;
his brother’s death made a deep impression on him.
‘“ In the spring of 1887,” his sister relates, “ we received
the news of the execution of our eldest brother. I shall
never forget the expression on Vladimir Ilich’s face as
he said: *‘ No, we cannot succeed in this way, it is not
the right way.” From that time he began to prepare the
way which seemed to him the right one for freeing Russia
from the yoke of the Tsars.”

Lenin, in later years, told his wife how all the ac-
quaintances of the family avoided them after Alexander
Ul’ianov’s imprisonment, even the old teacher who had
been used to come often in the evenings to play chess
gave up his visits. Lenin’s mother travelled from
Simbirsk to Petersburg with great difficulty to visit her
son in prison; Vladimir II'ich tried in vain to find a
travelling companion for her, but no one wanted to
accompany the mother of a prisoner. This universal
cowardice made a deep impression on Lenin, and even
then inspired him with hate for bourgeois society.
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“ Lenin often spoke to me about his brother, whom
he loved dearly,” writes Krupskaia. * The two youths
had the same views on many subjects, understood each
other very well, and kept somewhat apart from their
other relations. The fate of Alexander Ul’ianov had a
great influence on Lenin, and largely contributed to
making him a bitter enemy of T'sarist rule.”

At tie end of his time at the grammar school, Lenin
studied law at the University of Kazan. He had mean-
while become a convinced Marxist, and at Kazan joined
revolutionary students’ associations. For this reason
he was soon sent down from the University and banished
to Kukushino in the Samara Government.

His first public appearance dates from that time. In
the year 1889 a severe famine broke out in Samara, and
a Relief Committee of Intellectuals was formed. At
one of its preliminary meetings Lenin appeared,
listened to the various speeches for a while, and then
rose and briefly expressed his own views. He regarded
all relief as foolish and harmful, for the misery of the
g:ople was due entirely to the political regime. It may

imagined that these views were received with the
greatest indignation, and that Lenin had to leave the
committee immediately. Soon afterwards he moved to
Petersburg and there passed the State law examinations.

After he had practised the profession of barrister for
a brief space, really only for a few days, he decided for
the future to devote all his energies to revolutionary
agitation. He became a professional revolutionary, like
many another Russian.fighter in the cause of freedom
both before and after him. “ A legal career,” says
Zinov’ev, in his reminiscences of Lenin, “ could not
attract him. Vladimir II’ich often told me humorous
“stories of his few days of barristerhood.”

In the years from 1890 to 1893 he travelled about
Russia, always in search of comrades of like views, who
would be ready to take up the revolutionary struggle on
a Marxian basis. Most revolutionaries rejected these
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- ideas and regarded them as foolish dreaming. Again and
again Lenin was assailed from all sides with objections
that there was no working class in Russia, let alone a
class-conscious proletariat, since the overwhelming
majority of the population were peasants; therefore, the
Marxian doctrines could .not be applied to Russia.
Lenin paid no attention to these objections, but per-
sisted in his convictions and worked steadily to unite
the workers in a class-conscious organization.

It was in these years that his real political activity
began; it already showed the characteristics which were
later to make the greatness of Lenin, and cause his
extraordinary success, his sense of the practical, of
ﬁolitical and economic detail, his untiring energy and

is capacity for taking into account the seemingly most
trifling circumstances. His wife, N. K. Krupskaia,
thinks that Lenin did not approach Karl Marx as a
theorist or a bookworm, but rather as a man seeking
answers to urgent and troubling questions. ‘It was in
the ’nineties, at a time when he was still unable to speak
in national assemblies. Lenin went to Petersburg, to
the workers, and talked to them of all he had discovered
in Marx. But he did not only talk, he could also listen
attentively to all that the workers had to say to him..
Vladimir Il’ich recognized then that the working class
must be the vanguard for the whole of the oppressed
masses, and that its historic task was to free the whole
of the populace from slavery. This idea illuminated
all his further activities and determined every step he
took.”

Lenin was able to make his way into the great in-
dustrial undertakings and workshops; he visited the
workers, talked with them, instructed them, and was in
his turn instructed by them. He contrived to make
skilful propagandist use of their complaints about their
supervisors, about wages and fines, and in this way
succeeded in rousing discontent among Russian workers
and adding fuel to the flame.
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Lenin’s first literary work was also devoted to simple
everyday problems of proletarian life. ‘‘ This great
revolutionary,” says Zinov’ev, *‘ who set his stamp on a
whole epoch, began his literary activity in a very modest.
sphere. In conjunction with Babushkin, Sheldunov,
- and other workers united in the social democratic
organization which had sprung up, he began to compose
illicit broadsheets, and to run off copies on a hectograph,
appeals which dealt with the economic problems of
 working-class life. The broadsheets written by Lenin
at that time spoke of the position of the proletariat, the
treatment of the workers—especially the women workers™
—Dby the engineers, of the drinking water in the factories,
of the length of the working day and of fines, that is, of
obvious things which no longer seem of much import-
ance to us after the lapse of thirty years.” -

Thus Lenin succeeded in founding a real labour
organization in Petersburg, which received the name of
the “ Association for the Emancipation of the Working
Class.” His broadsheets led to .the breaking out of
‘“ mutinies ’—the name then given to strikes~—in a few:
Petersburg factories. ‘‘ Here,” :says Zinov’ev, ‘ im
these trifling events of economic everyday life, we must
see the beginning of the great battles, which were
enacted in the following decades and which led to the
Revolutions of 1905 and 1917.” . o

Krupskaia gives an arresting account in her memoirs
of this first Petersburg period: L 4

* Vladimir II'ich Lenin came to. Petersburg in the
autumn of 1893; I did not get to know him till later.
I heard from some comrades that a disciple of Marx had.
arrived from the Volga district, and later someone
brought me a pamphlet, On Markets, which set forth
the views both of the engineer, Hermann Krassin, our
Petersburg Marxist leader,.and of Lenin, the. Marxist
from the Volga. I desired to make the further acquaint-
ance of the stranger, and to hear his views. = .

“'The first time I saw Vladimir Lenin was during

E .
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Carnival. Since the gathering had officially the character
of a festivity, the bliny (pancakes) customary in Russia in
‘ butter week ’ were served. At this meeting, besides
Lenin and Krassin, Peter Struve and some other com-
rades were present. During the festivities Lenin did
not say much; he looked at the guests and his sharp
eye had a painful effect on those present.

“In the autumn of 1894 Vladimir Lenin read his
work, Friends of the People, to our circle; the book got
hold of us, for it showed us as clear as daylight how we
must set about the fight for the people. The brochure
was hectographed and circulated anonymously among
the people, and made Lenin’s name popular.
~ “In the winter of 1894-95 I got to know Vladimir
Il’ich better. He was then engaged in propaganda work
in the workers’ quarters of Petersburg, while I was a
teacher in a Sunday school in one of these quarters, and
so had a fairly exact knowledge of labour life. A large
number of workers belonged to the circle in which
Lenin was carrying on his propagandist activities. The
Smolenskaia School had six hundred pupils: the
workers had blind confidence in us women teachers.
Since there was a secret spy in nearly every class, we did
not dare to mention the dangerous word * strike.” I was
then living in the suburb of Staro-Nevskaia, in a house
with a thoroughfare through it. Vladimir Lenin visited
me every Sunday after his work in the secret circle was
over, and endless talk began between us. I was in love
with my school at that time, and was capable of for-
getting about meal times when the talk was of schools
and scholars. Vladimir Lenin was interested in the
smallest details of the lives of the workers; he was
trying by the help of these details to comprehend the
sgirit of the proletariat, in order to make it easier to find
the way to revolutionary propagandaamong theindustrial
proletariat. The majority of the Russian intelligentsia
at that time were but ill-acquainted with the workers.
They mixed with the people and addressed them in
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learned lectures; Vladimir Lenin was the first to con-
trive to unite theory and practice in his propaganda.
He first read passages from Marx’s Kapital to the work-
ers, and then explained the content of the book, but
he went on to ask his audience about their own work
and their lives, and showed them the connection
between their personal lot and the structure of society,
and explained to them how the existing order could be
changed. This kind of agitation made a great impression
on the workers; it was not till later, when in exile in
France I went through the great Paris postal strike,
that I fully recognized how right this method was.

* Vladimir Il'ich, however, never forgot the other
forms of agitation. In 1895 appeared his pamphlet on
fines, in which he showed how the workers could be won
over to the socialist movement. Our frequent visits in
working-class circles had attracted the attention of the
police, and we began to be watched. Of all the members
of our group Vladimir Lenin was most skilled in all the
conspirators’ tricks: he knew all the houses with
thoroughfares through them, was extraordinarily clever
at leading police sptes by the nose, and taught us to
write letters in books with chemical ink and to put dots
under individual letters; he also thought of secret
names for everyone of us. The spies began to watch us
more closely, and Lenin declared that they must fix on a
successor who should be informed of everything. As I
was the most reliable person politically, I was chosen as
Lenin’s deputy. '

“ On the Saturday before Easter, five or six of us
went to Tsarskoe-Selo to spend Easter with a member
of the group, a certain Silvin. During the railway
journey we did not look at each other and behaved as if
we were strangers. On this excursion Vladimir Lenin
explained to us how we were to write in cipher and how
to establish connections with the people. He was
master of the great art of picking out frx)'om the mass
those that were suitable for revolutionary work. Thus
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he once organized a discussion with a group of women
teachers in the Sunday school; almost all of them later
became good social democrats. Among these was
Lydia Knipovich, who at once recognized Lenin as the
great revolutionary: she undertook to establish contact
with a secret printing press, to conceal the printed
manuscripts among her acquaintances, and to organize
the distribution of the propagandist literature among
the workers. She was later imprisoned through the
treacherfy of a compositor; on this occasion twelve
boxes of illicit pamphlets were found in the houses of -
her friends. Lydia Knipovich died in the Crimea
during its occupation by the White Army. On her
death-bed she talked in delirium of the future of Com-
munism; she died with Lenin’s name on her lips.

‘ In the summer of 1895 Vladimir Lenin went abroad,
and spent almost all his time in Berlin attending labour
meetings; he then went on to Switzerland, where he
met Plekhanov, Axelrod, and Vera Sasulich. He re-
turned full of new impressions and brought a box with a
false bottom under which illicit literature was concealed.,

‘‘ The spies began at once to watch Lenin; he and his,
box were followed. One of my cousins was then working
in the Registration Office, and she told me that when
she was on night duty a spy came to the office and made
inquiries about Lenin’s address. He said to her: ¢ We
have established the fact that this Vladimir Lenin is a
dangerous revolutionary; his brother was hanged: he
himself has now come back from abroad and won’t give
us the slip any longer.” ~ - - ,

“ My cousin was aware that I knew Lenin and she
begged me to inform him of the danger, which I did
immediately. We decided to go to work cautiously.
The work was apportioned and distributed according to
districts. We were now engaged in circulating the first
propagandist sheets; the first broadsheet composed by
Lenin, written by hand in printed letters, was destined
for the workers in the Zemenikovskif factory; later the
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sheets were circulated in other factories as well. They
met with such great response among the workers that
we decided, since we had a printing press at our disposal,
to Eublish a secret newspaper; every line of every issue
had to pass through Lenin’s hand.

‘“ A meeting had been fixed for the eighth of Decem-
ber in my rooms for a further revision of the issue which
was ready. We had arranged with Lenin that I should
aﬂ)ly in doubtful points to a friend of his, a railway
official called Chbotarev, at whose house Lenin took his
mid-day. meal. When Lenin did not turn up at the
meeting, I went to see Chbotarev and learned that Lenin
had not come that day. We knew that he had been
arrested, and that same evening we learned that many
other members of our group had suffered the same fate.
I handed over the copy of the secret labour newspaper to
a friend of mine, afterwards the wife of Peter Struve,to
keep, and we decided not to print it, as we wished to
avold further arrests. This Petersburg period of Lenin’s
work was very important, for it was then that he estab-
lished close relations with the working classes, got near
the masses, and succeeded in directing them. It wasin
these years that Lenin gradually developed into .a
proletarian leader. ' o

“ Contact between our group and Vladimir Lenin
was rapidly re-established after his imprisonment. At
that time, 1t was permitted to take as many books as you
lited to prisoners awaiting- preliminary examinatjon.
These books were only casually examined, and no one
noticeéd that dots had been placed under certain letters
or that many pages had been written on in milk. Lenin’s
anxiety about the arrest of his comrades was very char-
acteristic of him: in every letter which he smuggled out
of the prison, he advised us not to.compromise So-and-
so by visits, or asked us to tell a prisoner to look for-a
letter in a certain book in the prison library. Or again
he wogld beg us to procure warm shoes for another
comrade, N -
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“ Lenin’s letters breathed great confidence. All who
received these communications forgot that Lenin was in
prison, and began to work as if he were supervising
them. I remember the impression a letter of this kin
made on me, after I had been arrested in August 1896.
We received these communications written in milk on
the days on which it was permitted to bring books to
prisoners. You looked for a certain mark on the books
smuggled in, and when you saw it, you knew that a
letter was concealed in it.. We took tea at six o’clock,
- and afterwards the prisoners went to church. Before
going to church we tore the letter into long strips, made
our tea, and when the wardress had left our cell, we
dipped the strips into the hot liquid, whereupon the
writing became immediately visible. It was not possible
in prison to hold the letters over a flame, so Lenin had
devised this method of developing the invisible writing
in hot water.

‘ Whether in prison or at liberty, Lenin was the
centre of our movement. In addition, he was working
very hard on the preliminary studies for his book, Tke
Dewvelopment of Capitalism. In order not to be surprised
while he was writing his secret letters in milk, he made
Iittle ‘ink pots’ out of bread, which he filled with milk
and hid in his mouth the moment the warder opened the
door. ‘ To-day I swallowed six ink-pots,” he once wrote
in a postscript in a book.

‘“ As Lenin found it difficult to endure restraint, and
disliked to be confined to the limits of a fixed regime, he
was not enamoured of life in prison; he wanted to see
his friends, as he was unaccustomed to loneliness. In
one of his letters, he proposed that a friend and I should
be on a certain spot on the pavement at a certain hour,
where he could see us if the prisoners were taken along
the corridor for a walk. M Friend could not come, nor
could I until several days later; I remained for a few
minutes on the spot indicated, but I could not see Lenin.

“ During the whole time Lenin was in prison, the



Lenin 58 '

labour movement developed strongly; it was not till
after Martov’s arrest that a slight decline set in.

*“ When Lenin was released I was still in prison, and
was not set free until after the political prisoner, Vetrova,
had burnt herself alive in prison. 1 was quite aware that
spies dogged my every step. _

“In the winter of 1897-98 I often visited Peter
Struve on Lenin’s behalf. Lenin was later exiled to the
village of Shushensk in the Minusinsk government in
Siberia, and I was also sent to the Ufa government for
three years. When I declared that I was Lenin's
betrothed and wished to follow him into exile at Shush-
ir;sk., the authorities granted my request and I rejoined

mn.”

IX

Lenin’s years of exile in Siberia also emerge with the
vividness of a picture from Krupskaia’s description:

‘ My mother accompanied me to Minusinsk, whither
I journeyed on my own account. We met on the 1st of
May 1898 at Krasnoiarsk, and were to proceed from
there along the Enissei by boat, but it appeared that the
boats were no longer running. In Krasnoiarsk I made
the acquaintance of Tuchev, a relation of mine, and his
wife, who, as experienced people, enabled me to meet a
group of socialists in exile at Krasnoiarsk; Silvin was
“one of these revolutionaries. The soldiers brought the
prisoners to be photographed and likenesses of them
were taken; they then withdrew and ate sausage
sandwiches we had given them, so that we were able to
speak to the political prisoners in peace.

“'Towards evening we arrived in the village of
Shushensk, where Viadimir Lenin was living. Lenin
was out shooting. We got down from our sleighs and
were taken at once to %ﬁs abode. In the Minusinsk
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district in Siberia, the peasants are.extraordinarily clean;
> the floors of their houses are covered with bright carpets
made by themselves and the walls are painted white.
- “ Lenin’s room was not large, but it was very clean,
He lived in one wing and the other part of the house
was assigned to Mama and me. e owners of the
house and their neighbours at once visited us, took a
good look at us and asked questions. ~ At last -L.enin
came back from his sheoting and was amazed to see a
light burning in his rocm. The master of the house
told him in joke that an exile, a Petersburg workman,
had burst into his room drunk and scattered all the
books in his library. Lenin came into the room and
was much astonished to see me. Then we talked the
whole night. .

“Lenin had made a good recovery and looked
splendid. He had formed a friendship with only two
of the exiles in Shushensk, a Polish social democrat from
Lodz called Prominski, and a Petersburg workman, a
Finn, Engebert by name. Both were good comrades.
Prominski was a quiet but very energetic man who
would have been glad to go back to Poland, but could
not manage it. He then looked for a home in the neigh-
bourhood of Krasnoiarsk, and earned his living as a
railway worker; later he became a communist. He fell
in the war, while Engebert died of typhus in 1923.
Lenin also visited a certain Shuravlev, whom he liked
very much. Shuravlev suffered from tuberculosis. He
was thirty years old, and had been a clerk, and was,
according to his lights, an agitator and a revolutionary.
He devoted all his energies to the fight against the
injustice of the rich, but soon died of tuberciﬁ?)_sié.j

“ Another acquaintance of Lenin’s was a poor. deyil
of a peasant called: Sosipatich. By “his help Lenin
learned to know the Siberian-village; his method was
peciiliar. Every-Sunday he held a kind of legal con-
‘sultation, and gained great popularity among .the
inhabitants as a lawyer, especially after he had -he%p’ed a
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worker who had been dismissed from his job to obtain
redress. ‘ :

~ “The report of this successful case spread rapidly
among the peasants. ‘They came to Lenin with their
complaints in increasing numbers; he listened to them
attentively and gave them advice. Once a peasant came
from a distance of twenty versts to ask him how he
should deal with his father-in-law for not having invited
him to a wedding; soon afterwards the father-in-law
also turned up and Lenin spent almost an hour in
making peace between the two peasants. :

‘“ He became very well acquainted with the: Siberian
village, and soon he knew it as intimately as he knew the
Volga villages. He used often to say: ‘ My mother
would be pleased to see me occupied with agriculture.
I tried it for a time, but gave it up when I recognized
that our relations. with the peasants were fundamentally
wrong.’ , _

“ As an exile Lenin had really no right to be engaging
in legal affairs, but the authorities in the Minusinsk
district were liberal, and did not trouble about what the
deported prisoners did. The mayor, a rich peasant,
was much more interested in selling veal to the political
prisoners than in watching for their attempts at escape.
- “Living was very cheap in Shushensk. Lenin
received the Government allowance of eight roubles a
‘month, and for that got a clean room, food, drink, and-
laundry;. and it was said that he paid too much. Dinner
and supper were simple meals; once a week a sheep was
killed for him, and he had to eat mutton day in day out.
When the sheep was eaten, meat was again prepared for
a week, and there were cutlets for eight days. There
was plenty of milk available for Lenin and his dog.
- As the peasants often got drunk at Lenin’s hosts’

and the family life was unpleasant in many respect
soon’ move_g’ to another abode and rented fof ;tur
roubles half a house with a garden-and court; there we
had a regular family household. In the summer it was
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generally difficult to get servants, so that Mama and I
-had to struggle with the malicious ways of the stove;
to start with I often enough upset the soup pot, but
I soon became accustomed to cooking.

“ My particular pride at that time was the kitchen
garden, where I had planted cucumbers, melons, roots,
and other vegetables. A communist “ cell” is now
established in this house; the garden has run wild, the
fence is rotting, and the house will soon fall to pieces.

“In October we engaged a servant girl, a young
person not quite thirteen, who soon, however, assumed
the management of the whole household. I instructed
her in reading and writing and soon she was adornin
the walls of the house with mottoes like ‘ Never spill
tea.” Later she made such progress that she was able
to keep a regular diary. At this time, we also made
friends with a child, a boy of six, with a pale, transparent
face, whose father, an exile from Lettonia, was given to
drunkenness. My mother was very fond of him and
Lenin also liked to talk with him. Later when we left
- Minusinsk, the child missed us so much that he became

uite ill. We afterwards increased our home circle by
the addition of a cat.

“ In the mornings I used to work with Lenin: we
translated the works of Webb, which Struve had sent
to us. After dinner we translated the Development of
Capitalism, if we did not do other work. Once we got
hold of Kautsky’s monograph against Bernstein; we
- stopped our ordinary woﬁ( immediately and translated
the book into Russian in a fortnight.

‘ When Lenin had finished his work, he took a walk
or went shooting; he was very fond of shooting. He
had had a pair of leather breeches made for him, and
so was able to face any bog, however deep. When
spring arrived Prominski came to us with a smiling face
and announced that the ducks were here; then we
talked for hours of where and when one of those birds
had been seen. When the winter ice melted there was
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much life in the woods and swamps, turkey cocks and
wild boars were to be met with there. At this time
Lenin liked to go to the forest, but he left his hunting
' dog behind so as not to scare the game.

“ Lenin also devoted much time to hunting hares.
In autumn he generally resolved not to shoot these
animals if he met them, but he soon forgot his good
resolutions and pulled his gun from his shoulder when-
ever a hare came his way. In late harvest, when the
Enissei began to bring down floating ice, the little
islands in the middle of the river were full of hares, who
- ran about helplessly, because they could not find their
way back to the mainland. Our hunters got fine bags
and brought in the slaughtered animals by boat.

* Lenin used sometimes to praise the joys of hunting
at a later time, when he lived in Moscow, but not with
the same passion as in Siberia. Once we took part in a
fox hunt, which interested Lenin very much. A fox
ran right up to him, Lenin took aim, the animal stopped
for an instant and looked at him, then it turned ancf' ﬁed
into the forest. ‘ Why did you not shoot? ’ asked his
companions. ‘The fox was too beautiful,” was his
answer.

‘ In late autumn, before the first snow fell, we often
walked on the banks of the ice-covered river to look at
the fish which could be seen quite clearly under the
crystal clear coating of ice. In winter, we enjoyed
skating, a pastime Lenin was very fond of. Durt
the long winter evenings, he read either philosophica
works by Hegel and Kant or the writings of the French
materialists. When he was tired with study, he re-
freshed himself with the poems of Nekrasov and Pushkin.

“ When Lenin first appeared in Petersburg, his
friends told me to my amazement that he had never
read a novel. In Siberia I discovered that these state-
ments were not correct: he had not only read the works
of Turgenev, Tolstol, and Chernishevskif, but knew and
loved all the Russian classics. In his photograph album,
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in addition to the likenesses of his comrades jn exile, are
to be found those of Emile Zola, Herzen, and Chernish-
evskil; on one of the photographs of Chernishevskif is a
note in Lenin’s own hand: * Died in 1889.’ '

+ *'The post came twice a week. Our correspondence
‘was copious; we received books and letters from Russia.
Not only did Lenin’s mother write regularly from
Petersburg, Nina Struve also sent accounts of her son.
Sometimes letters came from other exiles: Martov
wrote from Turukhansk, but most frequently we got
news from the comrades who were staying in neighbour-
ing villages. We corresponded on all sorts of subjects,
‘recent news from Russia, our plans for the future, new
books, and philosophical problems. For some time
Lenin was very much interested in chess and used to
play games by letter with a comrade. At that time he
was so absorbed in chess problems that he would often
call out in his sleep: ‘If you move there with your
knight T shall come here with my king!’ ' ‘

‘" Lenin’s father had also been very keen on this game.
Lenin himself told me that to begin with his brother and
he were always beaten by their father, but Alexander
Ul’ianov bought a book on chess, and after that their
relative strength soon changed. ‘ One evening,’ accord-
ing to Lenin’s account, ‘ we saw our father coming
out of our room with the chess book in his hand. He
went back to his study, read the book, and was soon our
superior again.” -‘ ‘ : C
- * Lenin gave up chess after his return from ‘Siberia.
‘Hesaid: ‘I must stop chess; it claims too much of my
‘thmlx(ghts and prevents me from concentrating on any
work. T e :

s ‘It had been his custom from his youth to give up
any occupation whenever it began to disturb his work.
“ While I was still at school,” he told me, ‘ I was passion-
ately fond of skiing, but as it tired me and made me very
sleepy, I felt obliged to give up this sport in the interests
of my work.” His attitude to his Latin studies was
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similar; this occupation was too great a hindrance to his
important work to allow him to go on with it perma-
nently.

" *“ Lenin worked at Latin in order to learn the con-
strufiions in the speeches of the Roman orators; it often
struck me in later days how much his own speeches
sometimes resembled Roman models.

- * Although he carried on a lively correspondence with
his exiled comrades, he very seldom visited them. I can
remember only one visit to Kurnatovskil, an interesting
and well educated comrade, and a journey to Tes; the
back history of this excursion was peculiar. One day
some comrades in that locality wrote to us that the police
superintendent there was not favourable to them and
forbade them to leave the locality, but that in Tes there
was a mountain of geological interest, and Lenin should
applﬁor a permit to investigate this mountain.

~ *'The trick succeeded and we were allowed to go to
Tes, where we had a chance of seeing our exiled com-
rades. At the New Year, we went to Minusinsk, where
some deported socialists were staying. Differences of
opinion arose on this occasion between these men and
us, and the social democrats declared that they had no
. real confidence in us and did not regard us as sincere
socialists. Lenin, therefore, proposed a separation,
which was carried out, and henceforth both parties
worked on their own and neither troubled about the
other. o
* Meanwhile, news from Russia had become scanty:
the attempt to publish some of Lenin’s work through
the medium o? our Petersburg comrades came to
nothing; the circulation of our ideas by means of
popular pamphlets also proved impossible in the end,
and also the frequent arrests were a great hindrance to
our work. It was at this time that Lenin developed his
plan for the organization which was later realized in the
ublication of Iskra; he decided to found a paper,
ave it printed abroad, and secretly circulated in Russia.
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“ He slept less and less, thought day and night about
his plan, and became visibly thinner. He discussed it at
length with me, corresponded with Martov, and planned
to make a journey abroad with him and Potresov. The
nearer the end of his exile approached, the more nervous
did Lenin become, and the more strongly was he drawn
to active political work.

“ Sud(Penly a search was made of our house. They
had somewhere or other found the receipt for a registered
letter addressed to Lenin, and the gendarmes took the
opportunity of carrying out a search. They found the
letter, but its contents proved to be quite harmless.
As we had done in Petersburg, we kept our legal corre-
spondence strictly separate from our illicit in Siberia
afso. All the letters dealing with the revolution:
movement were in the lower part of the cupboard.
Lenin supplied the gendarmes with a chair so that they
would begin their investigation with the upper shelves
of the library, on which there was nothing but statistical
works. They soon became so tired that they were con-
tent with my statement that there were only educational
books on the lower shelves. So the search passed without
any bad results, but the matter had hung in the balance;;
it would have easily been possible for the authorities to
use the discovery of compromising writings to prolong
our period of exile.

‘ In the March of 1goo our time in Siberia came to an
end, and we returned to European Russia. Basha, our
maid, who had grown into a pretty girl in the course of
the two years, wept bitterly at our departure, and our
little friend, the six year old boy, took our -pictures,
pencils, and paper as mementoes. Our house-mates and
ne?hbours kept arriving all the time to say good-bye,
and even Lenin’s dog looked questioningly at us.

“ We went to Minusinsk, where Starkov and Olga
Silvina were to join us; all the exiled comrades had
assembled there to wave us farewell. The atmosphere
was as it always is when an exile is returning to Russia:
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everyone spoke of his plans, asked about Lenin’s views,
and made proposals for future work and correspondence.
We were all thinking about Russia and speaking about
trifles. At last we put on our furs and resumed our
journey.

“ We travelled in sleighs, day and night, three hun-
dred versts along the Enissei. Lenin had wrapped my
mother and me closely in our furs and at every halt came
attentively to see if we had not frozen in the interval.
He himself travelled without a fur coat and assured us
he was quite warm; he merely kept his hands in a muff,
and in thought was already in Russia where a great work
awaited him. ‘

*“ At Ufa we were welcomed by our friends. Lenin
spent a few days there; then left mother and me in the
care of our comrades and himself went on towards
Petersburg. In Ufa he visited a bookshop and had a
conversation with the bookseller, in which his voice
sounded weaker than I had ever heard it; it was an
impression I could not forget.

‘ Now his real work was beginning, and I quite
understood that he did not wish to stay in Ufa, but to
live near Petersburg. He settled in Pskov, where some
of his friends lived, and began to weave the threads of
the organization which was to link up with the homeland
the Russian newspaper he had planned to publish
abroad.”

“ While Lenin in Pskov was building up the future
organization of the Russian Social Democratic Party,”
Krupskaia goes on, “‘ I remained in Ufa, did translations,
gave lessons, and lived as best I could. At that time
the Social Democratic Party in Ufa was split into two
camps, of which I was considerably more in sympathy
with one group than the other; it included about a
dozen people and was led by a certain Iakutov, He
often came to see me, borrowed books and argued about
Marzx, and told me that he was not afraid of exile, for he
could not be ruined anywhere. Iakutov was a splendid
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conspirator, especially as he hated fine talk. In the
year 1905 he was elected president of the Republic then
formed 1n Ufa. After the victory of reaction he was
executed. At the moment he was suspended on the gal-
lows, all the prisoners in the cells of the Ufa prison burst
into revolutionary songs, and swore to avenge his death.

“ During my stay in Ufa I came into close contact
with the workers, and did my best to enlighten them
politically. I also made friends at this time with a metal
turner, a nervous, temperamental individual, who intro-
duced me to the life of the workers of Ufa. He later
went over to the Social Revolutionary Party and
finished up in an asylum. v

“ 1 was also often visited by the consumptive book-
binder, Krylov, whose speciality was the making of
books with secret compartments. - He told me a great
deal about the life of compositors, and this information
was afterwards used in Lenin’s Iskra. Ufa was at that
time the centre where all those who had been sent to
Siberia assembled; the returning exiles also mostly
stayed some time in the town. We succeeded at that
time also in establishing a connection with Martov,
who was living in Poltava, and who. supplied me with a
lot of revolutionary literature.”

At the beginning of 1goo, then, Lenin returned to
European Russia, resumed his propagandist tours, and.
collected men everywhere who, li]g(.:nhimself, were
working for revolution; in 1gox, along with Martov and
Potresov, he founded the journal Iskra (The Spark),
which was to play such a great part in the future of the
revolutionary movement in Russia. The motto of this
paper was Pushkin’s utterance on the Decabrist rising:
‘ From sparks will burst forth flame.” In Iskra Lenin
obstinately championed his radical point of view and
defended the necessity of creating an organization of
‘ professional revolutionaries,” on the ground that the
fight for freedom required not amateurs at this craft,
but professionals, technicians. =
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X

Lenin soon found himself obliged to leave Russia; in
the year 1902 he gave a course of lectures at the Paris
* Academy for Social Sciences,” in which he explained
in detail to his small audience what he could do with the
wealth of Russia if power were in his hands. Even then
he emphasized the necessity of settling accounts ruth-
lessly with the Tsar and the nobility, and also with the
landowners and manufacturers, and of making use of
terrorism for this purpose. During his stay in Paris,
ﬂie' and his wife lived in great penury an almost ascetic

€.

In 1903 he took part in the second Congress of the
* Social Democratic Labour Party.” At this Congress
the Party split into two sections, the Bolsheviks, or
majority, and the Mensheviks, or minority. Here
Lenin’s characteristic intransigence was already in
evidence: on a point of quite subordinate importance he
broke ruthlessly with many of his best friends. Hence-
forward war against all supporters of any compromise
whatever was to be a constant feature of Lenin’s revolu-
tionary activity: he mercilessly persecuted any oppor-
tunist interpretation of Marxist thought and any devia-
tion from his Marxist system. He also tried to prove to
each of his opponents that his theories were absolutely
bound to lead to reaction. On this occasion Lenin
gained a reputation for incredible arrogance, for aiming
at absolute tyranny, even for lack of intelligence.

Lenin himself once made a collection of the unfavour-
able criticisms of himself made by his party comrades.
He stated that he had been called ‘“ autocratic, bureau-
cratic, formalist, centralist, one-sided, pig-headed,
narrow, suspicious, and unsociable.” Trotskii, too,
later his closest fellow worker, could not on that occasion
have ‘enough of attacking Lenin: ‘‘ At the Second
Congress of Russian Social Democracy, this man with

F
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all his native energy and talent played the part of
destroyer of the Party. . . . Comrade Lenin mentally
reviewed the membership of the Party, and came to the
conclusion that he, and he alone was the iron hand. . . .
Comrade Lenin turned the modest Council into an
all-powerful Welfare Committee, in order that he
himself might take over the part of Robespierre the
Incorruptible. . . .”

Lenin did not fail to answer Trotskii: in public utter«
ances and published works as well as in his private
letters to Gor’kii, he expressed his aversion for his former
friend and styled him an empty poseur; even as late as
1918 he wrote, over a pseudonym, it is true, a bitter and
ill-natured article on The Cult of the Revolutionary
Phrase, which was aimed at Trotskii.

In the years that followed his assumption of the
leadership of the Bolshevik group he carried on intensive
propaganda for his ideas. In May 1905 the Third
Congress of the Social Democratic Labour Party of
Russia took place in London and was attended only by
Lenin’s followers. In his speeches at this Congress he
made a violent attack on the * illusions of Parliamentari-
anism,” and supported the idea of a revolutionary
dictatorship of workers and peasants.

Previously, very little information was available about
Lenin’s first foreign sojourn; it was not till Nadezhda
Krupskaia’s recently published memoirs appeared that
the details of this important period in Lenin’s develop-
ment became known.

I quote below several passages from Krupskaia on
Lenin’s experiences in the years%’rom 1900 to 1905, in so
far as the information is new: é %

* Just before he went abroad Lenin nearly went to
prison again: hé had come from Pskov to Petersburg,
where he met Martov; he was discovered by police
spies and arrested. In his waistcoat were found two
thousand roubles and various revolutio documents
written in sympathetic ink. Luckily Lenin had taken
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the precaution to write fictitious accounts with ordinary
ink on these papers, so that the gendarmes never thought
of examining these accounts more closely and holding
them over a flame. Thus nothing could be proved against
him,and they had to release him after ten days’detention.
He then made a journey to Ufa to say good-bye to me.

‘“ After about a week he left Russia. He wrote to me
regularly in books containing secret communications.
It appeared from his accounts that the founding of the
paper was not proving such a simple matter as he had
expected, as special difficulties occurred in the negotia-
tions with Plekhanov.

* Lenin’s letters from abroad were generally short and
indicated a mood of dissatisfaction. '%hey almost always
ended with the words: ‘ I will tell you everything when
I see you again.” For a time I received no letters at all,
and impatiently waited for the end of my term of exile.

“ At last I was free again and I travelled to Moscow
with Mama to Lenin’s mother’s. I was very fond of her,
for she was very tender and kind. Later, when we were
living abroad, she never wrote to Lenin alone but always
joint letters to both of us. Lenin was devoted to his
mother. He often said that she had an iron will, or else
she could hardly have survived Alexander Ul'ianov’s
terrible end. Lenin certainly inherited his energy from
his mother and also that sensitiveness of feeling which
enabled him to understand every man through and
through.

 While he was still in exile, in 1887, Lenin once read
in a Moscow paper of the death of a Maria Ul’ianova; he
became deathly pale and said to his companion: ‘ I have
just learnt of my mother’s death!’ It was not until later

that he learned that it was another Maria Ul’ianova who-

had died.

“ Lenin’s mother had had a very unh?py life: her
eldest son was executed, one daughter died, and her
other children were almost permanently in prison,
‘When Lenin was ill in 1895 she hurried to him at once,
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prepared his meals, and nursed him devotedly. Also
when he was arrested she was immediately on the spot,
waited for hours in the office of the detention prison, and
smuggled in clandestine letters to the prisoner.

‘ After I reached Moscow on my way back from
Siberia, I first took my mother to Petersburg and then

roceeded abroad, first to Prague, where, as I believed,
Lenin was living under the name of Modrachek. I had
telegraphed to him, but found ne one at the station.
A little uneasy, I took a cab, had my trunk put on it and
went to find Modrachek, who lived in a tenement house
in the working-class quarter. I ran up four flights and
knocked, the door opened and a fair-haired Czech
woman stood before me.

‘¢ Modrachek? ’ I asked in embarrassment. |

‘“ “No, he is my husband!’

““ Mrs. Modrachek looked at me and then cried:

“ ¢ Ah, you must be the wife of Mr. Rittmaier who
lives in Munich. I forwarded all the books he sent to us
to you in Ufal’

I then spent the whole day with Mr. Modrachek.
I told him about the Russian movement, and he gave
me an account of the Austrian; his wife showed me her
needlework and regaled me with Czech dumplings.

“ 1 went on to Munich and appeared there wrapped
in furs, while all the other ladies were already wearing
thin clothes. I left my trunk at the station and sought
out Mr. Rittmaier, whose house turned out to be a
beer-house. I went up to the bar, where a fat man was
standing, and asked hesitatingly for Rittmaier. I felt
instinctively that I had again come to a wrong address.
The man replied: ‘ Rittmaier? That’s mel’

“ T replied in perplexity: ¢ No, it is my husband!’
We stared at each other bewilderedly until Rittmaier’s
wife appeared and exclaimed: ¢ Probably it is the Mrs.
Ma'ie,r who is expected from Siberia. Please come with
me!

‘“ She took me across a court to an apartment and
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opened the door; behind a table sat Lenin. In my
excitement I forgot to thank the hostess and shouted to
Lenin: ‘ You wretch! why did you not write to tell me
where to find you?’

‘““‘ What do you mean? Not write? I have been
going to the station three times a day! Where have you
come from?’

‘ It appeared later that the man who was to forward
Lenin’s letters had neglected to do so, and so I remained
without news. It was a pure chance that I met Lenin
in Munich; he might just as easily have started for
London in the interval.

“ Lenin, like Martov and Potresov, had decided to
live under a false name in Munich. They did not wish
to bring suspicion on Russian workers coming to
Munich, and thought it would be easier to correspond
with the comrades in Russia under a false name. So
Lenin lived under the name of Maier, with Mr. Ritt-
maier, the proprietor of the beer-house, who was a
staunch social democrat. '

“ He had a sparsely furnished, modest little room
where he led a bachelor life. He usually took his mid-
day meal with a German lady, who generally gave him
porridge and similar messes. He made his own tea
morning and evening; his supper consisted usually only
of tea and bread.

‘ He looked very anxious and troubled, for his affairs
were progressing more slowly than he had expected.
Besides Lenin, Martov, Potresov, and Vera Sasulich
were also living in Munich at that time. Plekhanov and
Axelrod had demanded that the 1Eaper should appear
somewhere in Switzerland under their direction. They
set no special value on Lenin’s ideas, and did not foresee
what a great part Iskra was to play in organization.
Lenin continued to take the standpoint that his paper
must appear somewhere removed from the t
emigrant centres, because only in this way would it be
possible to maintain permanent connections with Russia.

i e e M i AR A T



70 Lenin and Gandhi

Although we were in exile, we were better informed
about events in Russia than our comrades at home, and
were able to work energetically from abroad for the
labour movement in the Empire of the Tsars.

- ““ Lenin bought a passport from a Bulgarian, entered
me on it as his wife under the name of Maritza, and then
rented a room with a working-class family. I took over
the editorial secretaryship of Iskra.

‘“ It gave me a great deal of work. Letters from Russia
were sent to different addresses in German towns; the
German comrades then sent the whole correspondence
on to a Doctor Lehmann and he forwarded it to me.
We had no regular transport connection with Russia,
and had therefore to try to get our paper over the
frontier in trunks with false bottoms through the agency
of stray travellers. These trunks were then delivered to
specified addresses in Russia, where our comrades
removed the contents and distributed them among the
various organizations. We were also in touch with
agents in Paris, Berlin, Switzerland, and Belgium, who
told us of people likely to transport the prohibited
literature to Russia. -

“ Our most active assistant in Russia was the Peters-
burg worker Babushkin, a personal acquaintance of
Lenin. He travelled through the Russian industrial
towns, sent us regular reports, and genetally maintained
relations with the comrades. Many revolutionaries from
Russia also came to visit us in Munich, among them
Noskov, the representative of the Northern Union;
Peter Struve also visited us.

“ Grave differences had already arisen between Lenin
and Struve: Struve had by that time already left the
Social Democratic Party and gone over to the Liberal
camp. Violent quarrels took place, and Lenin in the
end refused to have anything more to do with Struve.
With great difficulty I managed to bring about a meeting,
which was most dramatic: Lenin called Struve a
renegade and made fun of him, with the result that
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Struve abandoned us for ever. His wife, my old school
friend, however, sent me a letter before she left, and a
packet of sweets.

‘“ After my arrival in Munich we lived with a German
workman’s family. The husband, who was the bread-
winner for six persons, lived with his family in the
kitchen and one little room; but everything was
scrupulously clean and the children were well brought
up and neatly dressed. I decided to do the cooking
myself, and prepared the food in our room and then
cooked it on the common stove. Meanwhile Lenin
worked at his book, What is to be Done ?

“ When he was writing, he first sat down at his desk
and thought for a moment; then he stood up again,
walked from one end of the room to the other and
uttered his thoughts half aloud. Finally, he returned
to his desk, seated himself, and wrote what he had
spoken aloud.

“ During our walks, Lenin used to explain his literary
plans to me in a low voice; this gradually became a
necessity to him, and we discussed almost all his articles
before he wrote them down. We wandered through the
magnificent country round Munich, sought out un-
frequented places, and there Lenin developed his ideas
to me. About a month later we had our own home in a
tenement house in Schwabing; we had bought our old
furniture for twelve marks, and thus began a new life.

“ About one o’clock, immediately after dinner, Martov
turned up regularly at our rooms. Thereupon began the
so-called editorial council, during which Martov talked
without ceasing. He jumped all the time from one
subject to another, was informed about everything and
knew everybody.

.. ‘¢ Martov is the typical journalist,” Lenin freqll;ently
remarked. ‘ He grasi)s everything immediately, but he
takes things too lightly.” Martov’s help was absolutely
indispensable to Iskra, for he did the bulk of the work.
“ Lenin was so fatigued by these daily sjx~-hour con-
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versations that he could hardly write. Once he asked
me outright to go to Martov and ask him not to come
any more. Lenin desired that in future I should main-
tain the connection with Martov, inform him of all that
was happening, and take over his contributions to Iskra.
At first this new system seemed to answer, but soon it
became clear that Martov could not live without dis-
cussions; he turned up again and began his endless
arguments afresh. Later, when Dan came to Munich
mh his wife and children, Martov spent his days with

“ In October we went to Ziirich to form an alliance
with a revolutionary organization there, but we did not
succeed in reaching an agreement. Our stay in Zirich
was most pleasant: we all lived in the same hotel and
were together nearly all the time. I remember a con-
versation we had with Plekhanov in a coffee house;
there was a hall next to it, where armed workers
fought with shields. Plekhanov said with a smile:
¢ One day we too will fight like that.” But during our
homeward journey he corrected himself gravely: © No,
no, it will not come to armed warfare.’

“ When we returned to Munich again Lenin sat down
at his desk and finished his work, What is to be Done ?
It was at that time that the first serious differences of
opinion arose about Iskra: Plekhanov rejected a pro-
gramme drawn up by Lenin, and this led to misunder-
standings. Axelrod took refuge behind headaches and
stayed away from the discussion. Meanwhile, we had
also learned that Iskra could no longer be printed in
Munich, because the owner of the printing works
refused to take the risk. We were thus compelled to
move. Plekhanov and Axelrod proposed Switzerland,
while the others wished to continue their work in
London.

* Afterwards we thought of this Munich period as a
bright spot in our emigrant life; the next years of exile
were considerably harder to bear. During our stay in
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Munich no serious differences arose, for then we were
all animated by the same idea, the founding of an All-
Russian newspaper and the creation of a new revolution-
- ary organization. This unanimous enthusiasm inspired
a kind of joyous carnival mood in all of us in those days.

“We had really scarcely observed public life in
Munich at all; we went to a few labour meetings, but
found them uninteresting. In Munich we also took part
in the first May Day festival permitted by the authorities;
the police required that the gathering should not take
place in the city itself, so great bands of German social
democrats proceeded to one of the suburbs, and spent
the day in an inn with copious drinking of beer. 'This
May Day festival truly did not suggest a demonstration.

“ We lived in strict seclusion and held aloof even from
the German comrades. Now and again we saw Parvus,
who lived in Schwabing not far from us with his family;
on one occasion Rosa Luxemburg visited him and met
Lenin on this occasion,
 *“ We now proceeded to London, taking Liége on the -
way. The town was in a state of great excitement. A
few days before the soldiers had fired at striking workers.
Universal excitement and anger were plainly visible in
the proletarian districts; we looked at the People’s
House, and remarked that the masses assembled there
could if necessary easily be cut off and captured. From
Liége we went on to London. '

“ There was a thick fog on the day of our arrival in the

- English capital, but Lenin’s face was animated and he
looked with intense curiosity at this stronghold of
capitalism; he forgot that day all his disputes with
Plekhanov and his other colleagues on the editorial
board.

“ We were met at the station by Alexeev, a colleague
who lived in England. He was our guide in London,
since it was soon evident that we were completely help-
less there. We thought we had mastered the English
tongue because we had translated a fat book from
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English into Russian in Siberia, but in London we found
that no one understood what we said. We often got
into awkward situations, which made Lenin decide to
learn English as quickly as possible. For this purpose
we attended as many meetings as we could and often
went to Hyde Park, where speeches were usually to be
heard. Soon afterwards Lenin discovered two English-
men who wanted to study Russian and gave him English
lessons in exchange.

* Meanwhile Lenin explored London eagerly; it is
true that he did not go to the British Museum, because
there was only one museum he liked to visit, the Revolu-
tionary Museum in Paris. In order to study London
he went all over the city on the top of a bus, and often
walked with me on foot through the working-class
districts, in the dirty lanes where pale-faced children

layed.
P Lenin was always drawn to places where the workers
assembled; for this reason he liked to visit the public
reading rooms, of which there are a great number in
London. It was then that Lenin formed the plan, which
he realized later, after the Bolshevik Revolution, of
introducing similar reading rooms in Russia.

‘“ He also frequently visited popular restaurants and
churches. In England, after the service, a sort of dis-
cussion is held in the church, in which workers also take
part; Lenin used to look in the newspapers for announce-
ments of such church meetings, and seldom missed an
opportunity of attending. Once we also went to a social
democratic church, where a worker read the Bible and
explained that the flight of the Jews from Egypt symbol-
ized the flight of the workers from the realm of capitalism
into that of socialism. After the sermon the whole
congregation rose and sang an anthem: ‘ Lord, lead us
from capitalism into the realm of socialism!’

“ We also visited the Church of the Seven Sisters
where the social democratic young workers used to
assemble. A young lad gave a lecture there on municipal
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socialist idea since he was twelve.

‘ As our custom was, we frequently visited the out-
skirts of the city. We went particularly often to Prim-
rose Hill, because the fare was the cheapest; it cost only
sixpence. 'The cemetery where Karl Marx is buried is
near there, and on each of his expeditions to this neigh-
bourhood Lenin used to visit t%e grave of this great
apostle of socialism, and spend a considerable time there
in deep reflection. , :

 As my mother was going to join us soon, we decided
to rent two rooms and do our own housekeeping;
English food did not suit us and was besides too expens-
ive. In London no documents are required from
foreigners, and so Lenin took the name of Richter; our
landlady took us for Germans. Soon Martov and Vera
Sasulich also arrived and settled near us. While Lenin
spent whole days in the British Museum reading room,
I dealt with current correspondence with Martov’s
assistance; the dispute with Plekhanov had. been
temporarily adjusted. _

‘ Soon after this, Lenin went for a month to Brittany
where his mother was living, because he wanted to see
the sea. He had an extraordinary love of the sea, and
could watch the play of the waves for hours; the sound
of the sea soothed his nerves. After his return to Lon-
don he met many supporters and organized the revolu-
tionary party. Soon afterwards Plekhanov also came to
London and was followed by Baumann, Krochmann,
and Blumenfeld, adherents of our movement who had
escaped from prison at Kiev.

“In the beginning of September Trotskil also
appeared in London. He had escaped from Samara.
But as Plekhanov had no confidence in him T'rotskii soon
left again. When Lenin, who would gladly have pro-
tected Trotskii, sent one of his articles to Plekhanov, the
latter replied: ‘I do not like your new friend’s pen.’
Lenin retorted:  Perhaps you do not understand his
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style, but every man can live and learn, and I think
that this man could be very useful to our movement.’

* In March 1903 Lenin proposed that Trotskii should
join the editorial board of Iskra, but this plan failed
owing to Plekhanov’s opposition. Trotskii then went to
Paris, where he appeared successfully at various student
meetings.

“ Our party now resolved to leave London and settle
in Geneva; Lenin was the only one to oppose this plan,
but he was outvoted. These dissensions worried him
to such an extent that he was attacked by a nervous
malady; at that time we had not enough money to send
for a doctor, all the more so because English doctors
charge very high fees. For this reason the workers are
very seldom treated by a doctor; they confine them-
selves to all sorts of domestic remedies.

“ In April 1903 we left London for Geneva. Lenin
was in a ﬁigh fever during the voyage, and had to go to
bed as soon as he arrived. For a fortnight he was very
ill, and was only gradually able to resume work.

“ We hired a little house in a working class-quarter in
Geneva; our whole premises consisted of a kitchen with
a stone floor and three little rooms; we used our book
boxes for furniture. The kitchen served as a reception
room, and there was always a crowd of people there.

* We had decided to call a congress offie egates, and
a new arrival turned up nearly every day. We discussed
our programme in the fullest detail with the delegates
and heard their reports. Martov was continually at our
house and conversed unceasingly with our visitors.
Soon Trotskil arrived, and supported Lenin’s point of
view with Plekhanov; the discussions between Trotskii
and Plekhanov mostly took place in the Café Landolt.
The Russian workers frequently declared themselves
for Trotskil’s views, which made Plekhanov beside
himself with rage.

“ The dissensions in the Iskra editorial board became
so acute that the position was absolutely intolerable. It
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came in the end to an open split, with Plekhanov,
Axelrod, and Sasulich on the one side, and Lenin,
Martov, and Potresov on the other. The work became
more and more difficult, but we kept on hoping that it
would be possible to reach agreement at the proposed
congress at Brussels. At this time Lunacharskii also
came to Geneva and joined the editorial board. He
Froved to be a model speaker, and Lenin took a great
iking to him. Every evening these two would sit in the
Café Landolt with a few other comrades of like views,
and discuss events in Russia and their own plans over
a glass of beer.

‘In 1905 Russian publishers approached us for the
first time and stated that they were prepared to print
hitherto prohibited works in Russia. At the beginnin,
of QOctober a plan for a journey ta Finland was mooted,
but subsequent events caused Lenin to go direct to
Russia, while I remained in Geneva a few weeks longer
to clear everything up.” :

XI

Towards the end of the year the first revolution broke
out in Russia in connection with the unsuccessful war
with Japan. Lenin, though he had been exiled, con-
trived to return to Russia, At first, he carried on an
agitation in Moscow, in support of the Petersburg ris?ib:g,
but soon the Central Committee of the Party forbade
him to take any active part in events because, as an
illegally returned exile, he was exposed to very great
danger. In these circumstances he was only once or
twice present, hidden in the gallery, at the meetings of
the Petersburg Soviet. , 4

According to his friends’ accounts, Lenin regarded
the Moscow rising in December 1905 as an event of the
greatest historical importance. While the street fighting:
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was still going on he collected reports, questioned those
who had taken part in the fighting in the most minute
detail, and triedp in this way to form a clear picture of
what was happening. Even after the collapse of the
rising, he supported the view that this revolution, in
which the Russian workers fought for the first time
against the Tsarist army, was of supreme historical
significance; this defeat was worth more than many
other victories.

The collapse of the revolution led to the break-up of
the Bolshevik Party by the Government. As the Party,
however, secretly continued its activities, Lenin in 1906
was threatened with arrest and had to retire to Finland.
During his stay there the little place where he lay hid
was to some extent the headquarters of the Russian
Revolution. On Saturdays and Sundays numerous
workers visited him to ask his advice; the authorities
were aware of this, but did not yet dare to take any
energetic measures against Lenin so soon after the
summoning of the Duma,

Lenin at that time collected all the extreme revolution-
aries about him, and immediately attacked the Menshe-
viks, who had abandoned the revolutionary cause and
were tryis& to confine themselves to activities permitted
bylaw. With the idea that they must possess themselves
in patience and wait, but meantime go quietly on with
revolutionary agitation, the Bolsheviks decided to found
a proletarian labour paper, but to publish it abroad and
smuggle it secretly over the Russian frontier. Lenin
‘was entrusted with this task, and he proceeded to Ziirich
in 19o7 and then on to Geneva.

In 1908 the theoretical philosophical dispute about
Bogdanov’s ‘ empirio-criticism * arose; Lenin went to
London to study philosophy, and then moved to Paris,
where a Bolshevik conference took place in 19og. The
following years up to 1912 were spent in theoretical and
%ractical propaganda for his philosophical and political
1deas.



Lenin 79

To this period of exile belongs the interesting corre-
spondence between Lenin and the novelist Maxim
or’kii, in which the chief traits of Lenin’s character are
revealed perhaps more clearly than in any other docu-
ment, his inflexible courage, his unshakable faith in
ultimate success, and his dislike or rather his abhorrence
for any compromise with those who held different
opinions. In these years, the political position in Russia
was discouraging and hopeless, and the revolutionary
movement, under the i)r&esure of reaction, was showing
increasing signs of collapse. Lenin’s letters to Gor’kil,
however, breathe unshakable confidence, and an
assured conviction that by new ways and new methods
the working class would one day be victorious.
-+ *“In Lemn’s letters to Gor’kii,” says Kamenev, *“ you
will not find the ﬁery language, the lofty style of the
¢ historic personality ’; they are simple, natural, often
jesting, but always practical, clear-sighted, and clear
from one end to the other, as though written in one
breath. As you glance through them you feel as plainly
as possible how great this work was, gow mighty is the
spiritual power reflected in these letters. In Lenin, the
man and the mission were welded into one; it was
physiologically impossible for him to separate his
subjective standpoint from that of the revolutionary
movement: personality and revolution in him were
joined to form an indivisible whole. Nowhere nor at any
time could the smallest rift be discerned between the
ersonal interests of Lenin and the interests of the
g.istoriml process in course of evolution. This makes
Lenin’s letters genuine documents for a new proletarian
culture, bred from struggle.” '

But while his friendship with Gor’kif was thus
strengthened, his former supporters were becoming
more and more alienated from him. This went so far
that a Paris comic paper in jest offered half a kingdom
to any person who could name a fourth Bolshevik to
keep Lenin, Zinov’ev, and Kamenev company. For his
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relations with Gor’kii were personal rather than political ;
Gor’kii has never been a Bolshevik in the true sense of
the word. .

In the year 1912 Lenin went to Galicia and established
at Cracow a kind of central office for the Bolshevik
movement in Russia: the chief leaders of Russian
Bolshevism frequently visited him there to receive his
instructions. He was surprised by the world war in
Belii-Dunaets in Galicia. He used to go every day on
his bicycle to the post office at Poronin; several of his
comrades were staying there and he discussed all the
events of the day with them and played chess in his
leisure time.

After the outbreak of the world war Lenin was
arrested as a Russian spy on information supplied by the
Austrian police. He rode along the railway line every
day on his bicycle and used sometimes to read the
newspapers there, which gave rise to a suspicion that he
was spying out the line, if not meditating an attempt at
wrecking it. Lenin’s friends were extremely alarmed at
his arrest, and strained every nerve to prevent his being
handed over to the Austrian military authorities. They
were well aware how summary were the sentences of the
military courts at that time and how rapidly their
sentences were executed, and, therefore, how extreme
was the danger which threatened their leader. They
telegraphed to Victor Adler at Vienna, informing him of
the position and begging him to take immediate steps for
Lenin’s release.

Victor Adlerimmediatelyapproached thethen Austrian
Prime Minister, Count Stﬁr.gﬂh, and explained to him
that the arrest of Lenin would inevitably lead to exasper-
ation against Austria among the Russian workers, while,
on the other hand, it might be most advantageous if the
radical revolutionary were allowed to work unmolested.
‘These arguments induced Count Stiirgkh to order the
immediate release of Lenin, and that was the end of that
episode. Lenin, however, felt uncomfortable in Austria
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after that, and decided to move to Switzerland; after
some difficulty with the Austrian authorities he finally
succeeded in doing so towards the end of 1914.

He then settled down in Ziirich, where he lived in a
little room in a workman’s house, with his wife, Krups~
kaia, who was his faithful companion on all his travels.
She was Lenin’s staunchest fighting comrade, at once
his wife and his secretary. ‘‘ This woman,” says Klara
Zetkin, “ with her absolutely puritanical simplicity, her
hair smoothly combed back and tied in a simple knot,
with her cheap plain dress, was the image of a Russian
working man’s wife.”” And even when her husband was

-reigning in the Kremlin as an all-powerful dictator, she

made no change either in her dress or her mode of life,
and avoided anything which might look like official
dignity. In addition to her share it Lenin’s work, she
devoted herself chiefly to the advance of national
education and instruction, in which field she has done
very valuable work. .

Lenin spent the years from 1915 to 1?17 in Switzer-
land, He took part in the many socialist conferences
which were held in this neutral State. He made himself
conspicuous at the Zimmerwald and Kiental confer-
ences in particular, by advocating sabotage and armed
rebellion to put an end to the war. Undisturbed by the
hail of attacE and suspicion, the allegations that he was
a traitor who wanted to sell Russia, Lenin urged the
view that it would be an advantage for the Russian
proletariat if Tsarism suffered a military defeat in the
world war, because this would result in the social
revolution. '
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XI1

In February 1917 the Revolution in Russia prophesied
by Lenin actually occurred. The people repudiated the
intolerable wastefulness at Court, the Army and Navy
mutinied, and a few days later the Tsar was dethroned
and the democratic republic proclaimed. Lenin tried
to get to Russia as soon as possible. This proved to be
difficult, however, for the Entente States refused him a
passage. But he had contrived in the interval to procure
a forged Swedish passport, and tried to proceed to
Russia through Sweden along with a few friends.
Suddenly one of the comrades put forward the objection
that none of the alleged Swedes could speak a word of
Swedish. Lenin actually thought for a moment of pre-
tending to be deaf and dumb on the journey, but this
plan was immediately given up on account of the serious
dangers it involved.

en came the famous journey through Germany in
the ““ sealed coach.” The German social democrats of
the Left Party, Karl Liebknecht in particular, undertook
the necessary negotiations with the authorities and
secured sanction for Lenin to pass through Germany.
This journey was later extensively used to brand Lenin
as a paid agent of the German Government, but there
is no doubt that Lenin’s vindication of himself was quite
true, and that the way through Germany was chosen
by the Bolsheviks purely on grounds of expediency.

During the journey through Germany and Finland
Lenin was all the time afraid that he would be arrested
by the provisional bourgeois Government after his arrival
in Petersburg. He was all the more astonished, there-
fore, to find great crowds of workers on the station at
Petersburg, who gave him a tempestuous welcome. In
spite of this, it was a long time before he gave up his
suspicions, for he was sceptical enough to recognize
that public ovations were of scant value. During the
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first period of his stay in Petersburg he used to say
nearly every day: “ They have not locked us up to-day,
but it will come to-morrow.”

On the very evening of his arrival, while still on the
steps of the station, Lenin delivered his first revolution-
ary speech and called for the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat. On his way through the streets of Petersburg he
“had again and again to mount the roof of an armoured
car illuminated by searchlights, and address the masses
which thronged about him. ,

On 7th April Lenin published his Bolshevik pro-
gramme in Prqavda. He demanded the repudiation of
annexations, the transference of political power to the
proletariat and the peasantry, the replacement of
democracy by dictatorship, and the abolition of the
police, the army, and the bureaucracy. He called for the
‘nationalization of all land, the dissolution of the banks,
and the taking over by the State of the control of
industry and the rationing of food supplies.

In the early summer Kerenskif, Prime Minister of the
bourgeois Government,under pressure from the Western
allied powers, decided on a new offensive in Galicia;
this strategic movement failed and ended in a military
catastrophe, which seriously impaired the prestige of the
new Government in Russia and strengthened the position
of the Bolsheviks. On 3rd July a military revolt broke
out in Kronstadt, but this time the Government was
still able to subdue the insurrection. Kerenskii issued
a warrant for the arrest of Lenin, Zinov’ev, Trotskii,
Kamenev, Lunacharskii, and other Bolsheviks.

Lenin and Zinov’ev had, therefore, to hide as quickl
as they could from Kerenskii’s police; they decided,
with the help of a comrade, to retire to a village in the
neighbourhood of Petersburg and live in a hayrick.
B051 revolutionaries for a time shared the life of the
agricultural workers there and even took part in cutting
and bringing in the hay harvest. On this occasion
Zinov'ev was once nearly discovered when he was out
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shooting: a forester surprised him, confiscated his gun,
and asked him to account for himself. As the Govern-
ment had offered a reward of two hundred thousand
roubles for the capture of Zinov’ev and Lenin, the
situation was more than critical. But the comrade who
was concealing the two of them, interposed and declared
to the forester that Zinov’ev was a Finn who did not
understand a word of Russian. Whereupon the forester
desisted from asking for further details and let the matter
rest.

When the weather began to get colder, Lenin and
Zinov’ev decided to cross to Finland, where their move-
ments would be less restricted. They were provided
with forged papers in the character of workers in the
neighbouring Iéestroretsk munitions factory; theK
shaved, cut their hair, and fitted themselves out wit
wigs. Then a comrade photographed them and pasted
the photographs on the forged papers, and in this way
they succeeded in crossing the Finnish frontier.

During his stay in Finland Lenin was concealed for a
time, under the name of Ivanov, in the house of the
Chief of Police at Helsingfors who had Bolshevik sym-

athies. This seemed to him the best way to secure
gimself against the pursuit of the Kerenskii Government.
Even in this hiding place he worked zealously. He
procured Russian papers every day and organized a
secret postal service through the agency of a railway
official.

The Chief of Police went to the station every day and
bought all the newspapers which had arrived from
Petersburg. Lenin studied and worked on these till late
in the night, and in the morning he nearly always had
an article ready for despatch to Petersburg. Only a few
of the Bolsheviks. living in Helsingfors, among them
Smilga, knew of Lenin’s presence in the town. Smilga
saw Lenin frequently ang gave him information about
the temper of the garrison and the working class.

But as events in Russia were approaching a crisis,
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Lenin did not remain in Helsingfors but moved to
Viborg, nearer the Russian frontier. For this purpose
the Chief of Police had to provide him with a forged
passport as well as a wig and make up. They discovered
a theatrical barber who, after lengthy negotiations,
promised to deliver a grey wig next day. Thus in a
different suit with false hair and painted eyebrows Lenin
proceeded to Viborg, whence he soon after pressed on
to Petersburg.

In October 1917 Lenin finally returned to Petersburg.
On 24th October the Revolution broke out for the
second time, and the Bolshevists occupied the telegraph
office and the Neva bridges.. Next morning, 25th
October in the Russian and 7th November in the
Western European calendar, the Central Post Office
and the State lfank fell into the hands of the revolution-
arzesoldiers. The Government troops went over to the
rebels in crowds, by noon Kerenskii, the Prime Minister,
had fled and the news of the overthrow of the Provisional
Government got abroad. Lenin showed himself in
public, called a meeting of the Soviet, and delivered a
speech in honour of thejr victory.

An eye-witness has described the impression which
Lenin made on his audience at his first public speech in
Petersburg. A short thick-set man came on to the

latform. While storms of applause echoed through the
Eall, he smoothed his hair with both hands, as if he still
wore the wig which but recently had helped him to
escape from his pursuers. When the noise had sub-
sided Lenin began to speak in a clear voice, sometimes
becoming slower.. At the beginning of his speech he
kept both hands buried in his pockets, but sudpdenly he
drew out his right hand and began to use it to underline
the meaning ofg his words with vigorous gestures. After
a short time the left also emerged, and he now illustrated
the flow of his thoughts with both hands. At the
moment when his speech reached its climax, he threw
his whole body back, stuck his hands in his waist-
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coat, and began to make curious movements with his
body.

On the evening of the same day the Winter Palace,
the last refuge of the Provisional Government and the
troops which had remained faithful to it, was stormed by
the revolutionaries. Lenin was now master of Russia,
Next day he was elected President of the Council of
People’s Commissars. )

Immediately after the Bolsheviks assumed supreme-

wer Lenin had a telephone conversation with the
ortress of Kronstadt. This conversation, which was
taken down in shorthand, forms one of the most inter-
esting documents of revolutionary days. After Lenin’s -
secretary had got the connection with Kronstadt, the
telephone was answered by a man who introduced
himself as a social revolutionary.

‘“ Lenin wishes to speak to you, in the name of the -
Revolutionary Government,”” said the secretary. .

‘; Good, what does he wish to communicate to
us » X .

‘Lenin himself took up the receiver at this point:
‘‘ Are you empowered to negotiate in the name of the.
~ District Committee of the Army and Navy?” he
enquired.

 Certainly,” was the answer from Kronstadt.

‘“ Are you in a position to send a large number of
mine-layers and warships to Petrograd immediately? ”’

“1 will ask the Commander of the Baltic Fleet to
come to the telephone! ” ' :

“ We need,” explained Lenin, “ as many bayonets as -
possible, but only soldiers who are heart and soul with -
us. How many such can you locate? ” o

“ Five thousand. We can despatch the troops to
Petersburg at once.”

“ With the most rapid means of transport possible, :
how scon can you guarantee the arrival of the military
forces? ”

‘ In twenty-four hours at most,’”’ was the answer,



‘“ Have you the necessary food and equipment at
your disposal? ”

“Yes. We have plenty of foodstuffs. There are
three hundred and fifty-six machine-guns here and some
g?stteriaels’of field artillery which we can place at your

Iipgfxin appeared delighted: ‘ Then I request you, in
the name of the Repu%lican Government, to despatch
the troops at once. You may know that a new Govern- _
ment has been formed. How was this news received
by the Kronstadt Soviet?

“ With great enthusiasm.”

“ Then,” ordered Lenin, ‘ please see that the infantry
reegll'ments, adequately equipped, are started immedi-
at .)’ .

'this remarkable telephone conversation closed with
the assurance that this would be done at once. Next
day the Kronstadt troops arrived in Petersburg according
to programme, and were henceforward one of the most
trustworthy supports of Lenin’s new Government.

Trotskil gives an interesting account of Lenin’s.
behaviour in the Petersburg days immediately followin;
his victory. “ From the instant that the %rovisiona
Government was declared to be overthrown, Lenin,
both in small things and great, acted as * the new Gov-
ernment.” We had no machinery, no contact with the
provinces, the bureaucracy was obstructive, there was

-no money and no army. But Lenin issued orders,
decrees, and commands in the name of the Government.
Needless to say, he was farther removed than most from
any superstitious veneration for formalities. If, how-
ever, he was to unite the work coming from above, from
the abandoned or obstructive Government offices, with
the productive activity coming from below, this tone of
formality and decision was necessary, the tone of a
Government which at the moment was still floating in
the void, but which to-morrow or the next day must
become a power and must appear as such from the




¥

88 Lenin and Gandhi

outset. This formality was also necessary for disciglin-
ing our own people. Little by little the threads of the
af)paratus of Government were spun over the boisterous
element, the revolutionary improvisations of the pro-
letarian troops. Lenin’s office and mine were at opposite
ends of the Smolny cloister; the corridor uniting—or
rather separating—us was so long that Lenin in joke
ﬁroposed that we should maintain communication by

icycle. We were telephonically connected, and besides
sailors ran backwards and forwards and brought me
Lenin’s famous minutes, little scraps of paper containing
two or three vigorous sentences, with the important
words underlined several times and ending with a
question. Several times a day I went along this inter-
minable corridor, which was like an ant heap, to take
part in a consultation in Lenin’s room.”

'The weakness of the new machinery of Government
was seen most clearly when the German -attack began.
““ Yesterday we were still firm in the saddle,” said Lenin
at that time, * to-day we are hanging on by the mane. .
But it is a good lesson. This will have a good effect on
our damned Oblomovism. Those who want to escape
from slavery must take firm hold and organize. It will
be a good lesson, if only the Germans do not overthrow
us first.”

Trotskii’s reports show that Lenin was well aware of
the dangers which threatened his life at that period,
‘““ What do you think? ”’ he once unexpectedly asked
Trotskil, “ do you think that Bukharin and Sverdlov
willee able to manage things alone if they kill you and
me »

“ What’s that you say? They won’t kill us,” Trotskii
answered jesting?;'.v

l: Glcl)d knows! How can you tell? ”’ said Lenin with
a laugh.

Mgnwhile, under pressure of the German offensive,
the peace negotiations of Brest-Litovsk had begun, in
which Trotskil took part in the capacity of leader of the
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Russian delegation. He refused the harsh peace con-
ditions of the Central Powers, whereupon the Germans
declared the armistice at an end and resumed their
advance.

At this juncture Lenin, in opposition to all his follow-
ers and friends, decided to accept the German terms, to
have ““ peace at any price,” in order to save the Revolu-
tion from the German bayonets.

XIII

Soon after this Lenin proceeded to transfer the seat of
government from Petersburg to Moscow. This time
also there were bitter differences of opinion before he
could carry his point. His friends objected that it was
a kind of desertion of the colours to abandon Petersburg,
the city of the Revolution, and the Smolny Cloister, the
symbol of Soviet power. Lenin, however, flew into a
rage and was quite beside himself when he heard such

- remarks. ‘“ How can people decide the fate of the
Revolution with sentimental nonsense? If the Germans
take Petersburg with a rush and find us there, the Revo-
lution is lost. But if the seat of Government is in
Moscow, then the fall of Petersburg is merely a severe
loss. How can it be possible that you do not grasp, do
not understand this? And further. If we remain in
Petersburg, then we are making its position more danger-
ous, for it is as if we were challenging the Germans to
capture it. But if the Government is stationed in

oscow, then the temptation for the Germans to
march on Petersburg is enormously diminished. . . .
Why do you babble of the symbolic meaning of the
Smolny. The Smolny is the Smolny because we are in
it. Once we are in the Kremlin, all your symbolism
will be transferred to the Kremlin! ”’ _
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Finally, Lenin carried, or rather enforced, his views,
and the Government was transferred to the Kremlin in
Moscow. Lenin, with his wife and sister, moved into a
small apartment in the building formerly occupied by
the Court of Appeal, where he worked from sixteen to
eighteen hours a day, ,

One of Lenin’s party friends, G. Sorin, gives a vivid
description of the dictator’s methods of work in the
Kremlin at that period: ‘ He sat in his office and
screwing up his eyes tried to question the hundred and
one comrades about the feeling among the masses. He
did it in such a way that the person who was being
questioned did not know what he was driving at. Only
in this way was it possible to get objective, and not too
favourably coloured, reports. :

“ Then he compared the result of these interrogations
~ with the conclusions drawn from the thousands of
reports; then he added the two statements and multiplied
the total by some plan on the agenda, in order, after
subtracting about a dozen of his own and other people’s
mistakes, to examine the whole thing again for the tenth
time. After finally asking the People’s Commissariat
for the Food Supply about the coming potato harvest, he

e his decision:

- ““They seem to be all right. But if they are all right,
the matter must be carried out exactly at any price. Itis
necessary to supervise the carrying out, to supervise it
most carefully.” ”

In the summer of 1918 the social revolutionary, Dora
Kaplan, made her attempt on Lenin’s life. For several
days he hovered between life and death, but he made a
rapid recovery and was soon able to resume the direction
of the affairs of the State. This was the more urgently
necessary, as at that time the political position of Soviet
Russia was becoming visibly worse. Almost all over
the country risings had taken place and counter-
revolutionary armies had been formed. The ogoponents
had to be defeated one after the other in stubborn and
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bitter fighting, before the Bolshevik regime was at last
firmly established in Russia.

Meanwhile, the economic situation had become diffi-
cult and even menacing. The strict blockade instituted
by the other powers, combined with the resistance of the

ts to requisitioning, had brought about such a
shortage of food that hunger and misery prevailed in the
whole of the Soviet State, especially in the industrial
centres.

It was at this point that Lenin dared to take one of his
boldest steps, the entirely unexpected transition to the
* new economic policy ”’ from the system of * militant
communism ”’ previously in force. This truly states-
manlike decision to make a complete break with the
methods of compulsory communism, without doubt
saved the Soviet regime from certain ruin. Neverthe-
less, this sudden right-about-face on Lenin’s part
roused the greatest opposition among almost all his
followers, and in those days many prominent leaders
of the Bolshevik Party regarded this volte face of Lenin’s
to a greater or less degree as a betrayal of the supreme
principles of communism.

Lenin in no way troubled about objections of this
kind and did not let himself be diverted from carrying
out his new plan. By again recognizing private property,

nting concessions to foreign undertakings, encourag-
ing trade and stabilizing the currency he, overnight as it
were, changed the whole social system and the economic
structure of the Soviet State.

In a few months the deserted streets took on fresh
life, the old shops opened again, foodstuffs appeared in
the markets, and economic commerce with Western .
Europe and America, which had been completely sus-
pended for many years, began to revive. Lenin had in
mind a kind of State capitalism, which was to form a
transition stage on the way to complete communism;
this hope had to compensate him for the fact that, since
the introduction of the ‘ neweconomic policy,” economic
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life in Russia was undeniably approximating more and
more closely to the methods in force in capitalist
countries.

This bold decision suddenly to replace the existing
communist organization of trade and industry by a
capitalistic system, is certainly one of the most amazing
examples of Lenin’s capacity for adapting himself to
the conditions of the moment, and not shrinking even
from actions which were bound to make his foyalty
suspect even in the eyes of his followers. As in other
similar cases; here too he did not hesitate for a moment
to confess his mistake and to replace a method which
had proved itself erroneous by one entirely different.

X1V

All through his life Lenin had always the courage to
stand alone and to offend his best friends, if his ideas
did not agree with theirs. ‘It was characteristic of
Vladimir II'ich,” says Pokrovskii, ‘‘that he never
hesitated to take the responsibility for every step even
if the fate not only of himself and his party, but of the
whole country might depend on it. Almost all his
movements were initiated by himself alone at the head
of a tiny group, because always only very few could be
found bold enough to go with him. This was most
clearly shown during his propaganda for an armed rising
in the years 1904 and 1905, when this man, who went
about in a tattered coat, ruthlessly declared war on the
omnipotent power of the Tsars. I still remember
the attitude of the bourgeois professors towards this
appeal; they never uttered the word °comrade’
;ritlcllom a sneering smile, as if it meant an utter block-

ead.
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“ But Lenin neither feared mockery nor shrank from
the overwhelming magnitude of the task he had set
himself, nor was he afraid of the consequences of his
appeal for bloodshed. When the first attempt failed,.
~ he did not lose heart. There were many who, after the
December days of 1903, declared that the only thing:
for Lenin to do was to put a bullet through his head.
But he had not the faintest intention of doing any such
thing., This man, who but recently had been advocating
an armed rebellion, suddenly recommended his followers.
to devote careful study to the shorthand reports of the
sessions of the Imperial Duma, thereby exposing himself’
to ridicule not only from the bourgeois, but also from
his own party comrades. The result was that at that
time there was hardly a single person who did not
consider Lenin an impotent weakling.

“ But later events proved that participation in the-
Duma was the best means of continuing to carry on
revolutionary propaganda. Lenin rightly saw in the
Socialist section of the Duma a mouthpiece for the
working classes, and recognized that, in existing cir-
cumstances, nothing could be done without this instru-
ment. But to profess his faith in parliamentarianism of’
this kind required extraordinary political courage,
certainly greater courage than was needed for preaching
armed rebellion.”

Lenin never had any fear of isolation. ‘I shall
perhaps be alone,” he said once in Switzerland, “ but I
shall never be turned aside from my opinions; I shall
never cease to champion them and follow the straight.
line. Zinov’ev relates how Plekhanov once made fun
of the young social democrats; of whom Zinov’ev was.
one, for their devotion to Lenin: ‘‘ You are still follow--
ing him, but his way is such that in a few months he will.
only scare the monks in their orchards. Lenin is done;,
once he breaks with us who are experienced, his day is.
over.” When the young men told him of this remark
Lenin said with a laugh: ‘“ We don’t count our chickens.
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till autumn. We will fight and see whom the workmen
will side with!”

Immediately after the Revolution Lenin came into
sharp conflict with his comrades on account of his
demand that the Constituent Assemblymustbedissolved.
Untroubled by the objections which sprang up in all
quarters, he had demanded that tge éonstituent
Assembly must be immediately despatched home and
the new elections postponed. On this occasion he was
outvoted in the Council and had to give in in the end,
but he kept shaking his head and exclaiming that they
‘would all pay dearly for this mistake.

At the time of the T'reaty of Brest-Litovsk, too, Lenin
‘was in opposition to all his party friends. He clearly
recognized the impossibility of going on with the war
and insisted on the acceptance of the German ultimatum,
though everybody about him violently opposed him
and declared that it was impossible to capitulate to the
Germans. ,

In Radek’s opinion Lenin’s greatness consisted in his
capacity for making quite fresh decisions from day to
day, and immediately rejecting any formula which had
proved to be a hindrance. On one occasion, when
someone tried to op({mse one of his motions by appealing
to a socialist party dogma, he shouted furiously: *“ You
are worse than hens. A hen has not the courage to cross
a chalk line, but it can at least justify itself by pointing
out that the chalk circle was drawn by somebody else.
But you have drawn your own circle and are now gazing
at the chalk line instead of seeing reality!

As a proof of Lenin’s unerring perspicuity, his
followers quote his philosophical dispute with Bogdanov.
Pokrovskil says: ‘“ At that time, we clasped our hands
and declared 1n amazement that only his idleness abroad
could have induced Lenin to devote himself so earnestly
to trifling problems of this kind. It was a critical
:moment, the Revolution was beginning to flag, and a
radical alteration of former tactics was under discussion.
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But instead of devoting his attention to all these prob-
lems Lenin had buried himself in libraries, spent whole
days there, and finally wrote a philosophic work. But
later events justified him in this case also, for this
seemingly unnecessary theoretical work became the
intellectual foundation of Bolshevism.”

XV

Still another trait was particularly characteristic of
Lenin and contributed greatly to his ultimate success.
‘That was his deep kinship with the working people,
with the proletarians and peasants. It was entirely
practical. Lenin’s closest fellow workers are unanimous
in testifying to his capacity for making the most trifling
troubles of the workers his own, studying them on the
spot, and worrying about the best way to relieve them.
Bukharin says that 1t almost seemed as if an extraordinary
sixth sense enabled Lenin to ‘‘ hear the grass growing
under the ground, and the thoughts in the workers’
minds.” He would listen patiently and with the closest
attention to a peasant, or a soldier, or a worker. A
chance conversation with an old woman made the true
feelings of the peasants clearer to him than hundreds of
official reports. He had the ?ecial gift of talking to
everybody in a way which made them tell him frankly
and unreservedly of all their slightest doubts, needs,
and desires. He did not meet the workers and ts
as the proud head of the State, but as a comrade in the
real sense of the word, as a sincere personal friend.
Everything he said and did was for the masses and
calculated for its effect on the masses. He always tried

. to ensure that his words could be understood in the most

remote villages. This spiritual contact with sections of
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the Russian people about whose weal or woe no previous
Russian statesman had ever troubled himself, brought
Lenin close to the masses and won him unlimited
popularity among the whole population.

Personally, too, Lenin felt a strong disinclination for
any kind of luxurious living. He wanted his way of life
to be as little different as possible from that of the
proletariat. During the terrible famine year of 1919 it
was a great worry to him that people would send him
food from all over the country, as he thought he had
no right to eat more than any of his comrades. He
generally distributed all the foodstuffs he received to
sick and starving proletarians. Once he invited Gor’kii
to lunch, remarking, “ Have lunch with me, I’ve been
sent smoked fish from Astrakhan.” Then he wrinkled
his brow, took Gor’kil aside, screwed up his eyes, and
said: “ PeoEle send me food, as to a master. If I do
not accept the parcels, I insult the donors. But I find
it very unpleasant to accept food when the people
around me are hungry.”

He was very fond of talking to workers and peasants
and testing the success of every measure by means of
such conversations. He pumped these people to find
out all they knew, and, on the other hand, in all his
measures he considered the effect which his new decisions
would have on the simple People. “ When Lenin had
to solve a great problem,” says Radek, ‘“ he did not
think in abstract historical categories, he did not puzzle
over ground rent or surplus value, nor over absolutism
or liberalism. He thought about living men, the
peasant Sidor from Tver, the workman from the
Putilov Works, or the bobby on the street, and tried to
imagine how the decisions in question would affect the
peasant Sidor or the workman Onufri.”

Amongst the collected official documents written by
Lenin is a bundle of short letters, each of which contains
an order in favour of some ordinary man. One directs
that a certain worker is to be supplied with food, in
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another Lenin asks for new clothes for one workman or
- tries to provide a house for another, or medical treat-
ment for a third. Every one of these orders is accom-
panied by a statement giving the exact and detailed
reasons for its issue.

Lenin also read all the letters sent to him, devoting
particular attention to those from peasants. ** They are
real human documents,” he used frequently to say when
he received a communication of this kind from a peasant ;
““ no official report could throw so much light on the
situation.” He often made exhaustive enquiries about
the writer, whether he was a rich or a poor peasant, and
what was his attitude to things in general and to Bolshe-
vism in particular. Rykov, the People’s Commissar,
relates how Lenin, during the food crisis, used to send
for quite simple peasants and hold long and exhaustive
conversations with them in order to get an exact picture
of the position and the possibilities of improving it.

His capacity for getting into immediate touch with
men of the people and putting himself on their level was
not confined to Russia. Once when on a visit to Gor’kii
at Capri, he used to talk a great deal with the fishermen
there, although he did not understand a word of Italian.
‘The fishermen liked him very much, because they found
his laugh sympathetic. An old fisherman used to say
of him: “ Only an honest man can laugh like that.”
When Lenin returned to Russia, the fisherman used to
ask Gor’kii: “ What is Signor Lenin doing? Has the
‘Tsar arrested him yet?

The English workers, too, who got to know Lenin at
the London Conference in 19o7, said that no other
socialist leader appealed to them as Lenin did. When
they were asked for their views on Plekhanov, one of
them said: ‘‘ Plekhanov is our teacher. He is a gentle-
man. But Lenin is really our comrade! ”

Lenin had undoubtedly a genius for organization.
His extraordinary ability 1n this direction was perhaps
most clearly shown by the way he contrived to create’

H
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‘collaborators for himself, to attract a whole staff of
politicians, administrators, soldiers, and diplomatists, to
whom he communicated the science of government.
He chose about a thousand men from proletarians and
intellectuals entirely inexperienced in statesmanship, and
put the whole administration in their hands. In this
connection he also contrived cleverly to attach even
political opponents to his service if he needed them for
their special abilities. He made generals of people who
had not the faintest knowledge of military affairs,
handed over to them army commands, and sent them
to the front against the counter-revolutionary armies.
He appointed journalists as ambassadors, and sent them
on diplomatic missions, and handed over to a handful of
igleasants and workers the organization of complicated
nancial -and administrative tasks.

And the miracle worked. The improvised com-
manders-in-chief won victories, the new diplomatists
succeeded in concluding favourable agreements with the
European powers, and the home administration under
the new regime functioned at least no worse than it had
done under the Tsars. Lenin clearly had a sure eye for
putting the best men in the right posts and for training
them besides.

XVI

Thus he succeeded in bringing his new state into
being with quite new men. For the Soviet Republic
is actually an entirely original political creation without
any forerunner or prototype whatever in the history of
the world. A passing episode of the revolutionary days
of 1903, the calling of a workers’ council in Petersburg,
was enough to suggest to Lenin the conception of an
entirely new political form, to give him the idea of a
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Soviet Republic. All the other revolutionaries had
striven for some form of the parliamentary system.
Lenin was the only one to decide to give up parliament-
arianism altogether and democracy a%(‘)ng with it, and to
base the dictatorship of the proletariat on the council
Sﬁstem. Whatever we may think of the system, the fact
that he was able to carry this idea into practice, and to
organize a State of a hundred and fifty million inhabit-
ants on the council principle in a few years, almost in a
few months, must be acknowledged to be a marvellous
and almost incomprehensible achievement of organiza-
tion.

It is not surprising that Lenin’s health could not
permanently keep pace with the colossal burden of work
resting on his shoulders. After forcing himself to go on
working for months in terrible physical suffering, he
was at %ast obliged to retire from direct management of
the State, and to exchange the Kremlin for the quiet
sanatorium at Gor’kii where, in the end, he died, with
his right side paralysed.

Lenin’s illness, according to the account of his wife,
Nadezhda Krupskaia, began towards the end of 1921:
“ The exact point at which Lenin began to be seriously
ill is difficult to fix, for his indisposition developed very
slowly and only gradually undermined his strong
constitution. He himself troubled very little about his
illness.

“In March 1921 the doctors examined him and
pronounced him to be sound. At that time neither his
nervous system nor his internal organs were affected. -
But as he complained continually of %;a:adaches, and was
extremely fatigued, it was proposed that he should take
a few months’ leave and go to Gor’kil. Soon after this,
at the beginning of May, the first symptoms of an organic
injury to the brain appeared. He had a stroke which
resulted in general weakness, loss of speech, and
paralysis of the right foot. These symptoms lasted for
three months. :
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“ Later there were other similar attacks; they
occurred periodically in the course of May, June, and
July and lasted from half an hour to two hours. Under
careful treatment, however, Lenin’s condition improved
so much during the summer that, in October, he was
able to resume his former activities even if only to a
limited extent. In November he delivered three great
political speeches ; but in December the attacks recurred,
and, finally, on 16th December, led to paralysis of the
right hand and the right foot. Henceforth he had to
keep his bed.

“In January and February 1923 Lenin’s health
changed now for the better, now for the worse. In
February he could still dictate political articles, but on
gth March paralysis of the whole right side occurred,
which made speaking almost impossible.

“ In the middle of May, in view of the fine weather,
Lenin was moved to Gor’kii, where he remained till his
death. At first his condition improved a little again,
but in the second half of June he became worse. At
that time he suffered especially from insomnia.

“In the second hal? of July a period of slow but
steady improvement began. He was taken out every
day in a bath chair; his spirits were good, he ate well,
and was able to sleep. He even began gradually to walk
without assistance. In the beginning of August it was
possible to undertake experiments for restoring his
speech, which were continued almost up to his death.

“ In September Lenin could go up and down stairs
again without assistance, walk about the room, and go
for daily motor drives in the forest. The paralysis of
his speech was considerably less, and he began to take
part in public life again. He read the papers daily, drew
attention to articles which interested him, and caught up
with everything very quickly. With great difficulty he
set about learning to write with his left hand.

‘ At the beginning of the sunny winter days he often
went sleighing in the forest, and during these expeditions
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he was good-humoured and seemed in excellent spirits.
At Christmas, a tree was decorated for the village child-
ren; Lenin took part in the Christmas festivities, was
in wonderful spirits, and saw to it that the children
enjoyed themselves thoroughly. )

“We all believed that his health was improving
surely if slowly. But after this brief period of apparent
recovery, the catastrophe occurred at six o’clock on the
evening of 21st January 1924. A serious attack, lastin
nearly an hour, resulted in an almost complete loss o
sensation and muscular contraction. At ten minutes to
seven his temperature was 108, and he died of paralysis
of the breathing centre of the brain.”

The post-mortem carried out by a board of Russian
professors revealed general arterial sclerosis with par-
ticularly serious deterioration in the blood vessels of the
brain. Obviously, Lenin was a victim of overwork.

One of the doctors who took part in the post-mortem
said later that it was not surprising that Lenin died;
the really incomprehensible thing was how he lived so
long. Obviously, the arteries of his brain were already
largely hardened and decayed at the time when he was
still reading the newspapers and taking an interest in
politics. Only a man of almost incredible will power
could have carried on any kind of intellectual activity
under such conditions. :

It was Lenin’s death which first made Europe under-
stand his real greatness. UP till then he was still treated
in the foreign Press as a * bandit ” and a ““ German
spy ”’; but now opinions beﬁan gradually to change.
More and more voices were heard calling attention to
Lenin’s true significance. Soon after his death the
views of foreign politicians, authors, and scholars on the
dead Russian leader were solicited for a book to be
published in memory of him. The replies received
testify to the change which had taken place in the inter-
val in the opinion of Europe. Not only did social
democrats like Karl Kautsky or Otto Bauer express
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themselves in words of the highest appreciation and call
him a proletarian leader and teacher of genius; similar
words of appreciation came from the bourgeois camp
too. Thus Bainlevé wrote that he admired the extra-
ordinary vital will-power, energy, and force of Lenin;
Herriot also stated that, in spite of all the difference
between their political opinions, he had always been
captured by Lenin’s unusual gifts as a statesman, by his
energy, his resoluteness, and iis all-round education.

“ Lenin,” said Thomas Mann, ‘‘ was undoubtedly a
phenomenon of the century, a human organism of new
democratically titanic dimensions, a powerful combina-
tion of the ‘ will to power ’ and asceticism, a great pope
of the idea, full of world-destroying fanaticism. He will
be remembered along with Gregory, of whom the heroic
poem says: ‘ Life and teaching were not in discord with
each other,” and who himself said: ¢ Cursed be the man
who holds his sword back from bloodshed.’ ”’

Romain Rolland prefaces his opinion with the words:
* Lenin, the greatest man of action in our century and
at the same time the most selfless.” The great English
scholar and writer, Bertrand Russell, again, declares
that the death of Lenin has deprived the world of the
one truly great man of the age: *“ We may take it for
granted that our century will go down in history as the
century of Lenin and Einstein, the two men who
succeeded in completing a colossal synthetic work.
Lenin seemed a destroyer to the bourgeoisie of the
world; but what made his greatness was not his destruct-
ive activity. He was a harmoniously creative mind, a °
philosopher, a practical systematizer. . . . On me he
makes the impression of an absolutely sincere man
totally devoid of egoism. I am convinced that he was
concerned only with social aims and never with his own
power. I believe he would have been ready to stand
aside at any moment if by so doing he could have
advanced the cause of communism. . . .”

Bernard Shaw expresses himself to the same effect,
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saying in his characteristic paradoxical way that the day
will come when Lenin’s statue will be erected in London
alongside that of George Washington. Washington
was in his time slandered in the English Press in the
same infamous fashion as Lenin is now.

Many simple Russians for long refused to believe in.
Lenin’s death, and soon numerous legends sprang up
which maintained that Lenin was only pretending to be
dead in order to be able to control the administration
of his successors. One of these legends tells that Lenin
rose suddenly one day from the lunch table, sent for
the doctor, and asked him: *“ Can you arrange matters.
so that it will seem that I am dead?

. P“ Certainly,” said the doctor, “ but why do you want
lt »

‘“ T want to see,” explained Lenin, ““ what will become
of Russia if they think me dead. At present they shove
everything on to my shoulders and make me responsible
for everything.” ;

“ Very good,” said the doctor, * we will announce
that you are dead and lay you in a glass case from which
you can see everything t{at goes on around you.”

‘“ Excellent, doctor! But it must be kept a strict
secret. Besides you and me, only my wife must know.”

Soon after, it was announced to the people that Lenin
was dead. The people lamented and mourned for him,
and his comrades laid him in a storeroom which they
called the mausoleum.

- Lenin lay here for a day, a week, or a mionth until he
- was sick of the glass cage. Finally, one night he rose
: 3uiet1y and went out of the mausoleum bg the back
oor into the Kremlin, where a meeting of the People’s
Commissars was in progress. The sentries let him by,
as he carried a pass, and no one recognized him, for he
had pulled his hat down over his face. :

So he listened to the deliberations of the People’s
Commissars, then turned away contentedly and lay
down in his glass case again. But next night he rose
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again and went to a factory. There were only a few
workers there on night work, and Lenin talked to them
and asked them if tﬁey were satisfied with the Govern-
ment and their life. '

The third day he went to the station, took a train and
journeyed to the distant villaﬁes to see if things were
right there. It was not until he had convinced himself
that things were still going his way among the peasants
also that he went quietly back to Moscow and laid him-
self in his mausoleum again. No one knows exactly how
long he will continue to lie there pretending to be dead.
But one day he will rise again and appear among his
comrades.

XVII

But the greatness of Lenin’s political work in its
entirety can%)e really understood only if it is regarded as
the continuation and crown of an historical process: for
Lenin, who dug the grave of Tsarism, was, however
singular it may sound, the real executor of the political
testament which Peter the Great left to Russia. He
himself was quite conscious of this, and often called the
Tsar Peter his political ancestor. In this connection it is
interesting to note that he actually opposed any change
in the name of the city of Petrograd, with the remark
that Peter the Great was the first revolutionary to sit on
the throne, and that his memory must be held in honour
by Bolshevik revolutionaries also.

In fact, Peter the Great was the first to attempt to
bridge over the yawning gulf between Russia and West-
ern Europe, and to make his empire into a modern,
civilized state. Since then, the whole political and
cultural development of Russia has stood in the sign
of these “ Westernizing ”’ tendencies, which, though at
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first confined to the Court, later spread to the widest
‘circles. Once Peter the Great had faced Russia with
the question of deciding whether she was to follow the
ath of European civilization, or preserve intact her
tern character, this problem swayed almost the whole

of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

Although the Tsar himself understood by European-
ization only the introduction of Western sources of
power, an ever greater number of men later saw in it
the one way to social liberation and release from the
ioke of Asiatic despotism. Just when Alexander Herzen
t}?d clearly formu atfd _thesel hopes for the first timg,

e opposite point of view also to gain ground,
sponslt))ll?ed at l;irst by the brother:g%reevgl?ii. glin the
‘sixties the Russian public was already split into two
great hostile camps, “ Westerners *’ on the one side and
'* Slavophils ” on the other. The efforts of the Western-
ers did not reach a decisive stage, however, till the
moment when the Russian social democrats adopted
their views, and proclaimed that Russia could be
Europeanized and dovetailed into the cultural develop-
ment of the West only through the proletariat. That
was the first emergence of the idea that the Europeaniz-
ing of the Russian Empire was the historic task of
Labour.

The opposite Slavophil tendency was at first repre-
sented by the * Narodniki,” the national Socialists, but
later by the social revolutionaries. Even the Narodniki
acknowledged the necessity for a social reformation, but
they wanted to carry it through without European
support, entirely with the aid of the forces latent in the
Russian peasantry. In their view, the Russian peasant
communes actually contained the purest primitive form
of socialism; thus the hopes of the Slavophils were
wholly set on the Asiatic-Russian element in the
peasantry. .

Beginning in the ’sixties the differences between the
soci:fgists‘ and the Narodniki became more and more
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acute until any alliance between the two parties was
impossible; all the attempts which were then made, in
spite of this fact, to bring about a union between them,
proved vain, '

Lenin accomplished the great work, and brought about
a reconciliation between the Western and Eastern trends
of thought, between country and town. In this sense
the ‘ Republic of the Workers and Peasants,” Lémin’s
most personal work, was much more than an empty
phrase, for it was nothing less than the first solution
of a century-old problem.

Even the split between Lenin’s section and Social
Democracy, which was complete in 1903, had its cause
in the different sides taken on this problem. The
Mensheviks (the social democrats) represented the view
that the proletarian revolution was only possible in a
country with a highly developed capitalist industrial
system; in backward and semi-feudal Russia the
dominion of the nobles must first be replaced by the
bourgeoisie, then a strong capitalistic class must arise
before the proletariat could begin to play its historic
role. The task of the Socialists, in the Menshevik idea,
must first be to support the bourgeoisie in their fight
against the nobles, and thus accomplish the liberal
revolution; this was the preliminary condition for the
ultimate success of socialism itself. By this way of
treating the question the Mensheviks were automatically
forced into a fighting alliance with the bourgeoisie, who
faced West, and who were not indeed without sympathy
for Socialist ideas. "

Lenin had fought this Menshevik view with the
utmost energy; he was of opinion that socialism must -
follow directly on feudal lordship, and that any alliance
with the bourgeoisie was pernicious and objectionable.
He was convinced that the Marxist principles were
immediately realizable, and he directed his energies
exclusively to adapting them to Russian conditions. In
this bold sacrifice of his whole world-image to the



: Lenin , 107
political expediencies of the moment, as he saw them,
he even rejected the inviolability of the strict Marxist
creed; this had to be exactly adapted to the immediate
demands of the political situation. Lenin, the * prac-
tical Marxist,” determined that this was the real
essence of historic materialism, whose ‘‘ dialectical”
principles, in his view, pointed directly to the
adaptation, as occasion required, of theory to political
practice. :

Lenin had made it his task to discover the forms of the
class-war best suited to Russia, independently of the
views of Western Social Democracy, which regarded a
period of capitalism and middle-class domination as one
of the main preliminary conditions for the ultimate rule
of the proletariat. This conception might suit Western
Europe, but it was not, in Lenin’s opinion, applicable
to Russia, where no adequately developed industry
existed, and where, therefore, the road to socialism, by
way of evolutionary development through concentration
of capital and middle-class organization, could not be
followed. The only way possible for the proletariat
to attain power, Lenin was convinced, was by violent
upheaval, by revolution; in no other way did it seem
possible for Russia to make up for the enormous start
of the highly developed industrial West.

Lenin’s real work, therefore, lay in this * correction
of Marxism which, in his view, was necessary to adapt
it to Russian conditions, and in the establishment of a
new revolutionary programme, which no longer had
~-much in common, fundamentally, with the socialism
- of the West. This “ Leninism ”* naturally had to find
" ‘support in forces different from those of Western
socialism, since it could not tolerate leaving the liberation
of the country from its feudal overlordship to a bour-
geoisie ripening for the task, but was resolved itself to
carry it through immediately without their help. In
contrast to the Mensheviks, Lenin thus sought his allies
outside the ranks of the westward-facing intelligentsia,
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and, as a result, came to look for suppert to the Asiatic
¥easantry. 'The rural population has from earliest times
ormed an overwhelming majorl\g' y of the inhabitants of
Russia, and thus promised an infinitely stronger reserve
than the numerically insignificant bourgeeisie. "In
alliance with the enslaved Russian peasantry, the battle
would be carried on simultaneously against feudalism
and the bourgeoisie, so that, after both these oppénents
had been finally overcome, the joint proletarian rule of
workers and peasants might be established.

Therefore,it was Lenin’s main endeavourtostrengthen
this alliance between peasants and workers, which he
regarded as the best guarantee for the permanence of
proletarian rule in Russia. This also explains the very
cautious and mild way in which, as dictator, he always
dealt with the peasantry, and why he wooed the favour
of the rural districts, although he thereby incurred sharp
criticism from his party colleagues.

Lenin, the originator and the proclaimer of the ruth-
less use of violence, always showed the most friendly
spirit in dealing with the demands or protests of the
rural population. ‘‘ Lenin always held the view,” says
Voronskii, “ that there should be no violent interference
with peasant economy or the communal administration
in the rural districts; and that we should rather try to
train the peasants by friendly methods and through good
example, for we are in many respects the pupils of the
peasants, and not their teachers.” And because he was
attempting to make the peasants the travelling com-
panions of the Russian worker, Lenin wished to create
an alliance whose foundations should be more firmly
laid than those of any other association whatever. He
was of opinion that the Russian proletariat is not a self-
contained phenomenon of the great cities, as it is in
Western Europe, but that, as it came from the peasantry,
that rural past is still part of it. Therefore, the fraternal
union between workers and peasants should merely
define, in a political sense, the connection which, from
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the beginning, has existed in Russia between the factory
and the country,

By the union ‘of the urban proletariat and the rural
population Lenin actually succeeded in brin ing about
a compromise between the ““ Western ” anﬁ " Slavo-
phil ” sides, and in giving a strong peasant national note
to the proletdirian movement. Henceforward, the
Marxist doctrine was no longer to be exclusively the
concern of the urban proletariat, but rather the concern
of the whole people. ‘

Whereas, then, the endeavours at Europeanization of
the Russian social democrats and the westward-facing
bourgeois intelligentsia had earlier been aimed merely at
a very slender section of the population, they could for
the future, under the Bolshevist regime, be extended