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In the Testament, Lenin, as superior to his contemporaries in grasp of men
as of politics, had warned the party of a probable split between Trotsky and
Stalin. It was, he said, a trifle, but "a trifle as may acquire a decisive
significance." Lenin believed in historical materialism but he did not
underestimate the significance of individuals, and the full immensity of the
consequences are visible today.

Yet, as Lenin, quite obviously saw, the immediate origin of the danger was
personal. Lenin did not say so in so many words. The Testament is very
carefully phrased, but all through the civil war there had been clashes
between Trotsky and Stalin. Stalin, with Zinoviev and Kamenev, who
supported him at first, hated Trotsky, but Stalin hated him with a hatred
which saw in him the chief obstacle to his power; Zinoviev and Kamenev
Stalin knew he could manage. Zinoviev on his part feared Trotsky, but
feared Stalin also. He had the idea of balancing one against the other. But
he went with Stalin for the time being. What manner of man was this who
was so soon to usurp Lenin's position and attempt to play Lenin's part? No
man of this generation, few men of any other, could have done this
adequately.

Lenin, first and foremost, knew political economy as few professors in a
university did. He was-absolute master of political theory and practice. He
knew the international working class movement of the great countries of
Europe, not only their history theoretically interpreted by historical
materialism, but from years of personal experience in Britain, France,
Germany and Switzerland. He spoke almost faultless German and wrote
the language like a second tongue. He was at home in French and English
and could read other European languages with ease. Intellectual honesty
was with him a fanatical passion, and to his basic conception of allying the
highest results of his theoretical and practical knowledge in the party to the
instinctive movements of millions, honesty before the party and before the
masses was for him essential. The range and honesty of his intellect, his
power of will, the singular selflessness and devotion of his personal
character, added to a great knowledge and understanding of men, enabled
him to use all types of intellect and character in a way that helped to lift the
Bolshevik party between 1917 and 1923 to the full height of the stupendous
role it was called upon to fulfill. No body of men ever did so much, and how
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small most of them really were we can realise only by looking at what they
became the moment their master left them. Lenin made them what they
were. He was sly and manoeuvred as all who have to manage men must
manoeuvre. But through all the disagreements of those years which often
reached breaking-point he never calumniated, exiled, imprisoned or
murdered any leaders of his party. He was bitter in denunciation, often
unfair, but never personally malicious. He was merciless to political
enemies, but he called them enemies, and proclaimed aloud that if they
opposed the Soviet regime he would shoot them and keep on shooting
them. But Trotsky tells us how careful he was of the health of his
colleagues; hard as he was it is easy to feel in his speeches, on occasions
when the party was being torn by disputes, a man of strong emotions and
sensitiveness to human personality. In his private life he set an unassuming
example of personal incorruptibility and austere living. No man could ever
fill his place, but it was not impossible that someone able and willing to act
in his tradition could have carried on where he left off, and all knew that
Trotsky was best fitted for that difficult post. Lenin had designated him as
such in the Testament. But the irony, the cruellest tragedy of the post-war
world is, that without a break the leadership of the over-centralised and
politically dominant Bolshevik party passed from one of the highest
representatives of European culture to another who, in every respect
except singlemindedness of purpose, was the very antithesis of his
predecessor.



