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BENGT JANGFELDT:

Majakovskij and the Publication of 150 000 000
New Materials

1. In 1920-1921 Vladimir Majakovskij encountered great difficulties in
publishing two of his major works, the long poem 150 000 000 and the
second version of the play Misterija-Bujff. This short article will present
some little known materials concerning the printing of 750 000 000. But
first some of the background.

In April, 1920, Majakovskij handed over the manuscript of 150 000 000
to LITO?! (Literaturnyj otdel Narkomprosa; in these years all fiction pub-
lished by Gosizdat had to be recommended by LITO). LITO, in its turn,
forwarded the manuscript to Gosizdat and on August 31 of the same year
sent a letter to the publishing house concerning the printing of the poem.
The letter stressed that 150 000 000 had an “iskljuditel’'noe agitacionnoe
znacenie”, and Gosizdat was asked to publish it “v samom sroénom por-
jadke”.?

The poem, however, was not printed, and on October 20 Majakovskij
himself sent a letter to “Kollegija Gosizdata” (with a copy to LITO) in
which he complains of the bureaucratic procedures delaying the printing
of his poem. The letter ended in this way:

Tosapumm! Ecna 3Ta KHHra ¢ Baleil TOYKH 3peHHsI HENOHATHA 1 HEHYXHa,
BEpHHUTE MHE €€.

Eciu oHa Hy>XHa, HCKOpEeHHTE caboTax, HHaYe YeM OOBACHATH ee Heneya-
TaHbE, KOIJa KHIDKHAS MakyjaaTypa, M3/aBaeMasi CIEKyJISHTAMH, YMYI-
pAeTCS BBIXOAMTD B CBET B JIBE HeAEH.3

But the poem was neither returned to its author, nor printed, and at the
beginning of November Majakovskij again turned to “Kollegija Gosizdata”
(with copies to LITO and Lunagarskij) and explained in detail how the

1V. A. Katanjan, Majakovskij. Literaturnaja chronika, M. 1961, p. 124.

2 Ibid., p. 127.

* Majakovskij, Polnoe sobranie socinenij, M. 1955-1961, volume XIII, p. 38. Hence-
forth all references will be to this edition.
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people of Gosizdat had tried — and succeeded — in putting off the printing
of the poem. He wrote:

Ha nucanye 3Toif KHMTH MHOIO NMOTPAYeHO moaropa rona. Sl orkasancs
OT HaXXUBBI IyTEM IIPOJIaXKH 3TOH KHUIH YaCTHOMY M3JATeNII0, i OTKa3aJics
OT aBTOPCTBA, ITyckas ee U 6e3 haMuiny, 1, NOIyYHB €JHHOTIACHOE YTBEPXK-
neaume JIMTO, 4To 3Ta KHHTA UCKAIOUUMEAbHA U A2UMAYyUOHHA, BIPaBe
Tpe6oBaTh OT BAC BHUMATEILHOTO OTHOLIEHHMS K KHHIE.

And he finished by once again demanding that the manuscript be returned:

Karteropuvecku TpeGyro — BepHHTE KHUTY. VI3BHHAIOCH 34 PE3KOCTb TOHA —
BLIHYXICHHAA. 4

Eventually, on November 22, 150 000 000 was sent to printing.5 But nothing
happened during the whole winter, and on April 5, 1921, Majakovskij
wrote a Jong letter of principal importance to “Komissija CK RKP(b) po
delam pecati” in which he related three cases when the bureaucracy had
hindered and delayed his work. The two most important cases were the
delayed printing of 150 000 000 and the opposition to the printing and
staging of Misterija-Buff. I quote in full the passage about 150 000 000:

BropokpaTh3M B YHCTOM BHIE

JIUTO mpussiio x meuatw Kuury 150 000000. JIMTO, mocrapnenHoe
AMEHHO /IS TOTO, 4T06 pa3o6parsbes B BOIpocax Xy 0KECTBEHHOI ) UTe-
paTyphl, aTTECTOBAJIO 3Ty KHHATY KaK UCKAIOYUMEAbHO A2UMAYUOHHYIO W
TpeGoBaJIO ee H3LAHHUS B BO3MOXHO KPAaTKHif CPOK, B BO3MOXHO 60JbIneM
KOJIAYECTBE OK3EMIUIAPOB. ATHTAIlMOHHOCTE OpuTa oTBeprHyta. Kaumra
3abura ObUIa B Kakyro-To 3 Hau 4 odepenb, HE MOIYILYIO YBUJAETH CBETA
HH B KoeM ciy4ae. [{ns wero Tornma 3tu ovyepen ? Hagamace MHOromMecsd-
Has HCTOpHA C “KpECTHKOM”, KDECTHK — 3TO MOMETKa, KOTOpyio ObLIo
Heo6XO0AMMO HOJIYyYHTh Uit IIEpEBENEHHS B IEpBYIO odepeadb (moapobmo
3Ta M3[eBaTeNbCKask HCTOPUS M3JIOXKEHa B MOeM Jokiane koyuieruu Hap-
xomMupoca). Kpectuk s nmonyumi. Bansnacs ¢ kpectukoMm. Ilocne psana aTak
MHE BeIZI T. Beiic o¢MuuajbHYIO PacmucKy B TOM, YTO KHMIA BHIAIET B
HonoBuHE (eBpaisA, ABE HENENM TOMY Ha3aj s NOJyYMsI BTOpylo ¢op-
MaJbHYIO PacCIiCKy C 00s3aTeIbCTBOM BhIMycTHTH €€ K 15 ampemsa. Ecmu
(COMHEBAIOCh) KHAra BEIAAET, MOXHO IpasaHoBaTh 10-MecsyHBI ro6uiei
BOJIOKHTHI.

¢ Letter of November 5, 1920, X1II, 39. That day Majakovskij wrote two letters to
“Kollegija Gosizdata”; the quotation is from the first letter.
5 X111, 305.
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TIpnmeyanue. Kaura mamaercs B 5000 sk3eMmuisipax (O4YeBHAHO, MHE
VI YCIIOKOEHHsT), TOT/Ia Kax CpeJHMil Tupax Noboif m3maBaeMoil “aru-
TanuoHHON” kKHUrH Tuna I'amcyna Hoev winu Jpoocnunvr nechu 25-50 000
9K3., a MakyJarypa tuna — epsaouna Ha 3ape H06020 mupa U3JAETCA B

xommdectse /00 000 3x3eMmispos.

By the end of April of the same year Gosizdat finally published 150000 000.7

2. Majakovskij, however, tired of the trouble he had with the printing
of the poem, had already at the end of March, 1921, sent it for publication
with the “Tvor&estvo™-group in Cita, the new and provisional capital of
the DVR (Dal’nevosto¢naja Respublika, established by the Soviet govern-
ment in April, 1920, and incorporated into the RSFSR by a decree of
VCIK of November 15, 1922).8

That Majakovskij chose to print the poem in Cita is not surprising. The
“Tvor&estvo”-group in Cita consisted of, inter alia, the poets Sergej Tret'ja-
kov, Nikolaj Aseev, David Burljuk, Petr Neznamov, and the critic Nikolaj
CuZak, who were all ardent and knowledgable propagandists of futurism
and, especially, the poetry of Vladimir Majakovskij. CuZak, the theoretician
of the group, was the editor of the literary and political magazine Tvor-
lestvo and the newspaper Dal’nevostoényj telegraf. Tvordestvo had already
published six issues in Vladivostok, but the editors had been forced to
move to Cita because of the Civil War, which was still raging in the Far
East. The seventh and last issue of Tvordestvo came out in Cita.

Majakovskij, of course, knew not only of the existence of the group,
but had also known many of its members personally even before the revo-
lution. In the first six issues his futurist colleagues had on several occasions
declared that Majakovskij was the outstanding poet of the Russian revo-
lution. The magazine, which was firmly pro-bolshevik and contained many
articles on political matters, had printed not only excerpts from Maja-
kovskij’s poems Oblako v stanach and Vojna i mir but also articles dedicated
to and praising the poetry and political standpoint of the poet. David
Burljuk published here two interesting memoir fragments: “Vladimir
Majakovskij [Poét revoljucii]” (No. 1, 1920), and “Ot laboratorii k
ulice [Evoljucija futurizma]” (No. 2, 1920). Nikolaj Cuzak wrote an article
on Majakovskij’s poetry, more specifically on Oblako v stanach (“Trinad-

s XIII, 42-43.
7 Katanjan, p. 145. XIII, 305, has a more exact date: April 16.
$ See Evgenij Rappoport, Let molodych nasich poroch, Irkutsk 1974, p. 78. * |1 AevesAe,

ed. T 360,
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catyj apostol”, No. 3, 1920).? In the forthcoming, seventh, issue Sergej
Tret'jakov was to publish an enthusiastic and interesting review of Maja-
kovskij’s first collected works, Vse solinennoe Viadimirom Majakovskim,
from 1919 (“Poét na tribune [Poslednie stichi Majakovskogo]”).1?

But the propagandizing of Majakovskij took place not only in the
columns of Tvordestvo and, to a certain extent, in CuZak’s newspapers.
The poets of the “Tvordestvo”-group also read lectures on Majakovskij
and recited his works before workers’ and party audiences.!® They even
staged, in December, 1921, Majakovskij’s Tragedija, which had been staged
only once before, in 1913%The role of Majakovskij was played by Sergej
Tret'jakov.12 Several discussions on futurism were also held.

It is no exaggeration to say that the Siberian group of futurists was the
most important center of futurism outside Moscow in the years following
the revolution.1 In 1922 Aseev, CuZak, Tret'jakov, Neznamov and other
members of the group went to Moscow, some of them to work with Maja-
kovskij in Lef.

With these facts in mind, it becomes clear why Majakovskij chose to
send his manuscript to the Far East for publication.

3. As 150000 000 was published in Moscow by the end of April, 1921,
there was no need for the “Tvor&estvo”-group to print it in Cita (al-
though it was announced in Tvorlestvo as forthcoming). The seventh issue
of Tvoréestvo, however, contains some illuminating and little known infor-
mation about the problems involved in the publication of 150 000 000.

It was one L.Borisov who, at the beginning of April, brought the poem
to Cita. He had been a “kursant” in Moscow, where he had met Majakov-
skij at ROSTA. In a short report from his meeting with the poet, Borisov
writes:

U3 ero cinoB OBLIO SCHO, YTO NOCJEIHHE NPOM3BEACHHS COBEPIICHHO HE
neyatarorcsa: Loc. M30aTenbCcTBO 3asBHIIO, YTO OHO Tedataer “‘6Gosee
HYXHbIC pou3BeAeHus A Beind”. O BO3MOXHOCTH nevaTaHus Ha [anpHem
Bocrtoxke oH 6bUI WI0X0 HHPOPMHUPOBAH (...).14

9 This article was reprinted in Cuak’s K dialektike iskusstva, Cita 1921, pp. 64-71.

10 Excerpts from this article are given in my “Notes on ‘Gazeta Futuristov’ and the
Revolution of the Spirit”, in Viadimir Majakovskij. Memoirs and essays, Stockholm 1975,
pp. 152-165.

11 Rappoport, p. 81 ff.

2 Jbid., pp. 20, 84.

18 The Tiflis group 41°, with Krucenych, Igor’ Terent’ev and Il’ja Zdanevi¢, had more
of a laboratory character and did not play the same social role as the “TvorCestvo” poets.

14 Tyoréestvo, No. 7, April-June 1921, p. 135.

% TA! of Tpefidicods ... pasmereprfasu fecuonenie,
TRk u pe hocindbuk, Tnalesese 'Baagasicnse Aate
keboman’. " (HC. Aego, 1922:8[g, cip- 7o)
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Borisov brought with him to the editors of Tvordestvo not only the poem
150 000 000 but also letters from Majakovskij and some of his Moscow
friends.2® In a short article (signed “Redakcija” and written by CuZak) on
the bureaucratic treatment of 150 000 000 and Misterija-Buff, the letters of
Majakovskij’s friends are characterized as a

(...) crnIoONIHOM BOILIB IO MOBOAY G€3CMBICIIEHHOTO, HEAOCTOMHOrO MpoJie-
TapCKOro OTE4eCTBa, YAHOBHOIO TOHEHHUS Ha TaK Ha3bIBaeMblii “pyTypusm”,
— C IEPBBIX XK€ WIATOB PEBOJIOLUH, OJMH M3 BCEX TEYEHHH B PYCCKOM
HCKYCCTBE, MOJ CBHCTOIUISICKY CHMBOJIUCTOB, PEaJIACTOB H Jp., IOLIEIIIHA
BMECTE C NPOJIETAPHATOM M HHKOT/Ia €My HE H3MEHSBLIHIA.

JIron ¢ 3acTosBINENHCS BOCHPHHMYHBOCTBIO M IICHXOJIOTMEN CTalld
MEXIY DPEBOJIIOLMOHHBIMM MAaCCaMH M HOBBIM HCKYCCTBOM H IBITAIOTCSH
CBEpXY, KAKHM-TO I'OJIOBHBIM NYyTEM, NPHBHTH 3THM MaccaM CBOE 3acTa-

pejioe NpeacTaBICHHE O XyHOXecTBe, OIopokpaTHyecku obeperass MX OT
HOBOT'O UCKYCCTBA.

Cuzak then continues with a sharp attack on the Moscow bureaucrats’
refusal to print Majakovskij’s works:

Hctopus ¢ Mucmepueii By MasxoBckoro u, ocoGeHHO, HCTOpHS C
HOBOM €ro MO3MOM . .. 71 HaneYaTaHUusA KOTOPOM, Yepe3 ol Nocje HeJIENmbIX
NMPOBOJIOYEK TO C TOCH3AATENLCTBOM, TO C NPOJIETKYJIBTOM, BEJIHYAMIIHI
H3 MO03TOB COBPEMEHHOCTH BBIHYXIEH NOCHUIATH CBOXO PYKONHCh B UHMTY,
— 3Ta HCTOPHS CTPAHHUIEH N030pa BIHILIETCS CO BPEMEHEM B HCTODHIO
PEBOJIIOLIMOHHBLIX HpPaBOB Poccum.

ITpousseneHne B XOTOPOM ObETCS OKPOBABJIEHHOE CEPAIE SMOXH; MpPO-
M3BEICHHE, KOTOpPOE OIOHOM M3 CaMBIX BOJIHYIOUIUX CTPAaHHMI BOMIET B
HCTOPDHIO “‘CJIOBECHOCTH POCCHHCKOH” — OyAeT HameyaTaHO BIEPBLIE B
3axonycTHOH Uwure! Ouenp OGonwbmas vecth Mg Ymrel! Eme 6Gombuie
mo3opa Ui TeX MELAHCTBYIOIIUX HENOPEBOJIIOIIMOHEPOB B PEBOJIIOLHNH,
xoTopble 6epyT Ha cebs ¢byHkmun IIpumubeennix 16

Majakovskij’s own letter to Tvorcestvo is of great interest, since it shows
clearly the connection between the poet and CuZak at this time. Maja-
kovskij’s letter — which has never been reprinted — is, unfortunately, quoted
by CuZak only in parts (the dots are Cuzak’s):

15 In a recently published memoir fragment, CuZak writes: “(...) ja poluéil ot molodych
druzej Brika napisannoe mnogimi iz nich (Brik, N. Al'tman, Rajt i dr.) bol’§oe pis'mo
(...)”. See N. I. Chardziev, “Zametki o Majakovskom”, in Viadimir Majakovskij. Memoirs
and essays, Stockholm 1975, p. 94.

1¢ Tvoréestvo, No. 7, 1921, p. 136.
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...“lllmro. .. TTocnemuee. ApakueeBs paspocnuck. [To BceMy (poHTy mepe-
crpenka. Ilevatafite... ApakyeeBsl KaHHTEJIAT MeHA roj. OpraHusyemcs.
Berynute yepes... B OCTOSHHbIE CHOIEHHS”. . 17

The comparison with Arak&eev is not accidental. There are good reasons
to believe that it comes from CuZak’s own article in Tvorcestvo, “Opasnost’
arakdeevitiny” (No. 5, 1920).18 This hypothesis is confirmed by CuZak in
the same article, where he says that the first six issues of Tvorcestvo had
reached Moscow and been handed over, among others, to Majakovskij.
And he continues:

Bonpmoit pagocTeio ObUTO UL HAC Y3HATH, YTO HAMIa CKPOMHAs CTAThS
B 3aIIUTY “IeBoro mckyccrsa” (“OmacHOCTh apakyeeBIUMHEI”, B N2 5-0M)
HE Impomria Oe3ciieqHO Kak B HANMX NAPTHUMHEIX Kpyrax, TaKk M B NHCa-
TENBCKAX cepax, SBHBIIKCH MEXY IPOYHAM, U NPEIMETOM CIENHUATEHOIO
ny6nuyrOTrO BHICTYILIEHUS B. B. Masxosckoro.!®

It may, in this connection, be of interest to relate in short CuZak’s extensive
article, which is dedicated to “Edinomu myslitelju do dna, velikomu ana-
litiku i intuitivistu, dejstvennomu voditelju &elovedestva — Vladimiru Le-
ninu”.

The main attack in “Opasnost’ arak&eevi&iny” is directed at literary
bureaucrats, at all these “Ivan Ivany¢i”, who at all levels do what they
can to obstruct the writers, who work and function only on directives and
whose lives are but a “splo$naja mechanika”. How can such men under-
stand the revolution “kak tvorestvo i ¢udo”, when the revolution is their
“stuzba”? Cuzak also criticizes fiercely anti-futurist statements made by
critics such as Fri¢e and high party members like Zinov'ev, and at the
same time hails Majakovskij as the great revolutionary poet he had always
been, even before the revolution. He prophetically says that Majakovskij’s
name will be “tak Ze svjazano s épochoj, kak ne vytravi§’ iz nee imja Le-
nina”.

“Arakg&eevitina”, finally, CuZak characterizes as follows:

Henocyxnas HeZOTIsAAKa KOMMYHHCTHYECKHX HMICOJIOTOB-BOXIeH (3acTa-
penias PEBONIIONMOHHASL OOJIE3HB); Kampalbckoe OpPOCaHHE TOJTY-BOXKIIMHI
CBEpPXy HEIPOAYMAHHBIX Aemarormiyeckux (“mns rajepku”) OUPEKTHB;
BBIHYX[EHHAd, B CHJIy MHTEJUIMTEHTCKOro caboTaxa, cheluaju3alus B

17 Ibid., p. 136.
18 Reprinted in K dialektike iskusstva, pp. 72-88.
19 Tvoréestvo, p. 136.
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ZieJIaX XyJOKECTBA HEBEXECTBEHHBIX M KYJIbTYPHO-3aCTOSBIIAXCS JIFOZEH ;
OCTaBJICHUE STHX JIIOZCH y BIACTH HaJ XYJI0XKECTBOM U HBIHE, KOTIA BBIHYX-
JIEHHOCTb SIBHO MHHOBAJjia; KyJIbTMBHDOBAHHE JIHIL TEMATHYECKH (HO He
W3HYTPH) PEBOJIONMOHHOM I033WM W HMCKYCCTBA NPH IOMOINM HaroJjo-
JIABIITMXCS, Ha BCE IOTOBBIX JIYKOMOPULEB; H3rOTOBJIEHHE NUIJIOMHPOBAH-
HBIX COIHAJIUCTHYCCKUX PEMECCIICHHUKOB IIPOJICT-IO33MHA; HCOOJBE30BaHUC
IOHBIX, HEOKpEeNHYBIIMX pabouYMX TaJAHTOB B KauecTBe LEepOepoB Xynmo-
KECTBAa M YHHOBHUKOB LEH3YPHOI'O BEIOMCTBA, — BCE 3TO CO3HaeT IS
MOJIOIOH BEJTMKOI PEBOJIFOIIMM POCCHHUCKON OMpEeneieHHYyI0 OMAaCHOCTD
apaxveeBIIAHEL.

(..)

Boprba ¢ kazapMeHHOI TeHACHIMEHd B OOJNACTH MO3HAHUA TIPH IIOMOIIA
HCKYCCTBA €CTh O4YepenHasi KyJbTypHAs 3ajJavya mapTud. UMHOBHHKHA IOJI-
KHbI OBITH IPOTHAHBI OT XYAOXKECTBA !

It was, of course, not difficult for Majakovskij to agree with this description
of “arakleevitina”. He had himself, especially in the case of 150 000 000
and Misterija-Buff, become a victim of directives from people without
knowledge of literature; he had himself always fought against those sim-
plifyers of the poetical craft who claimed that a good form would automatic-
ally follow from a good content; and he had firmly opposed the theory
that a proletarian poet just because he had the proper origin and class
consciousness, also possessed unique talents for writing and judging litera-
ture.

In Nikolaj CuZak (1876-1937), an old and fervent member of the Bol-
shevik party, Majakovskij found an ally who not only defended and propa-
gandized futurism but also stood for some of the ideological conviction
and firmness that Majakovskij himself was in search of. The future discord
between Majakovskij and Cuzak (in 1923, on the policy of Lef) will not
be treated here.? It is, however, noteworthy that Majakovskij in a letter
to Cuzak on this issue, despite their disagreement, called him an “ispytannyj
drug i.tovaris¢” (Majakovskij’s italics), and “po-preznemu” considered him
his “drug i tovaris¢ po rabote”.?! The relations between Majakovskij and
Nikolaj CuZak are certainly worth further research.

20 In this quarrel CuZak turned, among other things, against those in the Lef group who
didn’t see the difference between “proizvodstvo i me$¢anskaja lirika”. More specifically
Cuzak opposed the publication of Pro éfo and Osip Brik’s short story Nepoputéica. See
Majakovskij X111, 315-316.

21 XTI1, 61.



