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regarded as a parallel to the incident mentioned in Elwood’s article, wherein young
Molotov wrote to Lenin “that the editors in St. Petersburg knew better than the
Central Committee in Galicia what the Russian workers wanted to read” (p. 367).
But the pruning of that letter and Pravda’s failure to publish “letters from afar”
nos. 2, 3, and 4, dealing respectively with “The New Government and the Pro-
letariat,” with a “Proletarian Militia,” and with “How to Get Peace,” must surely
be viewed in the framework of a situation quite different from and more dynamic
than that which produced the Lenin-Pravda divergences of the prewar period.

In 1917 there was after all the actual overthrow of the tsar accompanied by a
highly critical military situation. The picture was changing daily if not hourly not
only in Petrograd but all over Russia. Would it have made sense for the editors to
accept uncritically the advice of any person from abroad, lacking all direct in-
formation? Moreover, the gap between Lenin and the Bolsheviks in Russia had
widened immeasurably since 1914. Lenin’s horizons had broadened, and he saw
himself as a world leader. In the meantime Pravda editor Stalin, for instance, could
hardly have learned anything new about Russia while fishing and hunting in
Siberia, and surely had not been thinking about Russia’s place in the scheme of a
European revolution. In addition, Lenin in early 1917 had worked out ideas that
were entirely new and original and entirely unpublished in their completed form.
Many of the ideas that were later to appear in State and Revolution were included
in the second and third “letters from afar.” How could the Pravde editors have
been expected to understand what Lenin was up to? The Petrograd Bolshevik
Committee, in its first vote on Lenin’s April Theses, encompassing the thoughts
expressed in the “letters from afar,” cast thirteen out of sixteen ballots rejecting
the Theses.

I might finally add that the Pravda editors, to the extent that they understood
Lenin’s ideas, were quite right about turning them down, for they related very poorly
to the Marxian base upon which they had supposedly been structured. Those ideas
eventually perverted the democratic essence of the Russian Revolution and, perhaps
reflecting the split in Lenin’s personality, turned its offspring into a bastard of
monarchical and socialistic motifs, a Soviet tyranny so out of contact with reality
that it characterizes itself as a higher form of democracy.
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Proressor ELwooD REPLIES:

Professor Page is quite correct in saying that I tried to use the last paragraph of
my article to tie things in a nice neat “bow” and that it included a number of
generalizations concerning Pravda in March 1917. I believe, nevertheless, that the
points I wanted to make are valid. The editors of Pravda from mid-March to
mid-April 1917, just as in the 1912-14 period, were more conciliatory than Lenin;
they cut or ignored his manuscripts; and, consequently, they aroused his ire. In
neither period could Pravda be considered Lenin’s mouthpiece, as Soviet historians
have often tried to make us believe. I totally agree with Professor Page’s analysis
of why the editors acted as they did, although I have some reservations about the
consequences he sees in the actions of both parties,
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