





The Moscow Trials As
Evidence

By Grover Furr

Red Star Publishers
New York, NY
July 2018



The Moscow Trials As Evidence

Published July 2018

(Chapters 1 - 12 of Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’. Trotsky’s Lies, The
Moscow Trials As Evidence, The Dewey Commission. Kettering OH:
Erythrés Press & Media, LLC, 2015)

Published by Red Star Publishers

PO Box 1641, Manhattanville Station
365 125%™ Street

New York NY 10027
webmaster@redstarpublishers.org

© Grover Furr 2015, 2018

Published and printed with permission of the author, who
assumes all responsibility for the content herein.

Locally Assigned LC-type Call Number DK254.T6 F8682 2018
Furr, Grover C. {Grover Carr)

Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams:’” Trotsky’s Lies, The Moscow Trials As
Evidence, The Dewey Commission / Grover C. Furr; translations by
Grover C. Furr

ISBN: 978-1722842123
269 pp. Includes index.

1. Trotsky, Leon, 1879-1940. 2. Revolutionaries - Russia-
Biography. 3. Stalin, Joseph, 1878-1953. 4. Soviet Union - History -
1925-1953. 5. Trials (Conspiracy).



Table of Contents

Acknowledgements and Dedication ..., 4
Chapter 1. The Moscow Trials As EVIdence ..o 5
Chapter 2. Non-Soviet Evidence - The Harvard Trotsky Archive............ 21
Chapter 3. Non-Soviet Evidence - The Bloc of Oppositions......... 25
Chapter 4. Non-Soviet Evidence ~ Trotsky’s Contacts Inside the USSR...54
Chapter 5. Non-Soviet Evidence - Other Lies By Trotsky.....cccnnnnn. 88
Chapter 6. Non-Soviet Evidence - The Trotsky Archive Purged............. 117
Chapter 7. Non-Soviet - Soviet Evidence - Frinovsky, Liushkov, Mastny
................................................................................................. 132
Chapter 8. Non-Soviet Evidence - Humbert-Droz, Littlepage, Holmes,
Davies...immonns e e SRR SRR e b0 154
Chapter 9. Soviet Evidence - Appeals, Budyonny’s Letter, Zinoviev.....172
Chapter 10. Non-Soviet - Soviet Evidence - The Arao Document.......... 194
Chapter 11. Soviet Evidence - Ustrialov’s Confession........n. 210
Chapter 12. Conclusion - The Moscow Trials As Evidence........... 250

TIUAEX. e et et e e ee e et e e s e asar st ie bt et e e e b s sbeas et cenen ean 263



Acknowledgements and Dedication

Once again, | wish to express my gratitude to Kevin Prendergast,
Arthur Hudson, and Siobhan McCarthy, the skilled and tireless
Inter-Library Loan librarians at Harry S. Sprague Library,
Montclair State University. Without their help my research would
not be possible.

* ok ok ok %

Dedication

This book is dedicated to Marcela, Shaka, Carmen, and Naima.



Chapter 1. The Moscow Trials As

Evidence

Our task in this short book is to determine the reliability of the
confessions and statements - the fact-claims - made by defendants
at the three Moscow Trials of 1936, 1937, and 1938 by comparing
those fact-claims with other, independent evidence.

Source Criticism of Evidence

When confronted with a body of testimony like the Moscow Trials
transcripts we need to figure out how to deal with it. The Moscow
Trials testimony is evidence. It can and must be evaluated as a
source like all evidence should be. All evidence must be evaluated
according to objective criteria, a process often called source
criticism. This applies to the Moscow Trials testimony no more
and no less than to all other evidence used in any kind of research,
from scientific to historical.

One objective procedure, in this and in all such cases, is to begin by
studying the Moscow Trials testimony carefully, reading it many
times. This is done very rarely if at all. The logical fallacy at play
here is that of petitio principii - in plain English, “begging the
question,” or “assuming that which must be proven, not assumed.”
The fact is this: there is not now nor has there ever been any
evidence that the Moscow Trials defendants were in reality
innocent, compelled or persuaded by some means (threats to them
or against their families, loyalty to the Party, etc.) to testify falsely.

This false assumption and logical fallacy result from, are in service
to and under the domination of, what I have called the “anti-Stalin
paradigm.” Under its influence the Moscow Trials testimony is
declared to be false a priori, without any attempt to evaluate it, to
subject it to source criticism in the same way as all historical
evidence should be evaluated.
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Years of study have convinced me that the reason for this striking
failure on the part of generations of historians of the Stalin period
Soviet history is - fear. If the Moscow Trials transcripts were
shown to be reliable as evidence, the “anti-Stalin paradigm” of
Soviet history - and therefore of world history - would be
dismantled, with consequences for the dominant paradigm of
world history too.

This would be unacceptable to the controlling authorities in the
field of Soviet history, who are closely tied to political authorities
in many countries because of the hostility between the communist
movement and the capitalist powers. The field of Soviet history
itself was instituted in the West to be in service to the political
project of discrediting and destroying the communist movement.

There is no other way to account for the nonsense that dominates
in the field of Soviet history of the Stalin period and about the
person of Joseph Stalin himself - for example, the common lapse
by experienced scholars into well-known logical fallacies,
unsupported and unquestioned assumptions, assertions without
proof, the language of vituperation and moral condemnation -
except by attributing it to the overwhelming ideological influence
of the obligatory “anti-Stalin paradigm.”

The Moscow Trials are routinely regarded as fabrications
concocted by the NKVD investigators, the Soviet Prosecution, and
ultimately by Stalin. It is generally assumed that the defendants
confessed to crimes that they did not commit; that the confessions
were forced upon them, dictated, or scripted; that the innocent
defendants were forced to falsely testify by threats of some kind
against themselves or their families. Because there has long been a
“consensus” that the Moscow Trials were fabrications and the
testimony given there is false, the more than 1500 pages of the
trial transcripts have been little studied and seldom even read.

Once the Trials transcripts have been studied carefully, the next
step should be to compare the contents with other evidence now
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available in order to determine whether the trials testimony can
be either confirmed or contradicted by other evidence.

Source Criticism of the Moscow Trials Testimony

In this and in all source criticism the student must begin by
studying the evidence, beginning by reading it carefully and
repeatedly. We must attempt to determine the reliability of the
Moscow Trials testimony to see whether some of the fact-claims
contained in it can be verified in other sources that are
independent of it. When a number of independent sources agree
on the same fact-claim, the likelihood that the fact-claim is true
increases dramatically. If we can verify a number of fact-claims
made by Moscow Trials defendants through independent sources,
then we have established that the Moscow Trials testimony should
be considered to be legitimate evidence. This is the process we
have undertaken to carry out in the first section of the present
book.

A few scholars who believe in the “prosecution-fabrication” theory
and have studied parts, at least, of the testimony have seriously
distorted that testimony in an attempt to force it to fit the
Procrustean bed of the “anti-Stalin paradigm”. In the 1960s and
1970s Stephen F. Cohen studied Nikolai Bukharin’s testimony in
the Third Moscow Trial of March 1938. Cohen proposed a novel
conclusion: that Bukharin had confessed only in very general
terms to crimes that he did not specify but had refused to confess
to any specific crimes.

Some years ago Vladimir Bobrov and I studied Cohen’s argument
and evidence. In our article we demonstrate that Cohen is
completely incorrect. In his trial testimony Bukharin did indeed
confess to a number of very serious and, the important point here,
very specific crimes. At the same trial Bukharin stubbornly
proclaimed himself innocent of other very serious crimes with
which the Prosecution charged him. We argued there that, under
the influence of the predominant “anti-Stalin paradigm,” Cohen
seriously misread Bukharin’s testimony. (Furr and Bobrov)
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Yet Cohen’s failacious characterization of Bukharin’s testimony
has been widely accepted as accurate. Even Mikhail Gorbachev’s
Politburo commission appointed to study and to find evidence to
support Gorbachev’s predetermined decision to “rehabilitate”
Bukharin was misled by Cohen’s false conclusion. One of the
commission members, P.N. Demichev, said:

Ecnu B3AyMaTbCsA, OH 1O CYTH JeJia OT BCEro OTKa3aJicd.
Translated:

If we consider this carefully, in essence he [Bukharin]
denied everything. (RKEB 3 40)

In 2010 Matthew Lenoe concluded that Genrikh lagoda, another
defendant in the Third Moscow Trial, later retracted the
confessions that he had made prior to the trial and earlier in it. Our
study of Lenoe’s argument published in 2013 shows that Lenoe
seriously misunderstood lagoda’s testimony, and that in fact
lagoda did not at all retract his confession of guilt. We concluded
that Lenoe forced his conclusions into the predetermined
framework of the anti-Stalin paradigm, seriously distorting
lagoda’s testimony in the process. (Furr Kirov Ch. 15)

Cohen’s and Lenoe’s misreadings of the trial testimony can be best
explained by the power of the anti-Stalin paradigm. The fact is this:
there is not now, nor has there ever been, any evidence that the
Moscow Trials defendants were in reality innocent, compelled or
persuaded by some means (threats to them or against their families,
loyalty to the Party, etc.) to testify falsely.

The Role of Logical Fallacies

The out-of-hand rejection of the Moscow Trials testimony as
evidence rests on the naive acceptance of a number of logical
fallacies. Among the most common are the following:

* The Moscow Trials testimony has been assumed to be false. This
is the fallacy of petitio principii - “begging the question,” or
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“assuming that which must be proven, not assumed.” No evidence,
in any scientific inquiry, should ever be either accepted or rejected
without critical examination.

* The appeal to “expert” authority. The truth is never constituted
by a “consensus of authorities or experts,” no matter how many of
them there are, still less by the consensus of anticommunist and
Trotskyist “authorities.”

This fallacy is similar to the “where there’s smoke there’s fire” or
“hasty conclusion” fallacy where “what everybody knows”
substitutes for evidence.

* The argument from incredulity.! This takes the form: “The
charges against the defendants at the Moscow Trials are absurd,
therefore they are false (or more likely to be false).” This is
equivalent to saying: “I consider these charges absurd, therefore
they are false.” This is a statement about the person making the
statement, not a statement about the charges in the Moscow Trials.
Likewise, it would be invalid to say: “The charges against the
defendants are credible, therefore they are true (or more likely to
be true.)”

n, «

* Another form this fallacy takes is the “failure to persuade”: “I am
not persuaded by your argument, therefore it is wrong {or, more
likely to be wrong, etc.}.”

* The argument from ignorance. This fallacy often takes the form:
“This statement has not been proven to be true, therefore it is false
(or “likely to be false,” or “therefore we can assume that it is false
until proven otherwise.”)

* The “ad hominem” argument. Like practitioners of any scientific
inquiry historians are supposed to strive to be objective.
Historians are supposed to be on guard against their own biases so
as not to be swayed by them. Yet it is very common for historians

! For example, see the discussion at
https://rationalwiki.org/wiki/Argument_from_incredulity
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of the Stalin period to continually apply derogatory moral terms to
Stalin and other leading figures. Most historians of the Stalin
period do not make any effort even to disguise their own bias and
subjectivity, let alone to make allowances for it by adopting
strategies to minimize the effects that their biases will have on
their research.

* The “demand for certainty.” A common form that lack of
objectivity takes is the demand for “certainty.” For example, we
have a great deal of circumstantial evidence that Leon Trotsky did
in fact collaborate with German and Japanese intelligence. How
can this evidence be accounted for, except to conclude that Trotsky
did in fact collaborate? The most common form is denial. “There is
no certainty, therefore it is false.”

*“It might be a lie.” It is not a refutation of a fact-claim to state that
it “might be a lie.” At any time any person might be deliberately
lying; making false statements in good faith; or telling the truth.
The same is true for any document. No evidence should be rejected
because it “might be a lie.” Instead, the researcher must try to
verify the fact-claims in the document as far as possible.

* The “lack of material evidence.” Leon Trotsky was the first to
state that the lack of material evidence at the Moscow Trials
helped to disprove the charges. This argument has been repeated
by many historians since.

The logic is patently false. Any police force capable of compelling
seasoned revolutionaries to confess in open court to crimes they
did not commit would also be able to forge incriminating
documents and force the defendants to swear that they were
genuine.

Moreover, in a conspiracy seasoned revolutionaries would either
destroy incriminating documents or, more likely, would never
commit their plans to paper in the first place. Therefore not the
absence but the presence of substantive “material evidence” in a
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case involving a serious conspiracy ought logically to raise
suspicions of fakery.

The Need For, and Lack of, Objectivity

Everybody has biases. But everybody can learn to be objective in
studying any subject, whether it be physics or history. The
techniques are basically similar. Objectivity as a scientific method
is a practice of “distrust of the self.”? One can learn to be objective
by training oneself to become aware of, to articulate, and then to
doubt one’s own preconceived ideas. One must be automatically
suspicious of evidence that tends to confirm one’s own
preconceived ideas, prejudices, and preferences. One must learn to
give an especially generous reading, to search especially hard for,
to lean over backwards to consider, evidence and arguments that
contradict one’s own preconceived ideas.

This is simply what every bourgeois detective in every detective
story knows. As Sherlock Holmes said:

It is a capital mistake to theorize before you have all the
evidence. It biases the judgment. (Conan Doyle, A Study in
Scarlet)

In other words: keep your mind free of precipitate conclusions. Get
the facts before you form your hypotheses. Be ready to abandon a
hypothesis that does not explain the established facts.

If one does not begin one’s research with a determined attempt to
be objective, accompanied by definite strategies to minimize one’s
own biases, then one cannot and will not discover the truth. Put
colloquially: if you don’t start out to look for the truth you will not
stumble across it by accident along the way, and what you do find
will not be the truth.

% Michael Schudson, Discovering the News. A Social History of American Newspapers. New
York: Basic Books, 1978, 71.
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This principle is well known. Therefore the real purpose of most
research into Soviet history is not to discover the truth. Instead it
is to arrive at politically acceptable conclusions and to disregard
the evidence when that evidence does not support those politically
acceptable conclusions. This is the “anti-Stalin paradigm.”

The fallacies cited above are widely known. How is it possible that
they are so commonly applied to the Moscow Trials testimony by
scholars and other educated persons? I believe this is due to the
power of the “anti-Stalin paradigm.” Stalin has been so maligned
by so many “experts” and for so long a time that many people
believe “where there’s smoke, there’s fire” -- “there must be
something to this.” This is all wrong.

There is no substitute for evidence. In this study we examine the
evidence and draw conclusions from the evidence alone. This is
the only rationally defensible way of proceeding, in history as in
any other field of scientific investigation.

Verifying the Moscow Trials Transcripts as
Evidence

What's the historian’s job? Many people would probably say: To
find out what “really” happened, or what “probably” happened. 1
think this is the wrong question, leading to a wrong method.

What's the “right question”? To formulate a hypothesis. To ask:
“What hypothesis best accounts for the evidence that we have?”

Concerning the Moscow Trials testimony we have considered two
possible hypotheses:

* The hypothesis that the Moscow Trials testimony is a fraud,
a fabrication by the investigation and the prosecution.

* The hypothesis that the Moscow Trials testimony is what it
purports to be; that the defendants testified as they chose to
testify and were not forced to testify falsely.
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I chose to test the second hypothesis because in the course of my
research on Soviet history I had run across a lot of evidence that
appeared consistent with it. I have never encountered any
evidence that appeared consistent with the first hypothesis.
Therefore it appeared to me that the second hypothesis would be
more fruitful. I present the results of my study in this book.

Every time we can check a statement made in Moscow Trials
testimony against independent evidence, we find that the Moscow
Trials testimony or charge is verified. This means that we have no
objective basis to reject the confessions made at the Moscow Trials
as false or fabricated. And this means that the Moscow Trials
testimony is in fact what it appears to be - evidence

[ came to adopt this hypothesis in much the same way Stephen Jay
Gould, in his essay “Dinosaur in a Haystack,” describes how his
colleague Peter Ward decided to test the “Alvarez hypothesis,” the
so-called Cretaceous-Tertiary catastrophic extinction that
contradicted the hitherto widely accepted theory of the gradual
dying out of so many life-forms about 60 million years ago.3

In the course of reading many documents from various archives
for other research projects I had identified a number that
appeared to provide evidence that verified testimony by
defendants in the Moscow Trials. It seemed to me that more such
documentary evidence might well be found if I actually set out to
look for it. I also realized that, if no one ever set about looking for
it, it would probably never be found and we would never know.

The fact that we have formed this hypothesis does not at all mean
that we have predetermined the result of our research. Some
hypothesis or “theory” is a necessary precondition to any inquiry.
Gould reminds us of Darwin’s perceptive statement made to Henry
Fawcett in 1861:

® Stephen Jay Gould, "Dinosaur in a Haystack” Natural History 101 (March 1992): 2-13. It is
widely available online, including at http://www.inf.fu-
berlin.de/lehre/SSO5 /efs/materials/Dinosaur-Leviathan.pdf



14 The Moscow Trials As Evidence

How odd it is that anyone should not see that all
observation must be for or against some view if it is to
be of any service!

The present study is a “test” in Gould’s sense: “a fine example of
theory” - Gould means “hypothesis” here - “confirmed by evidence
that no one ever thought of collecting before the theory itself
demanded such a test.”

I have also been mindful of Gould’s caution that a test does not
prejudice the inquiry itself:

Please note the fundamental difference between
demanding a test and guaranteeing the result. The test
might just as well have failed, thus dooming the theory.
Good theories invite a challenge but do not bias the
outcome.

In the first section of this book we undertake to evaluate the
Moscow Trials testimony with a view to verifying, or disproving,
its validity as evidence. Our first step was to carefully study the
transcripts of the three Moscow Trials of August 1936, January
1937, and March 1938. Our next step was to compare the fact-
claims made in these transcripts with other evidence now
available. Qur goal has been to determine whether the trials
testimony can be either confirmed or contradicted by other
evidence.

“Rehabilitations”

By the final years of the existence of the Soviet Union while
Mikhail Gorbachev was head of state all the defendants in the
Moscow Trials had been “rehabilitated” - declared to have been
innocent victims of a frame-up - by high-level government and
Communist Party commissions and judicial bodies. Elsewhere we
have shown that many of the “rehabilitations’ of persons convicted
and punished during the 1930s of crimes against the State are in
fact fraudulent in nature. (Furr Khrushchev Lied 163-196)
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Trotsky has been “rehabilitated” with respect to his exile to Siberia
on December 31, 1927, his banishment from the USSR on January
10, 1929, and the removal of his Soviet citizenship and ban on
returning to the country of February 20, 1932.* Trotsky and Sedov
were not formally convicted of the crimes alleged in the three
Moscow Trials because they were never brought to trial. The
verdict in the First Moscow Trial of August 1936 stated only that
they were “subject, in the event of their being discovered on the
territory of the US.S.R,, to immediate arrest and trial.” (1936 Trial
180) Trotsky and Sedov never returned to the USSR and so were
never tried and convicted of any crime. Trotsky and Sedov have
been declared innocent de facto by implication: those through
whom they were supposed to have worked have been declared
innocent, so they are assumed to have been innocent as well.

However, no evidence to support these decisions has ever been
released. It seems safe to conclude that if any such exculpatory
evidence did exist in Soviet archives it would have been found and
published by now. But a great deal of evidence of Trotsky’s and
Sedov’s guilt, rather than of their innocence, has been discovered
and continues to be published. We have examined some of it in
Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’ and more of it in Leon Trotsky’s Collaboration
with Germany and Japan.

Today we have access to evidence that was not available to
historians only a few years ago. We are no longer in the position of
being forced to “believe” or “disbelieve” the testimony given at the

*‘Milaia moia resnichka’. Sergei Sedov. Pis’'ma iz ssylki. Sbp: NITS “Memorial”; Hoover
Institution Archives (Stanford University), 2006, p. 133. Online at http://www.sakharov-
center.ru/asfcd/auth/?t=page&num=1481

® Trotsky’s relatives and supporters reportedly advocated for his and his son Leon'’s
“rehabilitation” during the Gorbachev years. But it soon became evident that the Soviet, and
then the Russian, authorities were bent on demonizing all Bolshevik leaders, including
those they later found to have been unjustly convicted. That would no doubt be the case
with Trotsky, whose use of violence during the Civil War was notorious. Also, with the
disappearance of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (it was declared illegal in 1991)
Trotsky cannot be “reinstated in Party membership.” The successor party to the CPSU, the
Communist Party of the Russian Federation, is firmly anti-Trotsky.
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Moscow Trials, Trotsky’s denials, or the Gorbachev-era
“rehabilitation” statements. We can now check many statements
made by Moscow Trials defendants by comparing them to other
evidence.

In addition to the Moscow trial testimony and Trotsky's own
denials we now have more sources from both Soviet and non-
Soviet evidence upon which we can draw. We'll discuss these
sources in detail.

Non-Soviet Evidence

The non-Soviet evidence will be of particular interest since it
cannot have been fabricated by the Soviet investigation or
prosecution. However, we do not mean to suggest that this
evidence is more valid in any objective way than is the Soviet or
partly Soviet evidence. It is subjectively more important to those
people who have been influenced by the propaganda which has
long contended that Soviet evidence is ipso facto of less validity
because it “might have been fabricated” even when there is no
evidence that fabrication has taken place. Non-Soviet evidence
may seem to be “more credible” to many people than Soviet
evidence does. This attitude is, in fact, an example of the
“argument from incredulity.”

All evidence, regardless of its origins, must be studied carefully to
determine whether it is valid or not. It is never the case that Soviet
evidence is ipso facto less valid than non-Soviet evidence. In
reality, both Soviet and non-Soviet evidence must be critically
examined in the same way to determine its validity.

We will examine the following non-Soviet evidence:
* Documents from the Harvard Trotsky Archive.

* Valentin Astrov’s 1989 and 1993 testimony concerning his
January 1937 testimony, as well as that testimony itself
which is not, of course, non-Soviet.
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* Statements by NKVD defector Genrikh Samoilovich
Liushkov to his Japanese handlers.

* The Mastny-Benes note of February, 1937.

* The memoir of Jules Humbert-Droz, published in
Switzerland in 1971.

* The reports of Sedov confidant and NKVD spy Mark
Zborowski to his Soviet handlers in 1937 and 1938.

* The testimony of John D. Littlepage and of Carroll G.
Holmes.

Soviet Evidence

There is a great deal of Soviet evidence that confirms the genuine
character of the Moscow Trials. One rich source of such evidence is
in the recent (2013} and hard-to-find volume Politbiuro i Lev
Trotskii. Tom 2. In the third volume of my studies of Trotsky
during the 1930s I will subject the several hundred documents in
this volume to detailed examination.

Here we will consider some other documents of Soviet origin that
confirm the genuineness of the testimony of the defendants in the
Moscow Trials:

* The statement by Mikhail Frinovsky, the second-in-
command to Nikolai Ezhov in the NKVD, of April 11, 1939.

* The appeals of their sentences by a number of the
defendants in the Moscow Trials.

* Pretrial statements by Grigori Zinoviev.

* Evidence of Trotsky’s collaboration with Germany and
Japan confirming the genuine character of the Second and
Third Moscow Trials, since Trotsky was charged with these
crimes there. We have examined this fascinating question in
detail in Leon Trotsky’s Collaboration with Germany and
Japan. Here we discuss only:
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+ Marshal Semion Budyonny’s letter to Marshal
Kliment Voroshilov.

* The Arao Document.

* Nikolai Ustrialov’s confessions.

Differential confessions

Many Moscow Trials defendants stubbornly denied some of the
accusations leveled at them by the Prosecution while confessing
guilt to other serious crimes. The most famous example of such
differential confessions is that of Bukharin, who confessed to a
number of specific, serious crimes but spent much of his testimony
and almost all of his final remarks stoutly rejecting his guilt in yet
other serious crimes with which the prosecution had charged him.
This itself is good evidence that Bukharin's confessions were not
the result of force.

Evidence and Conspiracy

The Oppositionist groups within the USSR, including the
Trotskyists, and Trotsky and his son Leon Sedov who were outside
the USSR, were engaged in conspiracies. The Trotsky archives at
Harvard and the Hoover Institution have revealed some
information about Trotsky’s conspiracies during the 1930s.
However, there is a great deal that these archives do not disclose
to us. The Moscow Trials concern conspiracies carried on in secret,
of which little - if, indeed, any - written documentation can be
expected.

It would be absurd to blame Trotsky for using conspiratorial
techniques in his conspiracy (many would blame him for the
conspiracy itself, however). But we must take these conspiratorial
techniques fully into account when we discuss evidence. It is just
as absurd to expect the same level of evidence in the case of a
conspiracy as we would expect to find in documenting other kinds
of historical events.
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To those who refuse to accept the logic of the evidence we put the
following question: What kind of evidence would you accept, from
among the kinds of evidence that it is reasonable to expect might
exist?

* There is a huge amount of Soviet evidence. No evidence
exists that any of this Soviet evidence has been fabricated or
faked.

* We have significant non-Soviet evidence that corroborates
the Soviet evidence.

* Some of the non-Soviet evidence that corroborates the
Soviet evidence is from the Harvard Trotsky Archive - from
Trotsky and Sedov themselves.

* Trotsky’s archive at Harvard has been purged of
incriminating documents.

* Only Sedov and Trotsky knew the full extent of their
conspiracy.

We will consider all of these points in the present book.

Significance of Our Results

We can now verify many of the statements made in the testimony
of Moscow Trials defendants. We can also show that, in a few
cases, Moscow Trials defendants lied in their testimony. All the lies
we have identified, with one exception, concealed important
matters from the Prosecution. In each case (with the one exception
mentioned) this appears to be an attempt by the defendant to
shield himself in some way, not an attempt to confess to additional
wrongdoing.

The one exception is the so-called “mercury affair” (rtutnoe delo)
in the Third Moscow Trial. One of the defendants, P.P. Bulanov,
confessed that he and former NKVD chief G.G. lagoda had
conspired to poison Nikolai Ezhov, head of the NKVD, with
mercury. The Prosecution in the Third Moscow Trial was indeed
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fooled. Subsequent investigation under Lavrentii Beria, the new
head of the NKVD, uncovered the fact that Ezhov himself had
instructed Bulanov to fabricate this lie in order to give himself,
Ezhov, additional credibility. The “mercury affair” was indeed a
fabrication foisted upon a Moscow Trials defendant by the NKVD.
But it was done behind the backs of the Prosecution and, of course,
of Stalin.

This first section of the present book is devoted to the source
criticism of the Moscow Trials testimony. Our research has
validated the Moscow Trials testimony as evidence. The
implications of this fact for this study may be stated simply. There
is no reason to believe that the defendants were forced to testify to
matters they knew were false or, therefore, that the defendants
were innocent of the crimes to which they themselves confessed.
Moscow Trials testimony may be cited as evidence alongside any
other evidence.

In the following chapters we will examine fact-claims made by
Moscow Trials defendants that can be checked in non-Soviet or
Soviet sources now available. The chapters are organized around
the examination of the non-trial evidence to be used as the control
or “check” on the Trials testimony.

In this book we are primarily interested in this non-Trials
evidence for the purpose of verifying the Trials testimony.
However, we will also discuss other important aspects of the
documents containing this non-Trials evidence. In many cases
these documents are of great interest not only for their usefulness
in providing a check on the Moscow Trials testimony, but as
evidence in the investigation of other important events in Soviet
history. We will provide some overview of the importance of this
evidence in the investigation of these other important events as
well.



Chapter 2. Non-Soviet Evidence - The
Harvard Trotsky Archive

In 1939, 1940, and again in 1953 Leon Trotsky’s archives were
sold and transferred to Harvard University. Trotsky stipulated that
the personal section remain closed until 40 years after his death.
It was opened to researchers on January 2, 1980. (Van Heijenoort
History)

Among the first to study its contents was Pierre Broué (1926-
2005), at that time the foremost Trotskyist historian in the world.
From 1980 until his death in 2005 Broué edited the journal
Cahiers Léon Trotsky (hereafter CahLT) in which he published
many articles outlining his discoveries in the Harvard Trotsky
Archive (TA). His 1987 biography of Trotsky made some use of
these discoveries, as did his 1993 biography of Leon Sedov.?

Very soon after the TA was opened Broué and his team began to
discover that Trotsky had deliberately lied in his published works.
First they found evidence that the bloc of Oppositionists, including
Trotskyists, Zinovievists, Rights, and others, had really existed.
The activities of this bloc were the major allegation in all three of
the Moscow Trials. Trotsky and Sedov always denied that any such
bloc existed and claimed that it was an invention by Stalin. Broué
identified documents in the TA that proved that Trotsky and Sedov
had lied: the bloc had indeed existed.

In subsequent articles Broué disclosed other lies by Trotsky. Most
of his evidence was found in the Harvard TA. Some of it came from

! Trotsky. Paris: Fayard, 1987; Léon Sedov. Fils de Trotsky, Victime de Staline. Paris: Editions
Ouvriéres, 1993. A detailed discussion of Broué’s life and activities can be read in the bio-
bibliographical article “The Meaning of Pierre Broué (1926-2005). A biographical sketch.”
At http://www.trotskyana.net/Trotskyists/Pierre_Broue/Pierre_Broue_Meaning.html The
publication Cahiers Léon Trotsky is discussed, with a table of contents of each issue, at
http://www.trotskyana.net/Research_facilities/Journals/journals.htmi#clt
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the collection of Trotsky-Sedov correspondence in the Nicolaevsky
Collection at the Hoover Institution. ?

Broué always claimed that these lies by Trotsky were of very
limited significance. He insisted that Trotsky and Sedov lied only
to protect those Trotskyists in the underground within the USSR.
But in fact Broué never explored the significance of Trotsky’s lies
for evaluating the Moscow Trials testimony as evidence or for
understanding Trotsky’s activities generally. Like non-Trotskyist
anticommunist researchers, he continued to assume, without
evidence, that the Moscow Trials testimony was fundamentally
false, coerced from innocent defendants by the NKVD
investigators, by the Soviet prosecution, and therefore by Stalin.

Broué wrote:

[ think that the new data concerning the "Opposition
bloc,” the organization of two Communist blocs of
Oppositions, the attempt to unify the Communist
Opposition, definitively destroys all the legends and
preconceived ideas about an all-mighty, blood-thirsty,
Machiavellian Stalin. The Soviet Union in the thirties
was passing through a serious economic and political
crisis. Stalin was more and more isolated and many
people, including some from the ranks of privileged
bureaucracy of which he was only the best expression
and the unifier, began to think about the necessity of
getting rid of him. The Moscow Trials were not a
gratuitous crime committed in cold blood, but a
counter-stroke in a conflict which was really, as
Trotskii wrote, "a preventive civil war." (Broué POS
110)

2 This collection is outlined at this page:
http://www.trotskyana.net/Research_facilities/PublicArchives_America/publicarchives_a
merica.html#hoover
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This remark by Broué is more than enigmatic. It begs the whole
question: had the conspiracies alleged in the Moscow Trials really
existed, or not? If, as Broué says here, the Moscow Trials were a
“counterstroke,” then does this not imply that the originating
“stroke” was, or were, conspiracies by those who wanted to get rid
of him (Stalin)? And since the evidence on which Broué based this
paragraph was that of Trotsky's falsehoods, does that not mean
that Trotsky was also a party to these conspiracies?

In this article we see Broué carefully approach the question of a
completely new view of the Moscow Trials and the conspiracies
alleged in them. But then Broué retreats. He never develops this
idea. As far as we know, he never mentions it again.

In 1985 and 1986 American historian Arch Getty published the
evidence, also discovered in the TA, that Trotsky and Sedov had
lied about Trotsky’s continued contact with some of his supporters
within the USSR. Trotsky had either maintained or renewed
relations with some of them long after he had claimed to have cut
off all contact with them. Getty identified evidence of this in the
TA.

Getty also discovered that the TA had been “purged” - materials
had been removed. Getty logically concluded that these materials
must have been incriminating, politically sensitive materials.
Broué, who knew and referred to Getty’s research, never
mentioned this very important discovery by Getty. This is curious,
since Broué had himself suggested that other materials had been
removed from the TA. Later in this book we explore this pregnant
omission of Broué's.

Most of the falsehoods by Trotsky that Broué discovered are
directly or indirectly related to the Moscow Trials. Some of
Trotsky’s lies that we ourselves have discovered concern the Kirov
Assassination of December 1, 1934.3 Trotsky’s lies about the Kirov
murder became relevant to the Moscow Trials subsequently, when

* We have discussed these in Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’.
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members of the bloc of oppositionists confessed to having planned
and executed Kirov’s murder.

Broué’s interest in Trotsky’s and Sedov’s falsehoods was curiously
limited. We do not know why Broué never chose to explore the
implications of Trotsky’s lies. This is a striking omission, as we will
point out in future chapters. It is possible that Broué sensed that
the full implications of the lies by Trotsky and Sedov that he had
discovered, plus those discovered by Getty, would necessitate a
more radical revision of Trotsky’s activities during the 1930s than
he himself was prepared to face.

%k k¥ %k

In the following chapters we will demonstrate that the lies by
Trotsky that Broué and Getty discovered, as well as some further
lies discovered by Swedish scholar Sven-Eric Holmstrém and some
that we ourselves have found, are directly relevant to our
evaluation of the validity of the Moscow Trials testimony.
Trotsky’s falsehoods provide one of the major sources by which
we can verify Moscow Trials testimony.

In addition, Trotsky's falsehoods provide important evidence
about Trotsky’s conspiracy within the USSR during the 1930s. We
will also explore this topic in subsequent chapters.
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The earliest and most dramatic discovery emerged from the
Harvard Trotsky Archive within months of its opening to
researchers on January 2, 1980. This was the proof that the bloc of
oppositionists inside the Soviet Union had really existed. The
existence of the bloc was the chief framework for the conspiracies
charged against the defendants in all three Moscow trials. The bloc
was the link among the different conspiratorial oppositionist
groups in which the Moscow Trials defendants confessed
membership.

Pierre Broué, whose team made this discovery, minimized its
significance. He never explored the implications of his own
discovery of the bloc’s existence for our understanding of the
Moscow Trials, of Trotsky’s own activities, and of our
understanding of the high politics of the Soviet Union during the
1930s. All researchers after Broué have either done likewise, like
Vadim Rogovin, or have ignored the discovery altogether.
Gorbachev’'s men in the USSR, then Russian and Western
anticommunist researchers since 1991, have also ignored this
important revelation.

In this chapter we outline the discovery of the bloc and the
evidence for it, and explore its significance for our project of
verifying the testimony at the Moscow Trials.

The Bloc of Oppositions

Defendants in all three Moscow trials testified that Trotskyists,
Zinovievists, and other oppositionists inside the Soviet Union had
formed a bloc and agreed to carry out assassinations (in Russian,
to employ “terror”) against Soviet leaders.
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In the transcripts of each of the three Moscow Trials the word
“bloc” occurs dozens of times. Here are just a few citations:

First Moscow Trial

The investigation has also established that the
Zinovievites pursued their criminal terroristic
practices in a direct bloc with the Trotskyites and
with L. Trotsky, who is abroad. (1936 Trial 11)

The testimonies of Zinoviev, Kamenev, Evdokimov,
Mrachkovsky, Bakayev and a number of others
accused in the present case, have established beyond
doubt that the only motive for organizing the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc was their striving to seize
power at all costs ... (12)

Ancther member of this centre, Reingold, during
examination on July 3, 1936, testified:

"..The main thing on which all the members of the
bloc agreed was... the recognition of the necessity of
consolidating all forces to capture the Party leadership.
| must admit that the fundamental aim of the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc was to remove by violence
the leadership of the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet
Government, and Stalin in the first place. At the end of
1932 the centre adopted a decision to organize the
fight against the leadership of the C.P.S.U. and the
Government by terroristic means. I know that the
Trotskyite section of the bloc received instructions
from L. D. Trotsky to adopt the path of terrorism and
to prepare attempts on the life of Stalin." (Vol. XXVII, p.
52)(13)

VYSHINSKY: What was the attitude of the Trotskyite
part of your bloc on the question of terrorism?
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ZINOVIEV: In our negotiations on the formation of a
united centre this question played a decisive part. By
that time the so-called Zinovievite part of the bloc was
fully ripe for such decisions.

VYSHINSKY: Did Smirnov display any activity in
relation to this, or not?

ZINOVIEV: Smirnov, in my opinion, displayed more
activity than any one else, and we regarded him as the
undisputed head of the Trotskyite part of the bloc, as
the man best informed about Trotsky's views, and
fully sharing these views. {53)

KAMENEV: ..When we returned to Moscow, we made
no changes whatever in the basis of our bloc. On the
contrary, we proceeded to press forward the
terroristic conspiracy. (66)

ZINOVIEV: ..At the same time (says Zinoviev), I
conducted negotiations with Tomsky, whom I
informed about our bloc with the Trotskyites. Tomsky
expressed complete solidarity with us. (73)

SMIRNOV: [ admit that I belonged to the underground
Trotskyite organization, joined the bloc, joined the
centre of this bloc, met Sedov in Berlin in 1931,
listened to his opinion on terrorism and passed this
opinion on to Moscow. (85)

Second Moscow Trial

RADEK: Pyatakov and [ arrived at the conclusion that
this directive sums up the work of the bloc, dots all
the i’s and crosses all the t's by bringing out very
sharply the fact that under all circumstances the
government of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc could
only be the government of the restoration of
capitalism. (6)
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PYATAKOV: Kamenev came to visit me at the People’s
Commissariat on some pretext or other. He very
clearly and distinctly informed me about the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre which had been formed.
He said that the bloc had been restored; then he
mentioned the names of a number of people who
belonged to the centre ... (36)

PYATAKOV: It was during this conversation with
Radek that we discussed the question about the very
great predominance of Zinovievites in the main centre,
and whether we should not raise the question of
making certain changes in the composition of the main
centre.

VYSHINSKY: In which direction?

PYATAKOV: In the direction of introducing more of
the Trotskyite faction in the Trotskyite-Zinovievite
united bloc.

RADEK: From the moment the bloc was formed the
circle of persons against whom it was intended to
carry out terrorist acts was known. (76)

LIVSHITZ: Yes. 1 considered that since we were
carrying on a struggle for the coming to power of the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc, it was necessary to do
this. (118)

ROMM: | was Tass correspondent in Geneva and Paris.
I went to Moscow on official business and met Radek
who informed me that in pursuance of Trotsky's
directives, a Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc had been
organized, but that he and Pyatakov had not joined
that centre. (139)

SOKOLNIKOV: In comparison with what we had had,
to some extent, since 1932 and, in the main, since
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1934, when the defeatist attitude of the bloc finally
took shape. {154)

SEREBRYAKOV: In the autumn of 1932, Mrachkovsky
came to see me and informed me about the creation of
a Trotskyite- Zinovievite bloc, told me who were the
members of this centre, and then informed me that the
centre had decided to create a reserve centre in the
event of its being exposed. {168)

Third Moscow Trial
The title of the transcript of this trial is:

“Report of Court Proceedings in the Case of the Anti-
Soviet ‘Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites.”

..the accused in the present case organized a
conspiratorial group named the “bloc of Rights and
Trotskyites,”... (5)

GRINKO: Along with wrecking activities in the sphere
of capital construction and agriculture, the bloc of
Rights and Trotskyites carried on quite extensive
undermining activities in the sphere of trade turnover.
(81)

IVANOV: Fully and entirely. 1 consider myself
responsible and guilty of the gravest crimes. | was one
of the active members of the group of the Rights, the
“bloc of Rights and Trotskyites. “ (110)

VYSHINSKY: lvanov states that he learnt from you of
the existence of a bloc between the Trotskyites, the
Right groups and the nationalist groups. Do you
corroborate this?

BUKHARIN: I do. (137)
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VYSHINSKY: Did you know that the program of this
centre and of the whole group of the bloc of Rights
and Trotskyites included terrorist acts?

ZUBAREV: Yes, I did know. (144)

VYSHINSKY: Will it be right or wrong to say that in the
period of the years 1932-33 a group was organized
which we may call the Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and
Trotskyites?

RYKOV: It was so in fact. Its organizational expression,
since 1933-34, was the so-called contact centre. (180)

VYSHINSKY: This bloc, you said, included the Rights.
Who else was included in this bloc?

RYKOV: The Rights, the Trotskyites and the
Zinovievites. (181)

VYSHINSKY: ..Were Tukhachevsky and the military
group of conspirators members of your bloc?

BUKHARIN: They were.

VYSHINSKY: And they discussed with the members of
the bloc?

BUKHARIN: Quite right. (189)

VYSHINSKY: As the preliminary investigation and the
Court proceedings in the present case have
established, the dastardly assassination of S. M. Kirov
on December 1, 1934, by the Leningrad Trotskyite-
Zinovievite terrorist centre was organized in
accordance with a decision of the “bloc of Rights and
Trotskyites.”
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Trotsky always denied this accusation, as in the following passage
from his testimony to the Dewey Commission in April, 1937:

GOLDMAN: Did you ever discuss with anyone the
possibility of organizing a united center between your
political followers and the followers of Zinoviev and
Kamenev in the Soviet Union, after the break-up of
your bloc with Zinoviev and Kamenev?

TROTSKY: Never. My articles show that it is absolutely
impossible. My appreciation of them, my total
contempt after the capitulation, my hostility to them
and their hostility to me, excluded that absolutely.

GOLDMAN: Have you read the testimony of Zinoviev
and Kamenev and the other defendants in the first
Moscow trial?

TROTSKY: Yes.

GOLDMAN: Wherein these defendants claimed that
you instructed several of them to establish a united
center between your political followers and their
political followers? Have you read such testimonies?

TROTSKY: Yes.
GOLDMAN: What have you to say about that?

TROTSKY: It is a falsehood organized by the GPU and
supported by Stalin. (CLT 87-88)

Evidence of the Bloc in the Harvard Trotsky
Archive

In 1980 Trotskyist historian Pierre Broué discovered materials in
the Harvard Trotsky Archive that proved that a bloc of oppositions
was indeed formed with Trotsky’s agreement.

C'est en effectuant a la Bibliotheque du College de
Harvard les recherches documentaires prévues pour
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I'édition des volumes des oeuvres des années 1936 et
1937 que les chercheurs et collaborateurs de I'lnstitut
Léon Trotsky ont été amenés a une découverte
d'importance: l'existence, en Union soviétique en
1932, d'un « bloc des oppositions » contre Staline.

Translated:

While doing documentary research at the Library of
Harvard College for the edition of the volumes of the
works of the years 1936 and 1937 the researchers and
assistants from the Institut Léon Trotsky made an
important discovery: the existence, in the Soviet Union
in 1932, of a “bloc of oppositions” against Stalin.
(Broué 1980, 5)

Trotsky and Sedov had lied about this, obviously for the purpose of
preserving their conspiracy. A Trotskyist as well as a scholar,
Broué explicitly excused Trotsky’s lying on these grounds.

Broué denied that the parties in the bloc agreed upon “terror.” He
also claimed that the bloc had been dissolved shortly after being
formed without having done anything. But Broué cited no
evidence to support these assertions. The evidence shows that the
bloc did continue to function. In Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’ and in Leon
Trotsky’s Collaboration with Germany and Japan we have examined
the evidence that the Rightists and Trotskyists in the bloc did
indeed agree to use “terror” against the Soviet leadership, as the
prosecution in the first and Second Moscow Trials alleged and as
the defendants admitted.

The “Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites” Existed

The evidence of the bloc’s existence discovered by Broué is
contained in a complex of documents in the TA:

* A copy of a letter in German from Trotsky to his son Sedov.
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* This is accompanied by a letter from Trotsky’s secretary Jean van
Heijenoort dated July 3, 1937, who made the copy of ~ retyped -
Trotsky’s letter.

The original of Trotsky's letter is missing. It must have been
destroyed when the Trotsky Archive was “purged” of
incriminating materials. We know about this “purging” because it
was done imperfectly. We will discuss this “purging” later in this
study.

Broué reported that his team uncovered one more piece of
evidence concerning the bloc:

* A letter in invisible ink from Sedov to Trotsky in which the
formation and composition of the bloc is outlined.

Some curious statements in Broué’s 1980 article suggest that he
and his team found other materials which they do not directly
identify.

* Broué states (7) that Trotsky replied on November 3, 1932, to
the letter in invisible ink written by his son. But the copy of
Trotsky’s letter retyped by van Heijenoort and identified by Broué
bears no date. On the previous pages (5-6) Broué had dated it “at
the end of 1932, in October or November,” by internal evidence.

Broué is unlikely to have simply imagined a date as precise as
“November 3, 1932.” Therefore, this remark suggests either that
Broué had seen another letter by Trotsky that he does not further
identify, or that he has made an error here.

* Broué states that the letter from Sedov to Trotsky in invisible ink
enumerates the groups in, or about to enter, the bloc as follows:

Le lettre a I'encre sympathique de Léon Sedov fait
apparaitre l'existence des groupes suivants: le groupe
trotskyste  d’U.R.S.S.  («notre fraction»), les
«zinoviévistes,” le groupe d’LN. Smirnov, le groupe
Sten-Lominadzé, le groupe «Safar(ov)-Tarkhan(ov),”
«les droitiers» et «les libéraux.» (7)
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Translated:

The letter in invisible ink of Leon Sedov’s revealed the
existence of the following groups: the Trotskyist
group in the USSR (“our fraction”), the “Zinovievists,”
the group of LN. Smirnov, the group of Sten-
Lominadze, the group “Safar(ov)-Tarkhan{ov)},” “the
Rights” and “the liberals.” (7)

However, the letter in question does not mention Rightists
(“droitiers”) or liberals {“libéraux”) at all. The letter of Trotsky to
Sedov referred to above does mention “Rightists” (“die Rechten”),
implying that they will “become more involved.” None of the three
documents makes any mention of “liberals.” Assuming again that
Broué did not simply imagine that “Rightists” and “liberals” were
mentioned, it follows that he conflated in his mind at least two
separate documents: the letter in invisible ink, in which the other
groups are mentioned, and another letter or document that
mentions “Rightists” and “liberals” as being part of the bloc.

We do not know who was meant by the term “liberals.” Sedov
refers to LLN. Smirnov and those around him, including Eduard S.
Gol’'tsman, by this term in his Red Book (Livre rouge sur le procés de
Moscou)!. But Sedov did this while he and Trotsky were denying
any contact with Smirnov. Broué discovered that Trotsky was
indeed in touch with Smirnov. Smirnov was in fact the leader of
the clandestine Trotskyist group inside the USSR and the central
figure in the bloc. That suggests that in calling Smirnov a “liberal”
in his book Sedov may have been “covering” for him.

The following cryptic remark of Broué’s suggests that he and his
team located other documents that mention the bloc:

Elle a découvert également d’autres allusions au
«bloc,” toute une discussion sur les conditions

! Paris: Editions Ourviers, 1936, 97-98.
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nouvelles créés par son apparition, dans la
correspondence entre Trotsky et son fils, ainsi que des
textes, dont certains avaient été publiés, qui éclairent
cette période de l'histoire de 'U.R.S.S. (7)

Translated:

The team [of researchers, led by Broué] has also
discovered other allusions to the bloc and a whole
discussion on the new conditions created by its
appearance, in the correspondence between Trotsky
and his son, as well as texts, of which some have been
published, that shed light on this period of the history
of the USSR.

According to Broué Trotsky discussed the “liberals” in a letter to
Sedov of October 12, 1932, which he identifies as No. 4777 of the
Harvard Trotsky Archive. (16 and n. 42)

On the same page Broué suggests that there must have been other
documents that made clear who the “liberals” were and what they
had done for the Trotskyists - documents that, he suggests, “have
probably been destroyed.” (16) This is an interesting remark by
Broué, for he deliberately omits any mention of the discovery by
Arch Getty that the Trotsky Archive has been “purged,” with
incriminating documents removed from it.

As we shall see, Broué’s further discussion of the bloc rests upon
several assumptions, one of which is that the bloc came to nothing
because there is no mention of it in the Trotsky Archive after these
documents of 1932. As Broué admits in passing in a later work,
even this latter claim is not true. Later we'll explore Broué’s self-
contradictions on the question of the bloc.

Trotsky’s remark that they must not “yield the field to the
Rightists” implies that the Rightists were already active on their
own accord. Writing in 1980 Broué stated that there was no
evidence of any activity by those known at the time as the
“Rightists” -~ Bukharin, Rykov, Tomskii and their followers. (12-13)
However, thanks to documents published since the end of the
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USSR we know today that the Rightists were indeed active at this
time.

Broué’s article thus supposes at least the following documents,
only some of which are extant and identified:

* Correspondence between Trotsky and Sedov about setting up the
bloc (not extant);

* A letter from Sedov to Trotsky of October 12, 1932, concerning
participation of the “liberals,” no doubt in the bloc (#4777, Broué
p. 16, extant);

* Trotsky’s letter to Sedov accepting the proposal of a bloc
(#13095, extant);

* Sedov’s letter in invisible ink to Trotsky announcing that the bloc
has been formed (#4782, extant);

* Trotsky’s response to this letter dated November 3, 1932 (Broué
p. 7; not further identified);

* Trotsky’s letter of October 30, 1932, concerning the “liberals”
and mentioning the “Rightists.” (#10047, Broué p. 16, extant);

* Another letter of Sedov to Trotsky in invisible ink naming
“Rightists” and “liberals” as among the groups in or about to join
the bloc (Broué p. 7 and p. 14; not further identified};

* Other documents “not found at Harvard and which were
probably destroyed” (Broué p. 16).

Judging from the one document by Trotsky that we have that
mentions the Rightists and from Broué’s discussion of other
documents we have not seen, it seems clear that the Rightists were
in fact a part of the bloc from 1932. This accords with the
testimony of Valentin Astrov in January 1937. We will examine it
later.
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Soviet Rehabilitation Reports Lie About the Bloc

The existence of this bloc provides additional evidence that Soviet
“Rehabilitation” reports of both the Khrushchev and Gorbachev
eras are dishonest and untrustworthy, political whitewash jobs
rather than honest reviews of the cases and determinations of
innocence on the basis of evidence.

The “Zapiska” of the Shvernik Report, commissioned by
Khrushchev in 1962 and finished no later than February 18, 1963,
concluded that all the accusations against the accused at the
Bukharin Trial were falsified and denied the existence of a “bloc of
Rights and Trotskyites” itself. (RKEB 2 625-30)

Hukakoro «AHTHCOBETCKOTO NpPaBO-TPOLKHUCTCKOTO
f60Ka» B AEWCTBUTEJBLHOCTH He CYyIleCTBOBAJIO M
OCYXX/[leHHble 10 3TOMY Jesly KOHTPPEBOJIIOLHOHHOH
AesATeNbHOCTLIO HE 3aHUMAaJHCh.

Translated:

No “Anti-Soviet bloc of Rights and Trotskyists” existed
in reality and those condemned in this case did not
engage in any counterrevolutionary activity. (630)

In 1989 the Gorbachev-era “Rehabilitation Commission” of the
Central Committee of the CPSU came to the same conclusion:

YcTaHoBAEHO, TakUM o06pa3oM, 4To nociae 1927 r.
ObIBILIME TPOUKHCTBI U 3UHOBBEBLb OPraHU30BaHHOH
60pb6BI ¢ TAapTHel He MPOBOLUJIH, MeXAy coBoH HHU
Ha TeppOpUCTHYECKOW, HHU Ha APYrod OCHOBe He
OO beAUHANINCL, a fdelo 06  «oO0beIHHEHHOM
TPOLKHUCTCKO-3UHOBLEBCKOM LIEHTPE» HCKYCCTBEHHO
co3paHo opraHamu HKBJ/l no npaMOMy yKas3aHUIO U
NpH HenocpeACcTBeHHOM yuacTuM M. B. CtanuHa.

Translated:
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It has been established therefore that after 1927 the
former Trotskyists and Zinovievists did not carry out
any organized struggle against the party, did not unite
with each other either on a terrorist or any other basis,
and that the case of the “United Trotskyite-Zinovievite
Terrorist Center” was fabricated by the organs of the
NKVD upon the direct order and with the direct
participation of ].V. Stalin. (Izv TsK KPSS 8 {1989) 94)

YcTaHoBJeHO, 4YTO  OOBHHEHHE  OCYXJAEHHbIX B
«npectynHo# cea3u» ¢ J. [. Tpoukum u JI. JI. CefoBbIM
ABAsieTCsET HeOBGOCHOBAHHBIM. 3TO ke T1okKasana H
cneldanbHasg INpoBepKa, NpoBeAeHHas I[lpokypaTypoit
CCCPB 1988,

Translated:

It has been established that the accusation against the
accused of “criminal ties” with L.D. Trotsky and L.L.
Sedov are without foundation. This was also proven
by a special verification process of the USSR Procuracy
in 1988. (1zv TsK KPSS 9 (1989) 49)

Kax Teneps ¢ HECOMHEHHOCTbH YCTAHOBJEHO, ZeJ0 TakK
Ha3bIBAEMOI'0  «AaHTHCOBETCKOrO  MPAaBOTPOLKUCTCKOrO
6/10Ka» OBL10 NOMHOCTBIO ChaNnbCUPHUIIUPOBAHO

Translated:

As has now been established beyond any doubt, the
case of the so-called “Anti-Soviet Right-Trotskyite
Bloc” was completely fabricated... (Izv TsK KPSS 5
(1989) 81)
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B nelCTBHUTENBHOCTH HH «OJOKOB» HHM TaK Ha3blBaeMbIX
«LEHTPOB» HE CYI1eCTBOBAJIO.

Translated:

In reality, neither the “blocs” nor the so-called
“centers” existed. (RKEB 3 342].

Aleksandr lakovlev, Gorbachev's expert who led the
anticommunist campaign from the Politburo, repeated the
falsehood that no bloc had existed.

Arojy  MCKYCCTBEHHO  BKJIIOYMJIM B COCTaB  He
CYUIECTBOBABIIETO «[IPABOTPOIKUCTCKOT0» BJI0Ka.

Translated:

Yagoda was falsely included among the members of
the nonexistent “Right-Trotskyite Bloc.” (RKEB 3 328)

This means that both the Shvernik Report and the Soviet
“Rehabilitation” reports are falsified.? Already in 1980 the Harvard
Trotsky Archive yielded to Broué unmistakable evidence that a
broad bloc of oppositionist forces, including Trotskyists,
Zinovievists, and others, did in fact exist. The NKVD of the 1930s
termed the complexly-interlocking set of oppositional conspiracies
the “klubok,” or “tangle.” If any of these conspiracies were
acknowledged to have existed, it would be difficult to deny the
existence of the rest, since all the defendants implicated others in a
chain that, directly or indirectly, connected them all.

The Gorbachev-era “Rehabilitation” report on the 1936 Trial
defendants is likewise falsified. Though it has not been officially
published and is still secret in Russia today the Decree of the

? Parts of the 1988 “Rehabilitation” report on the Moscow Trial of August 1936 are copied
verbatim, or almost so, from the Shvernik Commission of twenty-five years earlier. No one
could know this in 1988, since the complete text of the Shvernik Report was not published
until 1993-1994.
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Soviet Supreme Court dated June 13, 1988, is in the Volkogonov
Archive. It states, concerning Gol'tsman:

3.C. TonbuMaH B cyAe6HOM 3aceaHUH .. 3asBUJ, YTO [0
apecTa 0 CYLECTBOBAHHU TPOLKHCTCKO-3MHOBBEBCKOTO
IeHTpa He 3HaJj. 3TH 06bsicHenusa 3.C. TosblMaHa HUYEM
He OMPOBEpTHYTHI.

Translated:

During the trial E.S. Gol'tsman ... declared that before
his arrest he did not know about the existence of the
Trotskyist-Zinovievist center. These explanations by
E.S. GoI'tsman remain without refutation.?

This statement is false. Trotsky’s and Sedov’s correspondence in
1932, published in part in French translation by Broué, shows that
Gol'tsman was the person who carried messages concerning the
formation of the bloc to Smirnov inside the USSR (Broué 1980 35-
37; Broué POS 99). What's more, this information was available to
the Soviet authorities in 1988, when they began once again to deny
that the bloc had ever existed (Khrushchev’'s men had denied it
too).

In 1991 Getty’s article was published, in Russian translation, in the
authoritative Party journal Voprosy Istorii KPSS. At the end of the
article Boris Starkov, acting for the Party journal, denied as best he
could the contents of Getty’s article.* In today’s Russia too many of
these investigative materials remain effectively classified.> This
proves that the “Rehabilitation” report itself is a fraud.

3 “Postanovlenie No. 79-88 Plenuma Verkhovnogo Suda SSSR. 13 iiunia 1988 g.” p. 7. (151).
Volkogonov Papers Reel 3 Container 4 Folder 16. In the author’s possession.

* Getti, Dz.A. “Trotskii v izgnanii. Osnovania IV Internatsionala.” Voprosy Istorii KPSS 5
(1991), 72-83. Starkov's “commentary” is at the end, pp. 82-83.

5 In volume two of this study we will discuss and publish some of these materials that have
become available only very recently.
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Valentin Astrov’s Testimony

On January 11, 1937, Valentin Astrov, one of Bukharin’s former
students and a participant in the conspiratorial meetings that
constituted the Rightist part of the bloc, gave a confession
statement to NKVD investigators. Two days later Astrov
confronted Bukharin and accused him directly.

In his January 1937 confession to the NKVD Astrov was specific
that the Rightists had joined a bloc with the Trotskyists in 1932.

B nauase 1932 roga CJ/IEINIKOB y Hero Ha KBapTHpe Ha
COBELIAHUH AKTHBA opraH13anuu 060CHOBBIBAN
HeoOXOAUMOCTDb 3aKjaruyeHHs 6/0Ka C Tpoukucramu. OH
TOBOPWJ, YTO «TPOLKHACTBl MNPUHSJIH XO3SHCTBEHHYIO
niaTtgopMy NOpaBblX, a MOpaBble — BHYTPHUNAPTHHHYIO
naathopMy TPOUKMCTOB. TakTHKa Teppopa 00bedHHSET
Hac. PasHornacus mMexay HaMu M TPOLKHCTaMH
HeCylIeCTBeHHbL.”

Cebiasich Ha ¢Boi 1 MAPELIKOT'O onbIT MHOTGYHC/IEHHBIX
NOANO/AbHBIX BCTpedY € TPOUKHCTaMu B Mockee, CaMmape,
CapatoBe u Jlenunrpage, CJIEIIKOB yTBepxaan, uTo
TPOLUKHUCThLl 3BOJIOLHOHUDPYIOT, MNpUOAMNKAACL K HaM.
CJIEITKOB coo6uun CoBELaHHIo, 4TO ero TOYKa 3peHHUA Ha
HeoBXOAUMOCThL 3ak/ueHHUsT 6J0Ka C TPOLKUCTaMHU
corsiacoBaHa ¢ BYXAPHUHLIM, T.e. ¢ LeHTpOM NpaBbiX H
COBEll[aHHe TIPUHAJIO 3TY TOUKY 3peHus. Uepe3 HeCKOIbKO
LHett BYXAPHH Ha kBapTupe y CJIEITKOBA B npucyTCTBUM
MAPELKOTO noaTBepAu Heo6X0AHMOCTh TAaKoro 610Ka.

Translated:

In the beginning of 1932 in a meeting of the active
members of the organization in his apartment Slepkov
justified the necessity of forming a bloc with the
Trotskyists. He said that “the Trotskyists have
accepted the economic platform of the Rightists, and
the Rightists, the inner Party platform of the
Trotskyists. The tactic of terror unites us. Differences
between us and the Trotskyists are secondary.”
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Referring to his and Maretskii’'s experience of
numerous underground meetings with Trotskyists in
Moscow, Samara, Saratov, and Leningrad, Slepkov
asserted that the Trotskyists were evolving, coming
close to us. Slepkov informed the meeting that his
views on the necessity of forming a bloc with the
Trotskyists had been agreed to by Bukharin, that is
with the Rightist center, and the meeting accepted this
view. A few days later in Slepkov’s apartment and
with Maretskii present Bukharin confirmed the
necessity of such a bloc. (Lubianka 1937-1938 32)

Both Broué (13} and Astrov name Slepkov and Maretskii as
members of the Rightist part of the bloc. Broué says:

[’ensemble du matériel montre que le «bloc» ou, au
moins, I'une de ses parties constituantes était en
contact avec le group Rioutine-Slepkov, «les droitiers».
(Broué 1980 16)

..Jles comptes rendus de réunions du secrétariat
international de 1I'Opposition de gauche et quelques
lettres de Léon Sedov font apparaitre qu'il désigne
systématiquement a l'époque par le terme de
«droitiers» ce que les historiens désignent par
«groupe Rioutine,” un groupe original apparu
précisément en 1932. Nous ne possédons sur son
existence et son activité que des témoignages indirects
et ses documents n'ont jamais été connus, méme
partiellement. Rioutine ... avait, avec P. A. Galkin,
constitué un groupe dont personne ne nie le caractére
conspiratif organisé, dans lequel se retrouvaient des
éléments d'origine diverse comme les disciples de
Boukharine, fleurons de l'Institut des professeurs
rouges, Alexandre Slepkov et Dimitri
Maretsky,...(Broué 1980 13)

Translated:
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The material as a whole demonstrates that the bloc, or
at least one of its constituent parts, was in contact
with the Riutin-Slepkov group, “the Rights.”

... the transcripts of the meetings of the International
Secretariat of the Left Opposition and a few letters of
Leon Sedov’s make it clear that it [the term “droitiers’,
or “Rightists” - GF] regularly designated at the time by
the term “Rightists” what the historians call the
“Riutin group,” an original group that appeared
precisely in 1932. We have only indirect evidence
about its existence and activities, and its documents
have never been made public, even in part. Riutin...
with P.A. Galkin, constituted a group whose organized
conspiratorial nature has never been denied by
anyone and in which persons of different origins could
be found, including pupils of Bukharin’s, products of
the Institute of Red Professors, Alexander Slepkov and
Dmitri Maretsky,...

Astrov himself was also a former student at the Institute of Red
Professors.

Did the Bloc Shut Down by Early 19337

In 1980 Broué claimed that the bloc was no more by sometime in
early 1933 with the arrests of some of its leading members.

Pourtant, quand ces textes paraissent a Berlin dans le
Biulleten Oppositsii, le «bloc» -- si tant est qu’il ait pu
se traduire autrement dans la réalité et, par exemple,
tenir des reunions formelles - est déja terminé par
I'arrestation de ses principaux protagonists. La lettre
de Sedov qui indique les composantes du bloc
mentionne a la fois l'arrestation des dirigeants du
groupe d'l. N. Smirnov et de Smirnov lui-méme et
I'effondrement des « anciens » de ['Opposition de
gauche. (Broué 1980 19)
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Translated:

However, when these texts appeared in Berlin in the
Bulletin of the Opposition, the bloc - if it could be said
to have had a real existence and, for example, hold
formal meetings - had already been terminated by the
arrests of its principal protagonists. Sedov’s letter
identifying the composition of the bloc mentions at
the same time the arrest of the leaders of LN.
Smirnov’s group and of Smirnov himself and the
collapse of the “old ones” of the Left Opposition.

Broué repeated this claim in his 1987 biography of Trotsky.
According to Broué Smirnov’s arrest and imprisonment and the
exile of Zinoviev and Kamenev brought the bloc to an end.

Ce n'est que peu a peu que la vérité s'impose a lui et a
Sedov. L'exil de Zinoviev et de Kamenev, la
condamnation d'I.N. Smirnov, qui purge sa peine a
Souzdal, ont sonné le glas du bloc des oppositions.®

Translated:

Only gradually did Trotsky and Sedov come to
understand the truth. The exile of Kamenev and
Zinoviev, the conviction of [.N. Smirnov, who was
serving his time at Suzdal, had sounded the funeral
bell of the bloc of oppositionists.

Broué’s Misreading of Safarov’s Deposition

Broué claims that Safarov testified “publicly” about the bloc’s
“decomposition”:

5 Broué, Trotsky, Ch. 44 note 49. At
https://www.marxists.org/francais/broue/works/1988/00/PB_tky_44.htm#sdfootnote49
anc
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Safarov, définitivement brisé en prison et clairement
devenu informateur, sera le premier, en tant que
témoin a charge au procés de Zinoviev et Kamenev en
janvier 1935, a parler publiquement de la naissance et
de la décomposition du bloc*®. (Broué, Trotsky Ch. 44)

Translated:

Safarov, definitively broken in prison and clearly
turned informant, would be the first, as a witness at
the trial of Zinoviev and Kamenev in January 1935, to
speak publicly about the birth and decay of the bloc.#?

Note 49 to this passage reads as follows:

49 Déposition de Safarov au proces de Zinoviev et
Kamenev, L'Humanité,” 17 janvier 1935.

Translated:

49, Deposition of Safarov at the trial of Zinoviev and
Kamenev, L’Humanité January 17, 1934.

But this is not true. In the corresponding passage in L’Humanité of
January 17, 1935, Safarov said nothing about any “decay”
(décomposition) of the bloc:

Caractérisant les méthodes contre-révolutionnaires
employées par le groupe illégal Zinoviev dans sa lutte
contre le pouvoir soviétique, un des participants,
Safarov (dont l'affaire est soumise a une instruction
complémentaire et sera examinée séparément)
déclara «Aprés des rencontres particulierement
fréquentes et animées en 1932, quand les
conspirateurs comptaient inscrire a leur actif
certaines difficultés temporaires qui eurent lieu
durant la transition du premier au second plan

7 Humanité was (and still is) the daily newspaper of the French Communist Party
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quinquennal, tous les cercles du groupe illégal,
effrayés par la débacle du groupe contre-
révolutionnaire de Rioutine, revinrent a leur
activité secrete, a la contre-révolution rampante.»®

Translated:

Characterizing the counterrevolutionary methods
used by the illegal Zinoviev group in its struggle
against Soviet power one of the participants, Safarov
(whose case has been submitted to further
investigation and will be examined separately)
declared: “After especially frequent and lively
meetings in 1932, when the conspirators had to take
account of certain temporary difficulties that occurred
during the transition between the first and second
Five-Year Plans, all the circles of the illegal group,
frightened by the downfall of the Riutin
counterrevolutionary group, returned to secret
activity, to rampant counterrevolution.

Far from attesting to any “decay” of the bloc Safarov stated that
“all the circles” (the cells) “of the illegal group” (the bloc) returned
to secret activity, meaning to “rampant counterrevolution.”
Safarov claimed that the bloc continued to exist and to be active -
the opposite of what Broué claimed.

We will leave aside the question of whether Broué somehow
misread this passage or whether he deliberately falsified Safarov’s
words in order to convince his readers that the bloc really had
ceased to function. Even if Safarov had testified to the court that
the bloc had ceased to function, that would not mean it really had
ceased, for such testimony could simply be an attempt at self-

8 “Zinoviev, Kamenev et 17 complices devant le tribunal militaire de I'U.R.S.S..” L’Humanité
17 janvier 1935 p.3 col 7.



Chapter Three. Non-Soviet Evidence - The Bloc of Oppositions 47

protection. But in fact Safarov stated just the opposite: the bloc
continued its work, only in a more clandestine manner.

Broué continued to repeat this claim that the bloc was
“dismantled” shortly after February 1933.° However, Broué has no
evidence that the bloc came to an end. We discuss what we call
Broué’s, and Vadim Rogovin's, “cover-up” in the chapter on the
purging of the Harvard Trotsky archive.

Broué’s main error here is his assumption that the bloc was ended
when some of its principal members were arrested. This
assumption is false. Astrov testified that the bloc continued even in
prison:

B Cy3ganbckoii THOpbME $ M YYAaCTHHKHM Haluei
opranusauun  XAXAPEB, [JOMAIIWH.. u COMOB
YCTAaHOBUJIH CBA3b M ApyX6y ¢ CHAEBUIMMH TaM
TPOLKHUCTAMU: TAEBCKHUM, BOJIOTHUKOBBLIM U
MUXAJEBUYEM. Mb! Bce CXOAHUIHUCH HA [OYBE B3AaUMHOTO
NpH3HaHUA Teppopa Kak MeToJa GopbObl ¢ naprued u
COBETCKOH BJAACTbIO... AHa/lOrMYHbIe TeppOpHUCTHYECKHE
HaCTPOEHHUs BbICKa3blBaJiHUCh TpoukucroM COMEPOM,
npaebiM PAJUBUJ/IMHBIM, Tporukucrom TAEBCKUM,

Translated:

In Suzdal’ prison [ and the participants of our
organization Khakharev, Domashin ... and Somov
established contact and friendship with the
Trotskyists also imprisoned there: Gaevskii,
Bolotnikov, and Mikhalevich. All of us came together
on the basis of mutual acceptance of terror as a
method of struggle with the party and Soviet power. ...
Analogous terrorist attitudes were expressed by the
Trotskyist Somer, the Rightist Radivilin, and the
Trotskyist Gaevskii. {Lubianka 1937-1938 37)

°E.g. Broué, “Liova, le ‘fiston”. CahLT 13 (1983),17.
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We know that Astrov’s testimony here was truthful because he
confirmed it in 1993, after the end of the Soviet Union, when he
could have denied it and no one would have known. We examine
Astrov’s testimony as evidence in another chapter.

Astrov claimed that the bloc of Rights and Trotskyists which, he
repeats, was explicitly organized around terror continued to be
active in Suzdal’ prison, a political “isolator,” or special prison with
better conditions for political prisoners. In his biography of
Trotsky Broué states that Smirnov was also in Suzdal’ prison:

L'exil de Zinoviev et de Kamenev, la condamnation
d'LLN. Smirnov, qui purge sa peine a Souzdal, ont sonné
le glas du bloc des oppositions. (Broué Trotsky
Chapter 44)

Translated:

The exile of Zinoviev and Kamenev, the conviction of
ILN. Smirnov, who was serving his sentence in Suzdal,
sounded the death knell of the opposition bloc.

Broué is correct that I.LN. Smirnov was imprisoned in Suzdal
prison. Biographical accounts of Smirnov's life and a
commemorative plaque at the former site of the prison itself attest
to that fact.1® We know that the Trotskyists whom Astrov names as
participants of the bloc with him while they were in Suzdal’ prison
were adherents of Smirnov’s group. Gaevskii and Bolotnikov are
identified as members of Smirnov’s Trotskyist group in a
Gorbachev-era “Rehabilitation Commission” meeting of May 29,
1990.11

10 Biographical accounts of I.N. Smirnov's life that mention his imprisonment in Suzdal’
prison include: the Russian language Wikipedia on him:
http://ruwikipedia.org/wiki/Cmupros,_Hsan_Huxutny ; The “Memorial Society”’s list of
“victims of Stalinism,” at http://lists.memo.ru/d30/f361.htm#n199 . The plaque at the site
of the former prison may be seen at
http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/d//d4/MemopuansHas_naura_s_Cnaco
-EBdumMuesom_monacrteipe. PG
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Astrov’s statement proves that the bloc of Rights and Trotskyists
did not end but continued to plan terrorist activities in Suzdal’
prison. LN. Smirnov, the leader of the Trotskyist group and
imprisoned at the same prison, may have participated in it too. At
the first Moscow trial in August 1936 Smirnov said that after 1931,
when he “received Trotsky’s instructions on terrorism” and passed
them on, he did not resign from the bloc but “did no work.” It may
be that Smirnov did not participate in meetings of the bloc while in
Suzdal’. But there can be no doubt that the bloc continued to meet
“on the basis of mutual acceptance of terror.” And in fact we do
have some evidence that Smirnov had remained active in prison,
from a remark by Sedov of May 1934.

Sedov’s remark of May 1934

In his short biography of Sedov published in 1993, in the midst of a
discussion of the events of 1932, Broué quotes a report Sedov
made in May 1934 to the “international secretariat” of Trotsky’s
Fourth International. Sedov wrote:

[l faut indiquer que, parmi ces camarades, se trouvent
aussi ILN. Smirnov et d'autres, qui nous ont quittés
dans le temps, mais qui sont revenus et qui, voici plus
d'une année déja, se trouvent emprisonnés sous le
régime d'isolement le plus sévere.?

Translated:

It should be noted that among these comrades are also
LN. Smirnov and some others who left us in the past
but who have returned and who have now been

U Reabilitatsiia. Kak Eto Bylo. Seredina 80-kh godov -1991. Moscow: MDF, 2004. Razdel IV.
No. 13, pp. 337 ff. At http://www.alexanderyakovlev.org/fond/issues-doc/67974

" The report is published in Léon Sedov, “La situation des bolcheviks-léninistes russes,”
CahLT 24 (1985), 116-120; the quote is on page 120. Itis also quoted by Pierre Broué, Léon
Sedov. Fils de Trotsky, Victime de Staline. Paris: Editions Ouvriéres, 1993, p. 79.
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imprisoned under conditions of the severest isolation
for more than a year.3

Broué assumes that Sedov is referring here to the events of 1932.
This appears to reflect Broué’s conviction that the bloc was
finished by the beginning of 1933. In reality there is no reason to
think that Sedov was referring here to the formation of the bloc in
1932. Broué characterizes Sedov's tone as “modest and
triumphant” (79). Why would Sedov have been “triumphant”
about a bloc that had collapsed more than a year beforehand? In
terms of psychology, as well as of chronology and simple logic, we
must assume that Sedov was referring to the contemporary
situation in May 1934.

At that time Smirnov had been in prison for about 16 months. Why
would Sedov report that he “and some others” had “returned”
unless they were still active in May 19347 As we have seen, Astrov
testified that he was still discussing “terror” with Trotskyists in
Suzdal’ prison. And Smirnov never denied that he remained a part
of the Trotskyist conspiracy after 1932, only that he “did no work.”
There is no reason to think that Smirnov was being truthful here.

So Broué and Rogovin are guilty at least of the fallacy of presuming
that the bloc was no longer active after 1932 because there was no
further evidence of it in the Trotsky Archives. It is also possible
that they did recognize the significance of Sedov’'s May 1934
remark but deliberately hid it from their readers. For Broué and
Rogovin crossed the line from logical error into the realm of
deliberate deception when they ignored Getty’s discovery that the
Harvard Trotsky Archive had been purged (we discuss their cover-
up of Getty’s discovery at the beginning of Chapter 6, below).
Thanks to Getty we know that evidence of Trotsky’s contacts with
oppositionists, supporters, and others in the USSR was among the
materials purged.

13 As we will see, Ante Ciliga’s memoir shows that the “isolation” in the Suzdal’ isolator was
anything but “severe.”
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Again, suppose the purging of the Trotsky archive had been
thorough enough to remove not only the letters Trotsky sent to
Oppositionists in the USSR but also the certified mail receipts that
Getty found. We would not know that Radek was telling the exact
truth when he said he had received a letter from Trotsky in the
spring of 1932. Trotsky and Sedov both denied such contact. Many
people would reject Radek’s claim at trial and “believe” Trotsky
and Sedov. Yet the contact - the correspondence - would still have
taken place. We discuss this letter in another chapter.

The “Conspiracy” Factor

Conspirators commit as little as possible - ideally, nothing at all -
to writing. They confine knowledge of details of the conspiracy to
as few persons as they can. This was the case even with Trotsky
and Sedov, who were outside the USSR but always aware that they
were under surveillance and that their correspondence could be
stolen - as, indeed, some of Sedov’s archives were stolen in Paris.

Vadim Rogovin identified one letter that Sedov wrote to Trotsky
on the eve of the First Moscow Trial in which “some peculiarities,”
such as the use of the formal vy for “you” instead of the familiar ¢ty
suggest Sedov thought it might be intercepted. In it Sedov repeats
his and his father’s version of the Gol'tsman-Smirnov story, i.e. that
Gol'tsman did not meet with Trotsky. But the fact that Sedov wrote
it in anticipation that it might be “seized” compromises it as
evidence: it is not secure, let alone secret, correspondence.!*

Anyone who studies Jean van Heijenoort’s memoir or NKVD agent
Marc Zborowski's notes to his handler will realize that these
trusted secretaries actually knew very little about Trotsky’s and
Sedov’s contacts with the USSR. In February 1980 Trotskyist
historian Pierre Broué interviewed Lilia (Lola) Dallin, formerly
Estrina, Sedov’s most trusted secretary during the 1930s. She told
Broué:

4 Rogovin 1937 64-65. The document is identified as Trotsky Archives, document n. 4858.
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Il est faux qu'Etienne ait pu trahir autre chose que
Sedov ou des archives: les adresses du BO qu'il avait
étaient celles de l'extérieur de la Russie. Sedov
cloisonnait tout. Il était seul a savoir, par exemple. qui
allait en Russie, les gens qui en sortaient etc. Je ne
savais pas ce que faisait Etienne et réciproquement.
En fait, pour “savoir,” il aurait fallu faire parler LD et
Liova. (Broué Léon Sedov 210)

Translated:

It is not true that Etienne [the name Zborowski used -
GF] could have betrayed anything except Sedov or the
archives: the addresses of the Blulletin of the]
Opposition] that he had were those outside of Russia.
Sedov compartmentalized everything. He was the only
person who knew, for example, who was going to
Russia, the people who were coming out of Russia, etc.
I did not know what Etienne was doing and vice versa.
To “know” you would really have had to make LD
[Trotsky] and Lyova [Sedov] tell you.

Broué too was of this opinion: only Trotsky and Sedov knew about
political activity and contacts with the Soviet Union:

Bien que rien ne prouve qu'il ait été au courant du
détail de l'activité politique de Sedov, notamment de
ses liens avec des oppositionnels russes...1>

Translated:

Although there is no evidence that he was familiar
with the details of Sedov’s political activity, especially
of his ties with the Russian oppositionists...

15 Broué, “Le GPU a la chasse aux trotskystes.” CahLT 70 {2000), 91.
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Again, according to Broué Sedov even refused to give Zborowski,
his own personal address!

En fait, cet homme jeune était un vieux conspirateur:
Lola Estrine nous a confié qu'elle n'a jamais su, par
exemple, de quelles tiches était chargé Etienne et que
ce dernier ne savait rien de ses tiches a elle. En 1955,
Etienne lui-méme a raconté que Sedov avait refusé de
lui donner son adresse personnelle, et qu'il l'avait
finalement obtenue en passant par "les Francais” ce
qui avait provoqué une grande colére de Sedov. 16

Translated:

In fact this young man was an old conspirator. Lola
Estrine has told us that she never knew, for example,
what assignments Etienne had been charged with and
that he knew nothing about her own assignments. In
1955 Etienne himself told how Sedov had refused to
give him his own personal address, and that he had at
last obtained it through “the Frenchmen,” which had
made Sedov very angry.

Dallin/Estrina was a devoted worker for Sedov. It was she who
told Sedov to “keep his mouth shut” when Sedov expounded to
Zborowski upon the need to assassinate Stalin. When, in the
1950s, Zborowski met with her again and explained that he had
spied on Sedov for the NKVD Dallin/Estrina immediately severed
all ties with him.!”

This kind of secretive behavior is, of course, to be expected in the
case of any conspiracy, including Trotsky’s. It would be absurd to
blame Trotsky for using conspiratorial techniques in his
conspiracy. But we must take these conspiratorial techniques fully

16"Liova, le ‘fiston” 19.

17 See “Testimony of Mrs. Lilia Dallin, New York N.Y.” Scope of Soviet Activity in the United
States...,” March 2, 1956. Part 5. (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1956), 136-
150.



54 The Moscow Trials As Evidence

into account when we discuss evidence. It is just as absurd to
expect the same level of evidence in the case of a conspiracy as we
would expect to find in documenting other kinds of historical
events.



Chapter 4. Non-Soviet Evidence -
Trotsky’s Contacts Inside the USSR

Testimony of defendants in the Moscow Trials claimed that
Trotsky was in contact with Radek, Sokol'nikov, Gaven, Piatakov,
and Preobrazhensky. Trotsky denied contact with them after his
exile (with Preobrazhensky, by implication). But evidence in the
TA confirms that Trotsky lied: he did in fact have contact with all
these men.

During the First Moscow Trial Gol'tsman claimed he had met with
Leon Sedov multiple times. Trotsky at first denied any contact with
Gol'tsman. But Sedov had already admitted such contact, so
Trotsky changed his story. Trotsky and Sedov at first claimed only
one meeting between Sedov and Gol'tsman. Later they admitted
that there had been a number of such meetings.

Each of these cases represents a verification that Moscow Trial
testimony was accurate and Trotsky was lying.

* ok Xk

In January 1986 American historian Arch Getty revealed that the
Harvard Trotsky Archive! had been “purged.” Someone had
removed materials from it at some point before it was opened to
the public on January 2, 1980. In Getty's words

At the time of the Moscow show trials, Trotsky denied
that he had any communications with the defendants
since his exile in 1929. Yet it is now clear that in 1932
he sent secret personal letters to former leading
oppositionists Karl Radek, G. Sokol'nikov, E.

" This used to be known as the “Closed Archive,” since it was closed by Trotsky's
instructions until 40 years after his death. (Van Heijenoort, History 295)



56 The Moscow Trials As Evidence

Preobrazhensky, and others. While the contents of
these letters are unknown, it seems reasonable to
believe that they involved an attempt to persuade the
addressees to return to opposition.® (Getty TIE 27-8)

(TIE n.18 p. 34) Trotsky Papers, 15821. Unlike
virtually all Trotsky’s other letters (including even the
most sensitive] no copies of these remain in the
Trotsky Papers. It seems likely that they have been
removed from the Papers at some time. Only the
certified mail receipts remain. At his 1937 trial, Karl
Radek testified that he had received a letter from
Trotsky containing ‘terrorist instructions,” but we do
not know whether this was the letter in question.

In his 1985 book Getty was less hesitant in concluding that the
archive had been purged. He discovered certified mail receipts of
letters to five persons of whom three were Trotsky supporters and
two, Kollontai and Litvinov, never had been. He also revealed some
new information about dates and destinations for some of the
missing letters.

Although Trotsky later denied that he had any
communications with former followers in the USSR
since his exile in 1929, it is clear that he did. In the
first three months of 1932 he sent secret letters to
former oppositionists Radek, Sokolnikov,
Preobrazhenskii, and others.?® Although the contents
of these letters are unknown, it seems reasonable to
believe that they involved an attempt to persuade the
addressees to return to opposition. (Getty Origins 119.)

(Origins n. 19 p. 245) The Dewey Commission, The
Case of Leon Trotsky, New York, 1937, 91, 264, 273.
See also Biulleten’ Oppozitsii, no. 52-3, Oct. 1936, 38-
41”
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(Origins n. 20 p. 245) Trotsky Papers II, 15821. The
letters are dated from April 1932 to December 1932.
Those to Sokolnikov and Preobrazhenskii were sent to
London, that to Radek in Geneva. Other letters were
sent to Kollontai and Litvinov. Copies of these letters
have been removed from Trotsky’s papers, but
whoever removed them failed to retrieve the certified-
mail receipts signed by Trotsky’s secretaries.

Trotsky’s Letter to Radek in February-March 1932
Getty wrote:

At his 1937 trial, Karl Radek testified that he had
received a letter from Trotsky containing ‘terrorist
instructions,” but we do not know whether this was
the letter in question. (TIE n.18 p.34)

In fact we can be certain that this was indeed the letter in question.
In his testimony at the January 1937 trial Radek mentioned a
number of letters from Trotsky, beginning with one that he
received in February 1932. A little later Radek said “The letter
from Trotsky was received in February or March 1932.” (1937
Trial p. 92). Postal imprints on the certified mail receipt of
Trotsky's letter to Radek, consulted in Harvard’s Houghton
Library, show that it was delivered on March 3, 1932. This
corresponds exactly to Radek’s account during the 1937 trial:

VYSHINSKY: How are these dates to be reconciled -
February 1932 and the spring?

RADEK: February in Geneva is already the beginning
of the spring, and so I conceived this period as the
spring. It may have been in March. (1937 Trial 93)

Radek described the contents of this letter of Trotsky’s as follows:
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Trotsky wrote that the information he possessed led
him to conclude that I had become convinced that he
was right, and that without the realization of the
Trotskyist demands the policy would find itself at an
impasse. Trotsky further wrote that since he knew me
to be an active person he was convinced that 1 would
return to the struggle... At the end of the letter
Trotsky wrote approximately as follows: “You must
bear in mind the experience of the preceding period
and realize that for you there can be no returning to
the past, that the struggle has entered a new phase
and that the new feature in this phase is that either we
shall be destroyed together with the Soviet Union, or
we must raise the question of removing the
leadership.” The word terrorism was not used, but
when I read the words “removing the leadership,”
it became clear to me what Trotsky had in mind. ...
Trotsky informed me that not only the Trotskyites
but also the Zinovievites had decided to return to
the struggle and that negotiations for union were
under way. | sent no reply, believing that the matter
must be thought over very thoroughly. (1937 Trial 86-
7.)

Sedov’s letter to Trotsky, partially reprinted in French translation
by Broué, confirms Radek’s words about the Zinovievists.

The [bloc] has been organized. It includes the
Zinovievists, the Sten-Lominadze group, and the
Trotskyists (the former “[capitulators]”).

Radek testified that he had confirmed that Trotsky intended
“terrorism” in a talk with Sergei Mrachkovsky that took place at
the end of October or beginning of November 1932.

VYSHINSKY: What did Mrachkovsky reply?
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RADEK: He replied quite definitely that the struggle had
entered the terrorist phase and that in order to carry out
these tactics they had now united with the Zinovievites
and would set about the preparatory work.... It was clear
that since terrorism was the new position, the
preparatory work must consist in assembling and forming
terrorist cadres. (1937 Trial 88.)

According to Radek’s testimony here it was only later in 1932 that
Trotsky explicitly used the word “terror.” This corresponds with
information from Valentin Astrov. In January 1937 Astrov testified
that the Rightists formally decided to form a bloc with the
Trotskyists and others at their August 26-September 1, 1932,
conference. Only at this time was terror specifically approved as a
method of struggle. The fact that in 1932 the main members of the
bloc were the Trotskyists and the Zinovievists is confirmed in the
letter from Sedov to Trotsky that Broué and Getty found in the
Harvard Trotsky archive.

Radek:

When the question arose against whom terrorism should
be directed, it concerned terrorism directed against the
leading core of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U, and
the Soviet government. And although not a single name
was mentioned during this conversation, I ... did not have
the slightest doubt that the acts were to be directed against
Stalin and his immediate colleagues, against Kirov,
Molotov, Voroshilov and Kaganovich. (89)

As aresult, Radek testified, a plot to assassinate Sergei Kirov, Party
leader in Leningrad, was hatched in April 1933.

RADEK: The conversation about Kirov was connected
with the fact that in April 1933 Mrachkovsky asked
me whether [ could mention any Trotskyite in
Leningrad who would undertake the organization of a
terrorist group there.

VYSHINSKY: Against whom?
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RADEK: Against Kirov, of course. (1937 Trial 90)

Kirov was actually killed in December 1934 by Leonid Nikolaev, a
member of a clandestine terrorist Zinovievist opposition group in
Leningrad.?

Getty surmised that the letter Radek said he had received from
Trotsky in February or March 1932 while he, Radek, was in
Geneva, “involved an attempt to persuade the addressee[s] to
return to opposition.” Radek confirmed that Trotsky’s letter did
contain such an appeal but that it closed by saying “We must raise
the question of removing the leadership.”

The terms “remove” (ustranit’, ubrat’, ustranenie) are used several
times by the defendants in the Moscow Trials.

Mrachkovsky goes on to say that already in 1931 this
Trotskyite group openly discussed the question of
terrorism.

[. N. Smirnov, who had visited Berlin, brought back
instructions from Trotsky, which he received through
Trotsky’s son, L. Sedov, to the following effect: “Until
we put Stalin out of the way (“uberem”), we shall not
be able to come back to power.”

VYSHINSKY: What do you mean by the expression:
“Until we put Stalin out of the way (“uberem”)”?

MRACHKOVSKY: Until we Kkill (“ub’iem”) Stalin. At
that very meeting, in the presence of Smirnov, myself,
Ter-Vaganyan and Safonova, | was given the task of
organizing a terrorist group, that is to say, to select

2 Though the fact is denied by Alla Kirilina and Matthew Lenoe, the two most recent
scholars of the Kirov assassination, the evidence that Nikolaev was indeed a member of a
clandestine Zinovievite group in Leningrad is unequivocal. See Furr Kirov.
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reliable people. (1936 Trial 41; Russian original:
Pravda August 20, 1936, p. 4)

VYSHINSKY: That is to say, you received a letter from
Trotsky through Sedov and Shestov?

PYATAKOV: Yes.
VYSHINSKY: What was in this letter?

PYATAKOV: In this letter, which was written in
German,...

VYSHINSKY: You know German fairly well?
PYATAKOV: Yes.
VYSHINSKY: And you write and read it quite fluently?

PYATAKOV: | do not write it quite grammatically, but |
read it quite fluently and also converse.

VYSHINSKY: What did the letter say?

PYATAKOV: The letter, as | now recall, began as
follows: “Dear friend, 1 am very glad that you have
followed my request..” It went on to say that
fundamental tasks were facing us, which he briefly
formulated. The first task was to use every means
to remove (“ustranit™) Stalin and his immediate
assistants. Of course, “every means” was to be
understood above all as violent means. Secondly, in
this same note Trotsky spoke of the necessity of
uniting all anti-Stalin forces for this struggle. (1937
Trial 32; Russian edition 27-28)

We have already quoted Radek’s statement that in 1932
Trotsky wrote him “we must raise the question of
removing (“ustranenii”) the leadership... when [ read the
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words ‘“removing (“ustranenie”) the leadership,” it
became clear to me what Trotsky had in mind.” (1937 Trial
87; Russian edition 52)

Astrov confirmed that these were the terms used among the
Rightists. It appears that all who used this term claimed that they
understood it in the way Radek did - as meaning assassination. [t
was natural that they did so, for the only other means of “removing
the leadership” was by winning a majority of the Central
Committee - something they had been unable to do during the
1920s when they could campaign openly within the Party in the
USSR. In a later chapter we discuss the “Remove Stalin” issue in
more detail.

Trotsky Denied Contact with Radek

If the letter that Trotsky unquestionably sent to Radek in Geneva
in the spring of 1932 had been an innocent one Trotsky could have
simply published it, or presented it to the Dewey Commission3 as
proof that Radek was falsifying the content of that letter. Trotsky
and others presented a great many documents to the Commission
which were retained in its exhibits.

Instead, Trotsky lied. He claimed that he had not been in touch
with Radek or with Piatakov since 1929, when he had been exiled
from the USSR. In his opening statement to the Dewey Commission
Trotsky’s lawyer, Albert Goldman, stated:

The testimony will show that Trotsky has had no
connection either direct or indirect with Radek since
the time of his expulsion from the U.S.S.R,, and that he
has neither received from Radek nor written to him a
single letter. (CLT 10)

3 The Dewey Commission held hearings in 1937, supposedly to investigate the charges
against Trotksy and his son at the Moscow Trials. We discuss its proceedings in two later
chapters.
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Trotsky did indeed make that statement in his testimony.

GOLDMAN: Now, were you in communication with
Radek, either directly or indirectly, since you left the
Soviet Union, Mr. Trotsky?

TROTSKY: The only communications are represented
by the quotations; no other communication.

GOLDMAN: You mean that you wrote about him, but
you did not write to him?

TROTSKY: Never.
GOLDMAN: Did you receive any letters from him?
TROTSKY: Never.

GOLDMAN: Did you send letters to him through an
intermediary?

TROTSKY: No. (CLT 116)

Goldman’s assertion is false. Trotsky’s testimony did not show that
Trotsky had had no communication with Radek. Nor could he do
so. Trotsky just asserted that he had not and the Dewey
Commission accepted Trotsky’s assertions.

Goldman was Trotsky’s lawyer. Perhaps he assumed it was his
duty to “defend” Trotsky — to interpret his client’s statements and
evidence in the most positive light for his client. That makes sense
in a trial at law, where there would also be a prosecutor to set
forth the argument against the defendant. It was up to the Dewey

Commission members to perform this function. This they failed to
do.

Throughout the Dewey Commission hearings Trotsky acted as
though he would simply, gullibly, be believed with respect to
charges made in the Moscow Trials. The very friendly Dewey
Commission members did not call him on any of these attempts, as
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any objective student, much less a prosecutor or “devil’s
advocate,” certainly would have done.

The Sten-Lominadze Group

At a meeting, which Astrov says took place between August 26 and
September 1, 1932, the “leftists” Sten, Lominadze, Shatsky “and
others” joined a bloc with the Rightists.

Ha nepBom e 3aceganuu koHeperuun CJIEIIKOB
HHQOPMHUPOBAA NPHUCYTCTBYIOLIMX O TOM, YTO K HEMY Ha
AHAx npuxoaus CT3H u oT MMeHM Tpynnbl «JIeBaKOB»
NpefNoKHUA HaM 3aKI4UTL ¢ HUMU 6iaok. CJIEIIKOB
BCTYNHJ C HUM B CBSI3b, CKa3aB, UTO IOCTABUT 3TOT BONPOC
Ha oO0CyX/JeHHe aKTHUBa oOpraHuzanuu. Bompoc 23ToT
006CYX/1a/iCsl Ha BTOPOM 3acelaHuM KoHbepeHIMH, U GBIJIO
NOCTAHOBJIEHO 3aK/JKYHUTb OJ0K C Tpynnod JjeBakoB
(JIOMUHA/3E, CT3H, INALKHUH u ap.).

Translated:

At the very first session of the conference Slepkov
informed those present that a few days earlier Sten
had come to him and in the name of the group of
“Leftists” had proposed that we form a bloc with them.
Slepkov entered into contact with them, saying that he
would put this question up for discussion among the
active participants of the organization. This question
was discussed at the second session of the conference
and it was decided to conclude a bloc with the group
of Leftists (Lominadze, Sten, Shatsky and others).

6) [MoATBepAUTDL NPaBUABHOCTb NPUHATON HEHTPOM
NpaBbiX TAKTUKU 06/I0KA C TPOLLKMCTAMU Y 3aK/II0YHTh
6710k ¢ neBakamu (JIOMUHA/3E, CT3H, IHALKHW).

Translated:
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6) To confirm the correctness of the tactic, taken by
the center of the Rightists, of a bloc with the
Trotskyists and to conclude a bloc with the Leftists
(Lominadze, Sten, Shatsky). (Lubianka 1937-1938 35-
36)

This confirms what we know from Sedov’s letter to Trotsky, where
Sedov says that the Sten-Lominadze group is part of the bloc.

[The bloc] is organized. In it have entered the
Zinovievites, the Sten-Lominadze group and the
Trotskyists (former “[capitulators].”

There can be no doubt that these two completely independent
sources - Sedov and Trotsky, on the one hand, and Astrov, on the
other - are describing the formation of the same bloc and agree
that it was formed in the second half of 1932. According to Broué
the Rightists also entered the bloc with the Trotskyists.

Here the words bloc and “capitulators” have been physically cut
out from the original with a knife or razor but have been added by
Broué and are undoubtedly correct.* The quotation marks around
the excised word “capitulators” are in the original. The
“capitulators” had only pretended to capitulate to Stalin, as Broué
recognized:

Lev Sedov called the Smirnov group either the “former
capitulators” or the “Trotskiite capitulators.”
Everybody had known, from 1929 on, that people in
the Smirnov group had not really capitulated but were
trying to fool the apparatus, and were capable of
organizing themselves as an Opposition within the
party: the fact was so universally known that Andrés

* Broué says nothing about these excisions except to note them. It seemns likely that they
were done by Broué's assistants. Trotskyists had a clear motive to hide evidence that
Trotsky had lied. Broué's team had been the first to study the TA in detail after its opening
in January 1980. The person or persons who had earlier “purged” the Trotsky Archive
would have simply removed the whole document.
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Nin, the Spaniard deported from the Soviet Union in
August 1930, explained it openly to his German
comrades of Die permanente Revolution who printed
his declaration without apparent problem. (POS 104)

Broué does not say whom he means by “everybody” here. Stalin
certainly did not know that Smirnov’s “capitulation” was phony.
Between 1929 and his arrest in January 1933 Smirnov held high-
ranking positions in the People’s Commissariat for Heavy Industry,
as did lurii Piatakov. They would never have obtained those or any
other positions of influence and trust if their “capitulation” -
disavowal of Trotskyism and pledge that they now supported the
Party line - had been recognized as dishonest.

We have seen that both Sedov and Astrov mention the Sten-
Lominadze group, which is also mentioned repeatedly in the First
Moscow Trial of August 1936.

[ .N.Smirnov stated: ...

“I admit that Ter-Vaganyan, who with my knowledge
conducted negotiations with the Leftists and the
Zinovievites in the name of the Trotskyite group,
formed in 1932 a bloc with Kamenev, Zinoviev and
the Lominadze group for joint struggle against the
C.pS.U. and the Soviet Government, and that L.
Trotsky's instructions regarding terror against the
leaders of the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet state were made
the basis of this bloc.” (Vol. XXIX, pp. 93, 104.) (1936
Trial 17)

The accused Mrachkovsky testified as follows:

“... In the middle of 1932, I. N. Smirnov put before our
leading trio the question of the necessity of uniting
our organization with the Zinoviev-Kamenev and
Sten-Lominadze groups ... It was then decided to
consult L. Trotsky on this question and to obtain his
directions. L. Trotsky replied, agreeing to the
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formation of a bloc on the condition that the groups
uniting in the bloc would agree to the necessity of
removing by violence the leaders of the C.P.S.U. and
Stalin in the first place.” (Vol. XVIII, pp. 44, 45) (1936
Trial 21-22)

Mrachkovsky then goes on to tell the Court about the
activities of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite terrorist centre.
The members of this centre were Zinoviev, Kamenev,
Lominadze, Mrachkovsky, Ter-Vaganyan and others.
(1936 Trial 44)

In connection with Mrachkovsky's testimony, the
accused Ter-Vaganyan is examined. He admits that
negotiations for the formation of a united Trotskyite-
Zinovievite terrorist bloc were started as far back as
June 1932 and that in the first stages of the
negotiations he, Ter-Vaganyan, had served as
intermediary between Lominadze and Kamenev, and
between Smirnov and Zinoviev. (1936 Trial 45)

Reingold says: “I can confirm that Zinoviev,
Kamenev, Bakayev, Evdokimov, Smirnov,
Mrachkovsky, Ter-Vaganyan and Sokolnikov were
members of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre.
Negotiations were carried on about joint activity with
the 'Leftists": Shatsky, Lominadze and Sten, and also
with the representatives of the Right deviation: Rykov,
Bukharin and TomsKky.” “The idea of the Zinovievites
uniting with the Trotskyites,” says Reingold, “arose as
far back as 1931. Meeting Zinoviev in his apartment
and in his villa that year, I heard him say that it was a
pity that we had fallen out with Trotsky.” Continuing
his testimony, Reingold states that in discussing the
general political situation, Zinoviev emphasized that

67
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the economic position of the Soviet Union had become
stronger and that it was absolutely no use talking
about collapse. It was necessary to unite all the forces
opposed to the present leadership. That is how the
way was paved for a bloc with the Trotskyites. The
basis for the union of the Trotskyites with the
Zinovievites, emphasizes Reingold, was terrorism.
(1936 Trial 54-55)

Continuing, Zinoviev says: “At the same time certain
underground groups of the Right as well as of the so-
called 'Left’ trend, sought contact with me and
Kamenev. Approaches were made by the remnants of
the 'Workers' Opposition: by Shlyapnikov and
Medvedyev. Approaches came from the groups of the
so-called 'Leftists': that is, Lominadze, Shatsky, Sten
and others. Approaches also came from the so-called
'individuals,’ to whose numbers belonged Smilga, and
to a certain extent, Sokolnikov. (1936 Trial 71-72)

TER-VAGANYAN: Yes, it was terrorist.

“In the autumn of 1931,” continues Ter-Vaganyan, “my
very close connection and friendship with Lominadze
began. | met Lominadze frequently, and on these
occasions we talked about a bloc.” Continuing his
testimony, Ter-Vaganyan says that at that period the
Trotskyites began negotiations for union with the
Zinovievites and the “Leftists,” and that the terroristic
stand was perfectly clear.

VYSHINSKY: When was that?

TER-VAGANYAN: After Smirnov came back from
Berlin.
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VYSHINSKY: At that period was the terroristic stand
clear?

TER-VAGANYAN: Yes, it was clear, because the
instructions had already been brought. (1936 Trial
110-111)

In clarifying the question as to the basis on which the
bloc with the “Leftists” was formed, Comrade
Vyshinsky puts a number of questions to the accused
Smirnov. Smirnov's replies make it clear that the bloc
was formed on a terroristic basis.

VYSHINSKY (to Smirnov): Did you organize the bloc or
not?

SMIRNOV: 1 instructed Ter-Vaganyan to negotiate
with Lominadze.

VYSHINSKY: What for?

SMIRNOV: For a union.

VYSHINSKY: Did the union take place?
SMIRNOV: Yes.

VYSHINSKY: With the “Leftists”?
SMIRNOV: Yes.

VYSHINSKY: Did you join the bloc?
SMIRNOV: Yes.

VYSHINSKY: At the time the instructions regarding
terrorism were in operation?

SMIRNOV: Yes. (1936 Trial 111)
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According to Valentin Astrov the bloc was formed around an
agreement to use “terror” against Stalin and the Soviet leadership
associated with him.

B Havane 1932 roga CJIENIKOB y Hero Ha xBapTHpe Ha
COBeIlaHuH aKTHBa OpTraHH3aLHH 060CHOBBIBAJ
Heob6X0AUMOCTb 3aK/4eHus 6s0ka ¢ TpoukucTaMu. OH
TOBOPWJ, YTO «TPOLKHCTbl INPHHSJIM XO035HCTBEHHYIO
1aTGoOpMy INpaBblX, a IIpaBble — BHYTPHUIAPTHHHYIO
nnardpopMy TPOUKHCTOB. TakTHKa Teppopa O6bejHRAET
Hac. PasHorjnacua Mexjay HaMH M TPOLKHCTaMHU
HecylleCTBEHHBbL.”

Translated:

At the beginning of 1932 Slepkov in a meeting of
activists of the [Rightist] organization in his
apartment was justifying the necessity of forming a
bloc with the Trotskyists. He said that “the Trotskyists
have accepted the economic platform of the Rights,
and the Rights the Party platform of the Trotskyists.
The tactic of terror unites us. The disagreements
between us and the Trotskyists are secondary.”
(Lubianka 1937-1938 32)

This is not mentioned in the documents discussed by Broué. This
is not surprising, however, since the Trotsky archive has been
purged. We shall return to the questions of Trotsky’s attitude
towards terror and the post-Soviet verification of Astrov’s
testimony.

Contact with Other Oppositionists: The Case of
Yuri Gaven

In 1990 Pierre Broué announced that he had discovered that
Trotsky and Sedov had lied concerning their ties to some Party
members inside the USSR. One of these figures was Yuri Petrovich
Gavenis or, in its Russian form, Gaven, an Old Bolshevik of Latvian
background. At the 1936 Moscow Trial Gaven was named by I.N.
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Smirnov, one of the chief defendants and leader of the clandestine
Trotskyists in the Soviet Union, as the person who had met with
Trotsky in 1932 and received terrorist instructions from him -
that is, instructions to assassinate Stalin and, perhaps, others.

Vyshinsky, quoting Smirnov:

“... I admit that the attitude which regarded terrorism
as the only way of changing the situation in the Soviet
Union was known to me from a conversation with
Sedov in Berlin in 1931 as his own personal position. [
admit that this line on terrorism was confirmed by L.
Trotsky in 1932 in his personal instructions conveyed
to me through Y. Gaven.” (1936 Trial 17)

VYSHINSKY: Another question to Smirnov. Do you
corroborate the testimony of Mrachkovsky that in
1932 you received a reply from Trotsky through
Gaven?

SMIRNOV: I received a reply from Trotsky through
Gaven.

VYSHINSKY: And in addition, did you receive verbal
information on the conversation with Trotsky?

SMIRNOV: Yes, also verbal conversation.

VYSHINSKY: You, Smirnov, confirm before the
Supreme Court that in 1932 you received from Gaven
the direction from Trotsky to commit acts of terrorism?

SMIRNOV: Yes.

VYSHINSKY: Against whom?
SMIRNOV: Against the leaders.
VYSHINSKY: Against which?
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SMIRNOV: Stalin and others. (1936 Trial 42)

Smirnov stated that he had also had contact with Sedov but that
Gaven had conveyed to him a letter from Trotsky himself.

VYSHINSKY: Was the letter you received through
Gaven sent by Sedov or by Trotsky?

SMIRNOV: Gaven brought a letter from Trotsky.
(1936 Trial 83-84)

VYSHINSKY: What then do you admit?

SMIRNOV: | admit that I belonged to the underground
Trotskyite organization, joined the bloc, joined the
centre of this bloc, met Sedov in Berlin in 1931,
listened to his opinion on terrorism and passed this
opinion on to Moscow. | admit that 1 received
Trotsky's instructions on terrorism from Gaven and,
although not in agreement with them, [ communicated
them to the Zinovievites through Ter-Vaganyan.
(1936 Trial 85)

Smirnov insisted that though he passed on the instructions about
terrorism to the Zinovievites and was a member of the center, or
leadership of bloc, he “did no work” in it - a point Vyshinsky
energetically contested. (85)

Smirnov returned to this topic in his last plea.

This was the mistake | made, which later grew into a
crime. It induced me to resume contact with Trotsky,
it induced me to seek connections with the Zinovievite
group, it brought me into a bloc with the group of
Zinovievites, into receiving instructions on terrorism
from Trotsky through Gaven in November 1932, it
brought me to terrorism. 1 communicated Trotsky's
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instructions on terrorism to the bloc to which I
belonged as a member of the centre. The bloc accepted
these instructions and began to act. (1936 Trial 171)

Both Sedov and Trotsky denied any meetings with Gaven. But
Sedov’s letter confirms that Smirnov was telling the truth about
the bloc with the Zinovievites. Broué found evidence that Trotsky
did meet with Gaven and send a message back to the USSR with
him.

Sedov:

Faut-il répéter que Trotsky n’a pas transmis par
lintermédiare de [. Gaven, pas plus que par
I'intermédiare de quelqu’'un d’autre, des instructions
terroristes et ne s’est pas rencontré a |'étranger avec
Gaven, pas plus qu’il ne s’est rencontré avec aucun des
accusés? (Livre rouge 100)

Translated:

Is it necessary to say that Trotsky did not transmit
through 1. Gaven, any more than through anyone else,
any kind of terrorist instructions and did not meet
with Gaven abroad, any more than he met with a
single one of the defendants?

Trotsky, at the Dewey Commission hearings:

GOLDMAN: Did you ever hear of a man by the name of
Gaven?

TROTSKY: Yes.
GOLDMAN: Who is he?

TROTSKY: He is a Latvian Bolshevik. He, if | remember,
gave all his sympathies at a certain time to the
Opposition. As Holtzman, for example. In 1926 or
1927, he was connected for a time with Smilga, a
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member of the Central Committee. But he disappeared
from my eyes absolutely after 1926.

GOLDMAN: In the testimony of Mrachkovsky, and also
Smirnov, there is a reference that you sent
communications through Gaven to Smirnov about the
necessity of killing Stalin.

TROTSKY: I don't know anything about it. No, it is an
absolute falsehood. He is not among the defendants.

GOLDMAN: No, he is not. He is a witness.
TROTSKY: Not even a witness.
GOLDMAN: That's right.

TROTSKY: He disappeared.

GOLDMAN: It is simply mentioned by Mrachkovsky, by
the defendant Mrachkovsky. (CLT 225-226)

In 1985 and again in 1990 Broué revealed that Trotsky and Sedov
had lied.

Gaven est «Sorokine,” comme Holzman est «Orlov,” et
Smirnov «Kolokoltsev,” dans la correspondance de
Sedov et de son pere.

Translated:

Gaven is “Sorokin,” as Holzman is “Orlov,” and
Smirnov is “Kolokoltsev,” in the correspondence
between Sedov and his father.>

In another article (published in English) Broué states:

5 “Compléments a un article sur les trotskystes en U.R.S.S,” CahLT 24 (1985), 69.
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In 1936 Trotskii and Sedov denied having any contact
with him [Gaven]. In fact, they had. Allowed to go to
Germany in order to receive medical care, Gavenis
wrote to Trotskii and got an interview with Lev Sedov,
who wrote an account of it. Gavenis gave information
about the bloc, supplementing Holzman’s. He also
gave information about his own “0”-group (probably
Osinskii) and seems to have agreed to bring back to
the Soviet Union a message to the Trotskiite group
itself - in spite of his worry about the latter having
been infiltrated by the OGPU. (POS 99)

Broué does not identify the letter or letters either in the Sedov
Papers at the Hoover Institution or in the Trotsky Archive at
Harvard in which Trotsky and his son discuss Gaven.® In Broué’s
1988 biography Trotsky we read only this:

Gaven, I'ancien «émissaire» de Trotsky, est fusillé sur
une civiére.”

Translated:

Gaven, Trotsky’s old “emissary,” was shot on a
stretcher.

The detail of being shot “on a litter” is taken from Roy Medvedev,
Let History Judge, a completely unreliable book full of Khrushchev-
era falsifications. This is only a rumor, though treated as “fact” by
Broué, Medvedev, and Conquest. It is interesting to note how the

¢ Broué suggests that the information that Sedov did meet with Gaven is in a letter in the
Hoover collection, but does not give further details. Cf. Broué, Trotsky. Ch. XLIV note 34: “34
Lettre de Gaven a Moscou et rapport de Sedov  Trotsky sur son entretien avec Gaven,
AHFN. Egalement, P. Broué « Compléments sur les trotskystes en U.RS.S. », CahLT, n° 24,
décembre 1985, p. 69.” But this final citation does not identify the letter. The abbreviation
AH.EN. used by Broué means “Archive Hoover Fonds Nicolaevsky” - Hoover Archive,
Nicolaevsky Collection. Broué does not identify any specific letter. In POS 111, note 4, Broué
announces his plan to publish all the Trotsky-Sedov correspondence, but this project was
never realized.

7 Chapter 56. At http://www.marxists.org/francais/broue/works/1988/00/PB_tky_56.htm
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story becomes elaborated. Medvedev writes: “In the thirties he
was carried on a stretcher to be shot” Conquest paraphrases
Medvedev’s account. But Broué states flatly that Gaven was
actually on a stretcher when he was shot.®

In the same chapter of his biography of Trotsky Broué alsc accepts
Medvedev's account that Stalin had Sergo Ordzhonikidze
assassinated - a story for which there is no evidence at all and
which has long been abandoned even by anticommunists who
insist that Sergo committed suicide. But, as Vladimir Bobrov has
recently demonstrated, this “suicide story” is also a falsehood
invented during the Khrushchev era. There is no reason to doubt
the official story that appeared in the Soviet press the day
afterwards, that Ordzhonikidze had died of a heart attack.®

Broué writes:

The correspondence between Trotskii and Sedov
demonstrates that father and son were astounded at
the beginning of the trial when they saw that Smirnov
and Holzman, already guilty in Stalin’s eyes, did not
content themselves with confessing the truth but
accused themselves of fantastic crimes. (POS 99)

[t would be important to see the text of such letters, as they might
constitute evidence that Smirnov’s and Gol'tsman’s testimony was
false. But in this article Broué neither quotes the text nor cites the
specific letters in which this exchange supposedly took place. In
his biography of Trotsky Broué identifies the document as Harvard

8 Roy Medvedev, Let History Judge: the origins and consequences of Stalinism. (New York,
1971), p. 273. This is Robert Conquest’s only source for this "fact” as well: The Great Terror:
A Reassessment (Oxford University Press, 2008), p. 104 and n. 159, p. 500.

9 Vladimir L. Bobrov, “Taina smerti Ordzhonikidze,” at
http://vif2ne.ru/nvz/forum/archive/238/238967.htm ; fully footnoted Russian version at
http://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/bobrov-ordzhon08.html ; English
translation at msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/bobrov-ordzhon08eng.html! See
also Furr, Khrushchev Lied 116-118.
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4868. (Broué, Trotsky, Ch. LIII n.15) Rogovin, who also cites it,
puts it in context:

[locie mosB/eHUs NMePBLIX COOOILeHUN o npouecce 16-TH
Cez0oB  OTHpaBUJl € HapOYyHbIM HUCbMO TpoukoMmy.
OnaceHueM TOro, Yr0 OHO MOXET ObITh KaKHUM-TO
o0pa3oM nepexBadyeHO, OOBACHAWTCA  HEKOTOopble
0Cc00eHHOCTH 3TOro nucbMa (ofpallleHHe K afpecaTy Ha
"BbI" U T. 1.}

Translated:

After the appearance of the first announcements about the
Trial of the Sixteen [the August 1936 Zinoviev-Kamenev
Trial], Sedov sent a letter by special courier to Trotsky.
Fear that it might somehow be seized explains some of
the peculiarities of this letter (using the formal “vy,” etc.).
(Rogovin 1937 64)

Therefore we cannot consider this letter as evidence that Trotsky
and Sedov really were “astounded,” as Broué claims. A letter
written with a special style for fear it might be intercepted is,
obviously, a letter that does not reveal anything secret, as actual
terrorist communications would.

Judging from the number of citations to the Harvard and Hoover
Trotsky archives in his books Rogovin appears to have had
extensive access to both. Yet he cites only a letter in which Sedov
discusses what he and Trotsky should admit and what they should
conceal. This would not constitute evidence that they thought
Smirnov’s and Gol'tsman’s testimony false.

The question is not whether Smirnov brought a letter from
Trotsky to the Trotskyists within the USSR - all agree that he did --
but whether that letter contained terrorist instructions. Broué and
Rogovin deny this but neither has any evidence to support his
denial. And without evidence, how could they possibly know this?
This is their Trotskyist bias speaking. Neither Broué nor Rogovin
makes any attempt to maintain that objectivity without which no
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historian’s work is of any value. This ruins their works as
historical studies.

We have evidence that Trotsky and Sedov lied when they publicly
claimed that Trotsky had not met with Gaven. Gaven had indeed
met with Sedov and, in Broué’s words, Gaven “seems to have
agreed to bring back to the Soviet Union a message to the
Trotskyite group itself.” Smirnov confessed that this letter, which
he dates to November 1932, contained terrorist instructions.

The volume Politbiuro I Lev Trotskii t.2 published in 2013 contains
many interrogations and statements in which Gaven’s role is
exactly as Smirnov outlines in his trial testimony - that is, that
Gaven carried a message from Trotsky that “terror” must be the
new tactic for the opposition. We will examine these very
important materials in the second volume of the present work.

Trotsky’s Contacts with Trotskyists inside the
USSR

Contact with Sokol'nikov

TROTSKY: Sokolnikov has original ideas. He has a very
inventive mind, and that is the reason why he is not fit, he
does not fit into the bureaucratic régime.

GOLDMAN: Did you ever have any communication from
him when you left Russia?

TROTSKY: Never.

GOLDMAN: Did you in any way communicate with him
since you left Russia?

TROTSKY: No.
GOLDMAN: Either directly or indirectly?
TROTSKY: No. (CLT 123)
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We can now confirm that the following statement made by
Sokol'nikov in his final statement at trial, is false:

I can add nothing to the information and the evaluations
which were here given by the members of the centre -
Pyatakov and Radek. I think that these evaluations have
been sufficiently frank, and I fully share them. But I cannot
add anything of my own, because I was not in direct
communication with Trotsky, I was not directly
connected with him, and received information through
third persons. {1937 Trial 555.)

Getty found a certified mail receipt of a letter to Sokol'nikov in
London that Trotsky mailed sometime during 1932. Assuming the
letter reached him - a similar letter did reach Radek - it follows
that Sokol'nikov falsely denied having been in contact with
Trotsky in 1932, although Radek admitted he had received
Trotsky’s letter in the same year. We don’t know why Sokol'nikov
did this.

Contact with Piatakov

Trotsky also specifically denied any contact with Piatakov since
1928:

TROTSKY: He capitulated openly, publicly; he
capitulated in February, 1928. He was the first
“Trotskyite” who capitulated publicly.

GOLDMAN: And after that did you have any
correspondence with him at all?

TROTSKY: None.

GOLDMAN: Either when you were in the Soviet Union
or outside of the Soviet Union?

TROTSKY: Exactly. (CLT 117)

As we have seen, Trotsky also denied any contact with Radek. We
know Trotsky was lying because Getty found the certified mail
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receipt of a letter to Radek in the Trotsky archive. There is no such
evidence in the archive of letters to Piatakov. However, we must
be mindful of the fallacy of the argument from silence. “Absence of
evidence is not evidence of absence” - especially since Getty
discovered that the Harvard Trotsky Archive has been purged.

Sedov’s “Slip of the Tongue”

But Holmstrom has uncovered other evidence of Trotsky-Piatakov
contact in the pages of Het Volk, the newspaper of the Dutch social-
democratic party Arbeiderspartij. On January 28, 1937, Het Volk
published an account of an interview with Trotsky’s son and
principal political assistant Leon Sedov. In it Sedov says:

Dit tweede proces is veel beter dan het eerste in
elkaar gezet. De tegenstanders worden nu niet
voornamelijk als belagers van Stalin, als politieke
tegenstanders voorgesteld. En juist het omgekeerde is
erder het geval. De beschuldigden in het eerste proces
waren het in hun hart niet eens met Stalin, al
capituleerden zij dan ook vor hem. Zij waren om hun
critiek en politieke activiteit jaren voor het begin van
het proces verbannen of gearresteerd: Smirnow 3 %
jaar tevoren, Zinowjew en Kamenew anderhalf jaar
voordien. Radek en Pjatakow waren echter tot het
laatste toe aanhangers van Stalin en waren zijn ideeén
volledig toegedaan. Met hen hebben de Trotzkiisten
veel minder in verbindiging gestaan dan met de
anderen. Om het precies uit te drukken: in geen enkel
verband.

Translated:

The second trial has been organized much better than
the first. The defendants are now not presented as
enemies of Stalin, as political opponents. Just the
opposite is clearly true. The defendants in the first
trial were in their hearts not in agreement with Stalin,
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even though they capitulated to him. They had been
exiled or arrested years before the start of the trial for
their criticism and political activity: Smirnov 3 %
years earlier, Zinoviev and Kamenev one and a half
years before. Radek and Piatakov were two of the last
supporters of Stalin and were totally committed to his
ideas. The Trotskyists have had much less contact
with them than with the others. To be more exact: no
contact at all.?®

This interview, in a provincial edition of the newspaper, was
noticed by the Communist press, which called Sedov’s remark a
“slip of the tongue” (Arbeideren, Oslo, February 5, 1937;
Arbejderbladet, Copenhagen, February 12, 1937.) Thanks to Getty
we now know that the Communist press was correct. Sedov’s first
remark, about “much less contact” - that is, some contact - was
accurate: Trotsky had indeed been in touch with Radek.

Sedov tried to withdraw his “slip” about Radek and Piatakov. But
he did not even attempt to retract the information that preceded it,
that “the Trotskyists” had indeed been in contact with “the others”:
Smirnov, Zinoviev, and Kamenev. Broué agrees that Gol'tsman
carried at least one letter from Trotsky to Smirnov. Sedov’s 1932
letter in invisible ink to his father about the bloc revealed that
Zinoviev and Kamenev had joined the bloc. This is perhaps enough
to show that Trotsky, or at any rate “the Trotskyists,” had indeed
been in touch with them. Moreover, unless they had been in touch
with them how could Sedov or Trotsky have known that the
defendants at the First Moscow Trial, Kamenev, Zinoviev, Smirnov,
Mrachkovsky, and others, “were in their hearts not in agreement
with Stalin”?

1°“Het process te Moskou. Wie Niet Wil Bekennen Al Doodgeschoten? Trotski Jr. uit zijn
oOpvatting.” (“The Moscow Trial. Not all who want to confess are shot? Trotsky r. about its
conception.”) Het Voik, Haarlem edition, January 28, 1937, p. 5. My thanks to Sven-Eric
Holmstrém for providing me with this article.
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The Het Volk interview would have revealed a great deal if anyone
had taken it seriously. But the capitalist media did not notice or
publicize Sedov’s slip. Only the communist press caught it. The
Dewey Commission and Trotsky himself ignored it. No one else
paid it any attention. Trotsky was lucky.

In 2015 we obtained a part of Piatakov's NKVD investigation file.
Among other materials it includes a long statement Piatakov wrote
to Ezhov in December 1936. In it Piatakov goes into considerable
detail about his own oppositional activities. It includes a lengthy
account of Piatakov’s secret visit in December 1935 to Trotsky in
Norway, in which Piatakov outlines in some depth Trotsky’s views
and instructions. In a future volume I will include a careful study of
this statement and an English translation of it.

Contact with Preobrazhensky

In the Second and Third Moscow Trials, defendants named Evgeny
A. Preobrazhensky as one of the clandestine Trotskyist members
of the bloc. It appears that Trotsky did not explicitly state that he
had not been in touch with Preobrazhensky. Getty discovered that
Trotsky had written Preobrazhensky in 1932: one of the certified
mail return receipts in the TA is of a letter to Preobrazhensky.

Contacts with Gol'tsman

At the August 1936 Moscow Trial defendant Gol'tsman - his name
is often Anglicized as “Holtzman” - claimed that he had met with
Trotsky’s son Sedov “many times.” He further claimed that, at
Sedov’'s suggestion, he had travelled to Copenhagen in late
November 1932, when Trotsky was visiting that city to make a
public speech, and met with both Sedov and Trotsky. This alleged
visit is known as the “Hotel Bristol” affair.

At the Dewey Commission hearings in April 1937 in Mexico
Trotsky firmly denied any contact with Gol'tsman.
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GOLDMAN: Have you in any way had any
communications with any Holtzman since you left
Russia?

TROTSKY: Never.
GOLDMAN: Directly or indirectly?
TROTSKY: Never. (CLT 91)

However, in late 1936 Sedov had already admitted meeting with
Gol'tsman. In Chapter 14 of the Red Book the French reads “these
meetings”; the English, “this meeting.”

Par tout le caractére de ces rencontres, il est
absolument évident que Goltzman ne recut ni
«instructions» ni lettre, et qu’il n’en demanda pas non
plus. (Livre rouge 98)

Translated:

From the entire character of this meeting, it is
absolutely clear that Holtzman received neither
“instructions” nor a letter, and did not ask for any
either.

Trotsky was compelled to send a correction to the Dewey
Commission on June 29, 1937, noting this indirect contact. We will
return to it below.

In the third volume of his biography of Trotsky Isaac Deutscher
wrote as follows:

Lyova and Goltzman often met and discussed
developments in the Soviet Union.! (165)

Deutscher says these meetings occurred “early in the autumn” of
1931. This is an error. Getty and Sedov himself agree that contact
with Gol'tsman occurred in the fall of 1932. Getty says “sometime
in October” (TIE 28); Sedov “in the fall of 1932” (“en automne
1932, Livre rouge 97)
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In the footnote appended to the sentence above Deutscher wrote:

This account is based on Lyova’s correspondence with
his father, and on his deposition to the French
Commission of Inquiry which, in 1937, conducted
investigations preparatory to the Mexican counter-
trial. The Archives, Closed Section.

Deutscher’s account agrees with what Gol'tsman testified at trial:
“Thus [ met him six or eight times in the course of four months.”
(1936 Trial 100) According to the published account of Sedov’s
testimony to the French Commission of Inquiry to which
Deutscher refers Sedov said:

Je ne suis pas a méme de préciser combien de fois j'ai
rencontré Holzman, mais il ne fait pas de doute que je
I'ai rencontré plusieurs fois.!

Translated:

[ cannot now be precise about the number of meetings
| had with Holzman, but there’s no doubt that | met
him several times.

In his Red Book Sedov suggests that he had only one meeting with
Gol'tsman, although there is a bit of vacillation in the French
edition. The Russian version, published in Trotsky’'s Biulleten’
Oppozitsii No. 52, uses the singular - vstrecha (genitive singular
vstrechi):

W13 Bcero xapakrtepa ecmpeuu COBeplLIEHHO 0YEBUAHO,
YTO HUKAKUX “UHCTPYKUUH” uny nuceMm [0NbIMaH He
nojay4dars...

The English version also uses the singular here:

11“Sedov et V. Serge devant la commission rogatoire.” CahLT No. 41 (July 1990}, p. 89.
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From the entire character of this meeting, it is
absolutely clear that Holtzman received neither
“instructions” nor a letter...

The French version, published as Livre rouge sur le process de
Moscou, equivocates. At the passage above it uses the plural one
time, “these meetings”:

Par tout le charactére de ces rencontres, il est absolument
évident que Goltzman ne regut ni «instructions» ni lettre,...
(98)

Translated:

By the whole nature of these meetings, it is absolutely
obvious that Goltzman did not receive either “instructions”
or aletter...

But the referent is vague because the meeting between Sedov and
Smirnov had been discussed immediately before this. So the term
“these meetings” could be construed as referring to meetings with
both Smirnov and Gol'tsman and not necessarily more than a
single meeting with Gol'tsman. Furthermore, Sedov immediately
reverts to the singular, unmistakably indicating a single meeting:

Main comme pour les buts de la Guépéou, cette
entrevue de Goltzman avec Sédov ne donnait rien...
(98)

Translated:

But since for the goals of the G.P.U. this interview of
Goltzman with Sedov did not give anything...

The Russian version also uses the singular here (svidanie):

Ho Tak kak gas uenedi T'IY amo ceudanue I'onbymaHa
¢ CeZ10BbIM HMYEr0 He AaBaJio,... 2

12 Biulleten’ Oppozitsii No. 52 (okTs6pb 1936), «Cea3b TPOLIKOTO C NOACYAMMBIMU,
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..while the English also uses the singular “meeting” instead of the
more technically correct word “interview.”

The French version is the only one that even gives a hint that there
was more than one meeting between Sedov and Gol'tsman before
reverting to the singular. But which is the original? The Russian
version was published in the October 1936 issue of the Biulleten’
with a note that it is a translation from French:

(IlepeBon c bpanuysckoro. JL Tpouxui,
MHTEepHUPOBaHHbIKE B HopBeruu, JuiIeH BO3MOMXHOCTH
MUCaTh NO-PYCCKH).

Translated:

(A translation from the French. L. Trotsky, interned in
Norway, is deprived of the possibility of writing in
Russian.)

On the face of it this is absurd: Trotsky claims that while in
Norway he is not permitted to write in Russian but, therefore,
somehow he is allowed to write in French? A possible explanation
for this is that Sedov had had to promise the French authorities
that he would stay aloof from politics during this stay in France.
But Trotsky had been obliged to make a similar pledge to the
Norwegian authorities. Evidently Sedov and Trotsky soon decided
that claiming that Sedov wrote the Red Book would not endanger
the status of either of them.

The French edition, dated October 28, 1936, by Sedov, states that
the French is a revised version of the Russian text:

I a déja paru en langue russe, comme article
rédactionnel dans le Bulletin de I'Opposition; I'auteur
I'arevu pour I'édition frangaise. (7)

Translated:

«CmupHOB ¥ Fosibyyman». At http://web.mit.edu/fjk/www/FI/BO/B0O-52.shtml
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It has already appeared in Russian as an editorial
article in the Bulletin of the Opposition; the author has
reviewed it for the French edition.

This vacillation concerning the number of meetings between
Sedov and Gol'tsman in a text that has admittedly been revised and
translated numerous times suggests that Sedov and Trotsky had
not decided whether to admit to more than a single meeting. At the
Dewey Commission hearing Sedov used the singular only
(rencontre) until directly asked how many times he had met with
Gol'tsman.

When questioned about the notes to which he kept referring, he
said that they pertained only to the first meeting. The questioner
did not pursue the matter of what Sedov and Gol'tsman had
discussed during their other meetings.

This was - to say the least - curious and unfortunate, since it left
the main issue completely unexplored. We know from the Harvard
Trotsky Archive that Gol'tsman had been the “informer”
(informator) who had been the mediator between I.N. Smirnov and
Sedov. It was Gol'tsman who had brought Smirnov’s idea of a bloc
to Sedov, who then obtained his father’s permission.

Broué says that Smirnov brought “at least one document from the
pen of one of the leaders of the groups in the bloc™:

L’«informateur» a incontestablement apporté a Sedov
au moins un document de la plume d'un des
dirigeants des groups constituant le bloc... (Broué
1980,17)

Translated:

The messenger had certainly brought to Sedov at
least one document from the pen of one of the leaders
of the groups that comprised the bloc...

Sedov and Trotsky admitted only to this document. Even Broué
suspected there may have been more. Given the plurality of
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meetings between Sedov and Gol'tsman and Sedov’s reluctance to
discuss them, Broué’s suspicion is reasonable.

At the 1936 trial Gol'tsman confessed to bringing “Trotsky’s
personal instructions to organize terrorist acts” back to the bloc.
(1936 Trial 40) Gol'tsman testified that Trotsky had used the term
“remove Stalin,” saying this could only be done by terrorism (i.e.
violence). A turn to “terror,” together with the discussions
necessary to justify it in Marxist terms, at the present conjuncture,
and perhaps arrangements for Gol'tsman to hear it from Trotsky
directly, might well have occupied those several mysterious
meetings.

It appears that Sedov had gone into the hearing intending to claim
that he had met Gol'tsman only once. Then, when asked directly,
he changed his mind and decided to admit to the multiple
meetings. In effect Sedov counted on the Dewey Commission not
to follow up on this matter and probe him about what was
discussed in the other meetings, and they did not. The Dewey
Commission’s final report, Not Guilty, states that after Sedov’s first
meeting with Gol'tsman there were “several subsequent
meetings.” (Not Guilty 61) Sedov's two accounts contradict one
another, and the earlier account in the Livre rouge, as well as all
the text in the English Red Book and that in the Russian Biulleten’
Oppozitsii, are false.

In his book Deutscher did not mention that Gol'tsman had brought
a proposal for a bloc of Trotskyists with Zinovievists and others.
But we know that he did; both Getty (TIE 28; Origins 119) and
Broué (1980) discuss this. Broué published an excerpt from a
letter of Sedov to Trotsky (1980 36-37) and the full text of a letter
of Trotsky’s to Sedov (1980 35-36) in which Gol'tsman’s role is
discussed.

This is one of the matters we know Sedov refused to disclose to
the French Commission. Like Trotsky, Sedov lied to the Dewey
Commission as well as in the Red Book. Sedov and Trotsky both
denied sending terrorist directives through Gol'tsman. Of course



Chapter Four. Non-Soviet Evidence ~ Trotsky's Contacts Inside USSR 89

they would deny doing this whether they had done so or not.
Trotsky and Sedov lied when they thought it was expedient to do
so. They had to lie, as every conspirator must. But it does mean
that we cannot believe what they said or wrote.



Chapter 5. Non-Soviet Evidence - Other
Lies By Trotsky

The “Hotel Bristol” story in the First Moscow Trial
At the First Moscow Trial Gol'tsman testified as follows:

In November I again telephoned Sedov and we met once
again.

Sedov said to me: “As you are going to the U.S.S.R,, it would
be a good thing if you came with me to Copenhagen where
my father is.”

VYSHINSKY: That is to say?
HOLTZMAN: That is to say, Trotsky.
VYSHINSKY: Did you go?

HOLTZMAN: [ agreed, but [ told him that we could not go
together for reasons of secrecy. [ arranged with Sedov to
be in Copenhagen within two or three days, to put up at the
Hotel Bristol and meet him there. | went to the hotel
straight from the station and in the lounge met Sedov.
About 10 a.m. we went to Trotsky. (1936 Trial 100)

Shortly after the trial the fact was widely publicized that there was
no “Hotel Bristol” in Copenhagen. Trotsky utilized this fact to
attack the credibility of the trial itself. Testimony about the “Hotel
Bristol” issue took up a good deal of space in the Dewey
Commission hearings.

In his 2008 article “New Evidence Concerning the ‘Hotel Bristol’
Question in the First Moscow Trial of 1936” Sven-Eric Holmstrém
examined this issue carefully. Holmstréom suggested that
Gol'tsman could have misidentified the Grand Hotel Copenhagen
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as the “Bristol” because of the large sign beside its door for the
adjacent “Bristol” Konditori (café and pastry shop). We refer
interested readers to this article rather than repeat here the
quotations and documentation carefully amassed and reproduced
by Holmstrom.

In view of the many lies that Trotsky and Sedov told concerning
the Moscow Trials it is interesting to note that they did not bother
to get the correct story about the former Hotel Bristol. Trotsky
said that “the Hotel Bristol was demolished in 1917,”! “torn down
as far back as 1917.”2 During the Dewey Commission hearings
Albert Goldman, Trotsky’s lawyer, stated that the Hotel Bristol
“was burned down in 1917.” (CLT 167) But the Hotel Bristol had
neither been torn down nor burned in 1917. It was sold to an
insurance company, which maintained the building. It is hard to
understand why Trotsky and his supporters never bothered to
verify what had in fact happened to the Hotel Bristol.?

The “Hotel Bristol” story in the Bulletin of the
Opposition

Holmstréom has shown that Esther Field, one of the witnesses at
the Dewey Commission hearings, lied about the relative positions
of the Grand Hotel Copenhagen and the Konditori Bristo],
testifying that they were not next to each other when she had
visited them in 1932.% Since her testimony was designed to help
Trotsky, Trotsky must have known about her lie in advance.
Perhaps he had even asked her to lie for him.

1“An Interview for Americans,” (January 1937). WLT 1936-1937, 97.

2“A New Moscow Amalgam,” (January 21, 1937), Ibid. 125.

® See Holmstrém for all the appropriate documentation. On this point see p. 13, note.

* Sven-Eric Holmstrém, “"New Evidence Concerning the ‘Hotel Bristol' Question in the First

Moscow Trial of 1936." Cultural Logic 2008. At
http://clogic.eserver.org/2008/Holmstrom.pdf



92 The Moscow Trials As Evidence

Three months after his testimony to the Dewey Commission
Trotsky published yet another version of the “Hotel Bristol” story
in which he contradicted this earlier account. In an article titled
“Hotel Bristol” published in July 1937 but dated March 13, 1937,
Trotsky wrote:

Only in February of this year the press of the
Comintern made a discovery that saved them: true,
there is no Hotel Bristol in Copenhagen, but there is a
Bristol pastry-shop [NOTE: konditerskaia, in Danish
Konditori], which is attached to the hotel by one wall.
True, this hotel is called “Grand Hotel Copenhagen,”
but it is a hotel. True, a pastry-shop is not a hotel, but
it is called “Bristol.” According to Gol'tsman’s words
the meeting took place in the vestibule of the hotel.
True, the pastry-shop has no vestibule. But the hotel,
which is not called Bristol, does have a vestibule. In
addition it must be added that, as is clear even
from the drawings printed in the Comintern press,
the entrances of the pastry-shop and the hotel are
on different streets. Where then did the meeting take
place? In the vestibule without the Bristol, or in the
Bristol, without the vestibule?

In one respect this version is more accurate than Trotsky’s account
to the Dewey Commission. There Trotsky’s witnesses Esther Field
and A. Vikelsg Jensen testified that the Bristol Konditori was not
adjacent to the Grand Hotel Copenhagen. Holmstrém has proven
this to be untrue. Here Trotsky admitted that they were indeed
attached to each other.

The only “Comintern press” account we know of is that of the
Danish Communist Party newspaper Arbejderbladet. 1t printed a
single drawing - Trotsky mentions “drawings.” As Trotsky admits,
the drawing clearly shows that the pastry-shop and hotel are
adjacent. However, Trotsky added the curious, and false, statement
that the entrances are “on different streets.” This explains why
Trotsky did not refer specifically to the drawing he mentioned,
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much less reproduce it. The drawing shows that the entrances are
side by side and on the same street, Vesterbrogade. Trotsky's
readers would have had no way of locating the drawing from the
vague description Trotsky gave.

JED

/
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Revolving door entrance to hotel beside entrance to Bristol

Konditeri, showing door connecting Bristol Konditori to hotel. From
Holmstrom 2009 (Arbejderbladet January 29, 1937, p. 8}

Trotsky also failed to mention that the drawing in question shows
an interior passageway between the pastry-shop and hotel. One
could access the hotel and its vestibule by entering the pastry-
shop door, the one immediately beside the large “Bristol” sign.
However, it is not necessary to assume Gol'tsman did that.

> Holmstrém has confirmed this fact with great care. The drawing in question is reproduced
on p. 21. Holmstréom’s whole article repays careful study.
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Holmstrém has verified that the entrances of both pastry-shop and
hotel were also right next to each other, and that it would have
been natural for anyone to confuse the large sign “Bristol” with the
name of the hotel and go directly into that entrance.

Not only are Trotsky’s two accounts of the “Hotel Bristol” matter
both false; they also contradict each other. Trotsky did not bring
his two mutually contradictory versions into agreement. He could
easily have done so: the second version was not published till
three months after the Dewey Commission hearings. He could also
have sent a letter of correction to the Dewey Commission as he did
about his indirect contact with Gol'tsman {(CLT 592-3). But he did
neither.

Why did Trotsky lie about “Bristol™?

Trotsky took a terrible risk in permitting both stories to stand.
Once again he was lucky. Aside from the communist press no one
seems to have noticed the contradiction between Trotsky’s two
versions. Had they done so Trotsky’'s Dewey Commission
testimony and Trotsky’'s general truthfulness would have been
called into question at a crucial time. Why did Trotsky take such a
risk?

Trotsky had certainly been in Copenhagen at the end of November
1932. He tried to prove Sedov had not been able to get to
Copenhagen, even though Sedov’s wife did manage to do so (Not
Guilty 88). In light of Trotsky’s other falsifications to the Dewey
Commission there is no reason to simply “accept” Sedov’s alibi. But
even if Sedov was not in Copenhagen, why did Trotsky not stop
there? That would have been enough to refute Gol'tsman’s claim
that he had met Sedov in the vestibule of the “Bristol Hotel.” Why
did Trotsky proceed to falsify the relative positions of the Bristol
Konditori and the Grand Hotel Copenhagen (Esther Field’s
testimony to the Dewey Commission), and then, three months
later, proceed to publish an account in Bulletin of the Opposition
that both contradicted this version and also contained yet another
falsehood?
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Why tell a lie when the truth is on your side? It is very unlikely
that Trotsky would take such a risk, tell falsehoods that could
easily have been discovered, unless he were trying to hide
something important. So let us suppose Trotsky had something to
hide. The question is: What? The most obvious thing Trotsky could
possibly be hiding that was worth the risk of being caught in a
serious lie was that he had in fact met with Gol'tsman much as
Gol'tsman had testified.

But why did Trotsky not admit to meeting with Gol'tsman?
Apparently Sedov did not have a prepared story ready for the
Dewey Commission. As we have seen, Sedov at first lied to the
Commission by saying that he and Gol'tsman had met only once.
Only at the last moment of his testimony did he change his mind
and admit to a number of meetings with Gol'tsman. Sedov was
only able to get away with remaining silent about the content of
these subsequent meetings through the complaisant attitude
towards him on the part of the Dewey Commission members, who
simply let the matter drop. Aggressive questioning of Sedov
concerning the contents of his numerous other meetings with
Gol'tsman might well have turned up something interesting.

We have already suggested a reason for Sedov’s insistence, which
he maintained until almost the very end of his Dewey Commission
testimony, that he had met only once with Gol'tsman in Berlin.
Gol'tsman testified that he met with Sedov “six or eight times in
the course of four months.” So many meetings over such a period
of time would certainly suggest that a good deal of business was
being conducted. Trotsky and Sedov had admitted only that
Gol'tsman had delivered an article on the economic situation in the
USSR that Trotsky published in the Bulletin in November 1932.
Sedov stated that this information had been conveyed during the
first meeting, which he initially said had been the only meeting.

At the 1936 Moscow trial Gol'tsman testified that he brought back
terrorist instructions from Trotsky. This would explain the
numerous meetings with Sedov. It would also explain the
subsequent meeting of Gol'tsman with Trotsky in Copenhagen in
November, 1932. As he testified during the First Moscow Trial of
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August 1936, Smirnov did not consider Sedov to be an “authority.”
He wanted to get the instructions for terror via Gol'tsman from
Trotsky himself.

There appears to be no explanation for the fact that Trotsky took
the risk of flagrantly lying about the “Bristol” affair when he could
have simply told the truth without endangering anyone - unless
the meeting was not an innocent one, unless “something
happened” that Trotsky did not wish brought to light. In any case,
Trotsky’s denial of meeting with Gol'tsman in Copenhagen cannot
be trusted. Broué and Getty have established that Trotsky lied
whenever he considered it in his interest to do so.

Did Gol'tsman meet with Sedov first, as he claimed? We do not
know. None of the evidence that Trotsky submitted in an effort to
prove that his son was not in Copenhagen is definitive. Neither is
Gol'tsman’s unsupported word. We know that Trotsky lied very
frequently both when he wrote about the Moscow Trials and about
other issues as well. But that does not in itself mean that he was
lying here.

Ongoing research by Sven-Eric Holmstrém suggests the possibility
that Gol'tsman may have said he had met with Sedov in order to
conceal the identity of some person or persons he had really met
with but whose identity he wished to conceal. Everyone already
knew Sedov was his father's chief representative, so perhaps
Gol'tsman named Sedov instead of another person. According to
Holmstrém, who has been researching this question for years now,
something like that appears to be involved in the case of lurii
Piatakov’s alleged flight to Norway to meet personally with
Trotsky in December 1935.

We can establish that some of the other Moscow Trial defendants
lied deliberately to the court. For example, at the January 1937
trial Karl Radek let slip the name of Marshal Tukhachevsky, but
was then quick to assure the court that he knew Tukhachevsky to
be a completely loyal Party member. This was of course untrue
and Radek had to know it - for Bukharin knew it, and Bukharin
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was closely in touch with Radek. Again, Bukharin claimed he had
“made a clean breast of things” not only at the 1938 Moscow trial
but also in pre-trial interrogations and statements that we now
have and were never intended for publication. Yet we know now
that Bukharin knew that Nikolai Ezhov, the Commissar of Internal
Affairs, was a member of the bloc of conspirators, yet Bukharin
said nothing about it. We discuss this issue later in the present
book.

Therefore Gol'tsman too may have told a story that was partly true
- a real meeting with Trotsky in Copenhagen - but partly false -
that Sedov met him there. That would account for the following
facts:

* Gol'tsman’s error in confusing the name of the hotel with
that of the Konditori “Bristol” - a mistake that, as Holmstrém
has convincingly shown, could never have been invented by
anybody, but could only have been made by someone who
had actually been there briefly, as Gol'tsman claimed he had
been.

The NKVD file on Gol'tsman has recently been declassified. Thanks
to my Moscow-based colleague Vliadimir Bobrov | have obtained a
copy. It fully confirms Holmstrém’s conclusions here. We will
discuss it, and reproduce the relevant texts, in the third volume of
this study.

* Trotsky’s lying - twice - about the “Hotel Bristol” matter in
a way that could have caused him serious embarrassment if
anyone had done the slightest checkup on his story.

* The fact that Sedov and Trotsky concentrated all their effort
on trying to establish that Sedov could not possibly have
been in Copenhagen during this period of time.

This was a “red herring.” The essence of the matter was, of course,
not yet another meeting between Gol'tsman and Sedov, but a
meeting between Gol'tsman and Trotsky. At the Dewey
Commission hearings Trotsky was successful in keeping the focus
on the question of whether Gol'tsman had met with Sedov. The
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real issue - whether Gol'tsman had met with Trotsky and received
terrorist instructions, as Gol'tsman claimed at the 1936 Moscow
Trial, was barely mentioned.

* Sedov’s claim that he had met with Gol'tsman only once - a
story that he changed at the last minute, when he had no
“cover story” ready about what was discussed at all the
meetings after the first one.

Why would Sedov have not just freely admitted that Gol'tsman was
correct when he referred to “six or eight” meetings? The only
plausible reason would be an attempt to hide something - an
attempt nearly botched by, it seems, indecision and lack of
planning.

The obvious purpose of Gol'tsman'’s visit to Trotsky in Copenhagen
would have been to hear Trotsky’s instructions for terror from
Trotsky’s own lips. At the 1936 Moscow trial Smirnov and
Mrachkovsky both said that Sedov was not an authority for them,
but Trotsky was.

VYSHINSKY: Did Smirnov speak about Trotsky?

MRACHKOVSKY: Yes, he spoke about Trotsky, since Sedov
was no authority either for him or for us.

VYSHINSKY: Accused Smirnov, is it true that Sedov was not
an authority for you?

SMIRNOV: No, Sedov was not an authority for me. (1936
Trial 80)

Smirnov then testified that he had accepted Gaven’s message
because it had come directly from Trotsky rather than from Sedov.
Likewise Gol'tsman would have wanted, or have been instructed,
to get the terrorist instructions not just from Sedov but from
Trotsky himself. Gol'tsman’s testimony was that Trotsky told him
orally to convey to Smirnov that “it was ‘necessary to remove
Stalin.”” (1936 Trial 100)
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Reich-Johannson

Trotsky does not comment on Reich-Johansson, who figures
significantly in Bessonov’s testimony. On pp. 45-47 of the
transcript of the Third Moscow Trial Bessonov relates the story of
a Soviet citizen, an engineer named Reich who worked for the
Berlin Trade Representation and had been a Trotskyist since 1923
(45). Bessonov claimed that Reich became a Danish citizen in
order to make it easier for him to go from one European country to
another without attracting attention, and was afterwards known
as Johannson [sic]

VYSHINSKY: What sort of a naturalization was it if he
had never been to Denmark?

BESSONOV: The passport was an official one, a real
one.

VYSHINSKY: But actually?

BESSONOV: Actually there was a double citizenship. At
the end 0f 1931, or the beginning of 1932, Reich, while
a Soviet citizen and a member of the staff of the Trade
Representation, thanks to the assistance of the
Trotskyites and money, became a Danish citizen. In
the spring of 1932 he was commissioned to go to
Moscow, but he did not return to Moscow and became
a deserter. And from that time [ knew him as
Johannson, who served as liaison man between me
and Trotsky.

VYSHINSKY: Reich became a Dane and a deserter. He
was a double.

BESSONOV: For some period of time he had two
citizenships, of which one Soviet citizenship was open,
and the Danish citizenship was secret.

VYSHINSKY: Which citizenship was open?
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BESSONOV: The Soviet citizenship, but the Danish
citizenship was secret.

VYSHINSKY: Did this Reich play an important role as a
liaison man in Trotskyite affairs?

BESSONOV: Undoubtedly, he played an important role.
I know that Reich carried out commissions for Trotsky
in a number of other countries. | want to speak only
about what [ know.

(1938 Trial 47)

The activities of Reich-Johannson are mentioned frequently in
other passages of testimony by Bessonov. (48; 62; 63; 65). He is
also mentioned by Krestinsky:

KRESTINSKY: No, that was an entirely different
person.

Reich-Johannson was Bessonov’s man, with whom he
maintained connections. (1938 Trial 265)

KRESTINSKY: ..Bessonov conveyed this letter to
Trotsky, who at that time was still in Norway. My
impression then was that Bessonov did it by sending
for Sedov, but as it turns out he sent the letter through

Reich-Johannson, and a reply was received to this
letter. Trotsky replied that he agreed. (1938 Trial 282)

This strange story sounds false on its face. But in 1985 Pierre
Broué made a discovery that led him to conclude that it was most
likely true.
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Le compte rendu du proces Boukharine mentionne
deux autres «trotskystes» dans les services de Berlin,
Birkengof et Reich. Nous ne savons rien d'autre du
premier. L'accusé-témoin de l'accusation, Bessonov,
assure que Reich, ingénieur métallurgiste,
organisateur des «voyages» en U.RS.S. refusa de
revenir en U.R.S.S. a2 son rappel en 1932 et devint
citoyen danois, avec un passeport au nom de
«Johanson.» Les trotskystes ont nié a I'époque cette
affirmation, mais il y a a cette époque, a Copenhague,
un abonné du Biulleten qui s'appelle Reich et Jo
Jacobsen, qui utilise en 1933 la boite a lettres d'un
autre Reich célébre, Wilhelm, le pére de la «sexpol».
On note aussi la présence, mais beaucoup plus t6t, au
début des années 20, d'un Ilya Reich dans la
délégation commerciale soviétique.®

Translated:

The Report of Court Proceedings of the Bukharin trial
mentions two other “Trotskyists”...in the service of
Berlin, Birkengof and Reich. We know nothing else
about the first. The accused witness, Bessonov,
asserted that Reich, a metallurgical engineer and
organizer of “trips” to the USSR, refused to return to
the USSR when he was recalled in 1932 and became a
Danish citizen with a passport in the name of
“Johanson.” The Trotskyists denied this statement at
the time but there was, at that time, in Copenhagen, a
subscriber to the Biulleten’ named Reich and Jo
Jacobsen, who in 1933 was using the postal box of
another famous Reich, Wilhelm, the father of “sexpol.”
We also note the presence, though much earlier, at the
beginning of the 1920s, of an Ilya Reich in the Soviet
trade delegation.

¢ Broué, “Compléments a un article sur les trotskystes en U.R.S.S,” CahLT 1985 (24), 65-66.
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Broué repeated this discovery in an article published in English in
1990.

Victor Serge, who was personally acquainted with all
the defendants in the second trial, wrote to Sedov that
he thought it necessary to discover real “discussions”
and real “grouplets” as the only way to throw some
light on what he thought to be more “provocation”
than “lies.” One example will be enough to
demonstrate the necessity of such an investigation:
Procurator Vyshinskii mentioned in the third trial as a
“Trotskiite agent” a Russian engineer named Reich,
who later became, according to him, a Danish citizen
under the name of Johanson. Trotskii and his friends
denied any knowledge of a Dane, formerly named
Reich and now called Johanson. However, we can find
in the list of subscriptions to Biulleten Oppositsii in
Denmark the name of Reich, also called Jacobsen. We
must admit that a bit of truth was hidden behind the
false charge. (POS 108)

Trotsky fails to comment on the story about Reich-Johannson/
Jacobsen at all, though it occupies two pages in Bessonov’s
testimony. Anyone who might be reading the trial transcript with
care might well have noted this curious omission. After all, if no
such person existed, why would Trotsky miss the chance of
exposing yet another “amalgam” of Stalin’s?

Thanks to Broué’s research we know that such a person did exist.
It is expecting too much of coincidence to think that Bessonov was
lying about a Copenhagen “Reich-Johannson” and yet, by
coincidence, a different person known as “Reich-Jacobsen,” who
lived in Copenhagen, read Russian, and subscribed to Trotsky's
Russian journal, did exist.

Perhaps Trotsky did not wish to draw attention to this person.
Broué states that Reich-Johannson had a subscription to Trotsky’s
Bulletin, which was published in Russian. There could not have
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been many Danes who did, and so Trotsky had to assume he might
be known to the Danish police. Even a denial by Trotsky might
lead the police to investigate Reich-Jacobsen {(or Reich-Johanssen)
and imperil his usefulness to Trotsky.’

lakov Bliumkin

In 1929 lakov Bliumkin was tried and convicted in the USSR for
being a spy for Trotsky, who by this time was in exile in Turkey.
Bliumkin had been Trotsky’s adjutant when the latter was People’s
Commissar for the Army and Navy. Bliumkin had edited Trotsky’s
book How The Revolution Armed lItself (1923). Bliumkin then
became an agent in the foreign division of the OGPU under Feliks
Dzerzhinsky. In 1929 he was OGPU resident in Constantinople.

In 1929 Bliumkin contacted Trotsky. Evidence now available
suggests that he worked for Trotsky there. The OGPU discovered
this and, upon his return to the USSR, Bliumkin was arrested, tried,
and executed. Trotsky admitted that he had met with Bliumkin
after the latter had met his son Leon Sedov by chance on a street in
Constantinople. Trotsky told the Dewey Commission that it was
Radek, in whom Bliumkin had confidence, who had informed on
Bliumkin.

Trotsky wrote extensively about Bliumkin immediately after he
had been executed. He interpreted Bliumkin’'s execution as
evidence that Stalin was very much afraid of the Trotskyist
movement, “which abroad, in a number of countries, was having
serious success in ideological and organizational ways.” (Biulleten’
No. 9, January - March 1930)

In the same issue of his Bulletin Trotsky claimed that a “rumor”
was current that Bliumkin had gone first to Radek but that Radek,

7 Sayers and Kahn state that Reich-Johannsen was the same person who in December 1935
under the name Gustav Stirner arranged for Piatakov’s passport and clandestine flight to
Norway to see Trotsky. They cite no evidence for this statement. See Michael Sayers and
Albert E. Kahn, The Great Conspiracy: The Secret War Against Soviet Russia. Boston: Little,
Brown & Company, 1946, p. 279, note. 1.
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as a “capitulator,” had insisted that Bliumkin turn himself in to the
OGPU. Thanks to discoveries in the Harvard Trotsky Archive, we
now know that Radek had not, in fact, genuinely “capitulated” to
Stalin at all. Trotsky also speculated that LN. Smirnov and
Preobrazhensky might have played some role in Bliumkin’s
demise. We know now too that Smirnov was the head of the
Trotskyist underground in the USSR and that Preobrazhensky was
a part of it as well. Trotsky’s naming of Radek, Smirnov, and
Preobrazhensky was therefore a “cover,” an attack intended to
disguise the fact that they were really part of the Trotskyist
movement.

According to Soviet Prosecutor Vyshinsky, Radek, in interrogations
before the Second Moscow Trial of January 1937, had testified that
he, Radek, was helping Bliumkin distribute smuggled Trotskyist
literature within the USSR:

In 1929, according to Radek, “he, Trotsky, having
persuaded the Trotskyite Blumkin to organize the
smuggling of literature into the U.S.S.R, sent his son
Sedov to Radek’s hotel with the instruction to
organize raids on Soviet Trade Representations
abroad for the purpose of obtaining money which
Trotsky needed for his anti-Soviet activities.” (1937
Trial 485-486)

Perhaps in revenge for Radek’s testimony and final denunciation
of him Trotsky began to claim that it was Radek who had
denounced Bliumkin.

TROTSKY: Blumkin, a member of the Bolshevik Party
and a former member of my military secretariat, was
in Constantinople on an official mission.

GOLDMAN: When?

TROTSKY: In Constantinople, he visited me and also
met my son in the street.
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GOLDMAN: In Constantinople?

TROTSKY: In Constantinople. He took him to his room,
to his hotel. My son saw Blumkin.

Blumkin said: “I will see the old man.” My son came to
me and said: “He will see you.” I said,

“Absolutely impossible. It is too risky.” He insisted so
that I had to accept, but very secretly. He went to
Russia, to Moscow. Radek came from Siberia as a
capitulator. He had absolute confidence in Radek - an
old confidence.

GOLDMAN: You mean Blumkin had?

TROTSKY: Yes, Blumkin. He was younger than Radek.
He visited him, and Radek denounced Blumkin
immediately to the GPU.

GOLDMAN: Blumkin visited Radek, and, according to
your information, what did Blumkin say to Radek?

TROTSKY: He informed him about his visit to me, on
his own initiative. Because, if he had asked me about
telling of this visit, it would have been absolutely
impossible for him to do such a stupid thing.

GOLDMAN: What did Radek do after Blumkin
informed him of his visit to you?

TROTSKY: He denounced him for his visit to me.
GOLDMAN: What happened to Blumkin?
TROTSKY: He was shot. (CLT 105-106)

Pierre Broué discovered that all of Trotsky’s stories about
Bliumkin were lies, probably intended to cover up Bliumkin's close
collaboration with Trotsky.
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La version donnée en 1930 de I'affaire Blumkine par
Trotsky et Sedov était une version défensive, en
réalité destinée a limiter les dégats apres cette
arrestation catastrophique 8 Les mencheviks avaient
probablement raison sur le fond quand ils assuraient
alors que Blumkine travaillait pour Trotsky, effectuant
les liaisons les plus importantes, et que la visite de
I'été ou de l'automne 1929 n'était pas un hasard
résultant d'une rencontre fortuite avec Sedov dans la
rue a Istanbul. Blumkine rendit effectivement visite a
Trotsky, probablement en aofit, ce qui nous a été
confirmé par plusieurs de ses visiteurs qui l'ont
rencontré et a qui fut donnée la version du hasard °.
Mais Sedov a fait savoir le contraire a la postérité en
précisant de sa main sur le document en question que
c'était Blumkine qui avait rédigé, le 2 avril, a sa
demande et celle de Trotsky, une notice nécrologique
sur Dreitser qui avait été son compagnon d'armes,
mais qu'eux ne connaissaient pas'®. (Broué
Compléments 64.)

Translated:

The story given out in 1930 about the Bliumkin affair
by Trotsky and Sedov was a defensive story, in reality
aimed at limiting the damage after this catastrophic
arrest. The Mensheviks were probably basically
correct when they asserted at that time that Bliumkin
was working for Trotsky, maintaining the most
important contacts and that his visit in the summer or
fall of 1929 was not an accident resulting from a
chance meeting with Sedov on a street in [stanbul. In
reality Bliumkin was visiting Trotsky, probably in
August. This has been confirmed to us by several of his
visitors who met him (Bliumkin) and were told the
story of the chance meeting. But Sedov informed
posterity of the opposite when he put in his own
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handwriting on the document in question that it had
been Bliumkin who had edited, on April 2, at his
request and that of Trotsky, an obituary notice on
Dreitser who had been his companion-in-arms but
whom they [Sedov and Trotsky] did not know.

This account of Broué’s is sufficient to show that Trotsky was lying
again. Curiously, Broué’s account has its own inaccuracies as well.
At the Dewey Commission hearings Trotsky admitted that he did
know Dreitser (spelled “Dreitzer” in the hearings volume.)
Dreitser was later a defendant in the First Moscow Trial of August
1936.

GOLDMAN:... Do you know E.A. Dreitzer, Mr. Trotsky?

TROTSKY: Yes, he was of the younger generation.
Dreitzer was an officer of the Red Army. During and
after my expulsion from the Party he had, together
with ten or twelve officers, organized a guard around
my home. He was among them. (CLT 89)

Bliumkin's confession to the OGPU was published in 2002.8 In it he
stated that he met Trotsky only once, on April 16, 1929, in Turkey.
According to Broué here, Sedov stated that he was already
working with Bliumkin on April 2, 1929. So Bliumkin lied in his
confession.

According to the annotations by Oleg Mozokhin, the FSB®
researcher who edited and published Bliumkin’s confession,
Bliumkin told a number of other lies in his confession. This
probably had something to do with the decision to execute him. In
1918, when he had been a member of the Socialist-Revolutionary
Party, Bliumkin had murdered the German ambassador Count
Mirbach, in an attempt to sabotage the Bolsheviks’ attempt to
make a separate peace with Germany. Bliumkin had been

®“Ispoved’ terrorista.” Voenno-Istoricheskii Arkhiv No. 6 (2002), 25-59.
*“Federal’naia Sluzhba Besopasnosti” - Federal Security Service, the continuer of the KGB,
MGB, NKGB, and ultimately of the security divisions of the NKVD.
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amnestied, evidently on condition that he work as a foreign agent.
No doubt it was understood that he refrain in future from any
other attempts to undermine Soviet policy. That alone might well
have been enough to account for his execution.

But Bliumkin did state that Radek, along with Smilga, tried to draw
him (Bliumkin) “into some new fractional work.” Since both Radek
and Smilga were Trotskyists, this could only have been Trotskyist
work. So Trotsky’s claim that it was Radek who denounced
Bliumkin to the OGPU is another lie.

Moreover, how could Trotsky possibly know who, if anyone, had
denounced Bliumkin? If the Dewey Commission members had
really been what they claimed to be, objective investigators
carrying out an honest investigation to see whether Trotsky were
guilty or not, they would have at least asked him this question. We
discuss the Dewey Commission and its problems in another
chapter of the present work.

The Slogan "“Remove Stalin”

According to testimony at the First Moscow Trial and the 1937
statements of Valentin Astrov the oppositionists in the bloc used
the slogan “remove Stalin” as a euphemism meaning “assassinate
Stalin.” Evidence in two Trotsky Archives, as cited by Broué, shows
that Trotsky and Sedov were discussing the relative merits of
employing this slogan in the second half of 1932, at exactly the
same time as the bloc of oppositionists was being formed inside
the Soviet Union and its members were discussing the same slogan
in the sense of “assassination.”

During the Second Moscow Trial of January 1937 Radek described
the contents of this letter of Trotsky’s as follows:

Trotsky wrote that the information he possessed led
him to conclude that I had become convinced that he
was right, and that without the realization of the
Trotskyite demands the policy would find itself at an
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impasse. Trotsky further wrote that since he knew me
to be an active person he was convinced that | would
return to the struggle... At the end of the letter
Trotsky wrote approximately as follows: “You must
bear in mind the experience of the preceding period
and realize that for you there can be no returning to
the past, that the struggle has entered a new phase
and that the new feature in this phase is that either we
shall be destroyed together with the Soviet Union,
or we must raise the question of removing
(“ustranenii”) the leadership.” The word terrorism
was not used, but when I read the words
“removing the leadership,” it became clear to me
what Trotsky had in mind. ... Trotsky informed me
that not only the Trotskyites but also the
Zinovievites had decided to return to the struggle
and that negotiations for union were under way. I
sent no reply, believing that the matter must be
thought over very thoroughly. (1937 Trial 86-7/
Russian ed. 52)

Sedov’s letter to Trotsky partially reprinted in French translation
by Broué confirms Radek’s words about the Zinovievites.

The {[bloc] has been organized. It includes the
Zinovievists, the Sten-Lominadze group, and the
Trotskyists (the former “[capitulators]”).

Radek testified that he had confirmed that Trotsky intended
“terrorism” in a talk with Sergei Mrachkovsky that took place at
the end of October or beginning of November 1932.

VYSHINSKY: What did Mrachkovsky reply?

RADEK: He replied quite definitely that the struggle had
entered the terrorist phase and that in order to carry out
these tactics they had now united with the Zinovievites
and would set about the preparatory work.... It was clear
that since terrorism was the new position, the
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preparatory work must consist in assembling and forming
terrorist cadres. (1937 Trial 88.)

According to RadekK’s testimony here it was only later in 1932 that
Trotsky explicitly used the word “terror.” This corresponds with
the information from Astrov. In January 1937 Astrov testified that
the Rightists formally decided to form a bloc with the Trotskyists
and others at their August 26 - September 1, 1932, conference.
Only at this time was terror specifically approved as a method of
struggle. The fact that in 1932 the main members of the bloc were
the Trotskyists and the Zinovievists is confirmed in the letter from
Sedov to Trotsky that Broué and Getty found in the Harvard
Trotsky archive.

Radek:

When the question arose against whom terrorism
should be directed, it concerned terrorism directed
against the leading core of the Central Committee of
the C.P.S.U, and the Soviet government. And although
not a single name was mentioned during this
conversation, I ... did not have the slightest doubt that
the acts were to be directed against Stalin and his
immediate colleagues, against Kirov, Molotov,
Voroshilov and Kaganovich. (1937 Trial 80)

As aresult, Radek testified, a plot to assassinate Sergei Kirov, Party
leader in Leningrad, was hatched in April 1933. Kirov was actually
killed in December 1934 by Leonid Nikolaev, a member of a
clandestine terrorist Zinovievist opposition group in Leningrad.*®

Getty surmised that the letter Radek said he had received from
Trotsky in February or March 1932 while he, Radek, was in

10 Though the fact is denied by Alla Kirilina, Matthew Lenoe, and Asmund Egge, the three
most recent students of the Kirov murder who work within the “anti-Stalin paradigm,”
there is overwhelming evidence that Nikolaev was indeed a member of a clandestine
Zinovievist group in Leningrad. For a detailed discussion see Furr, Kirov.
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Geneva, “involved an attempt to persuade the addressee[s] to
return to opposition.” Radek confirmed that Trotsky’s letter did
contain such an appeal but that it closed by saying, “We must raise
the question of removing the leadership.”

The terms for “remove” (ustranit’, ubrat’, ustranenie) are used
several times by the defendants in the Moscow Trials.

Mrachkovsky goes on to say that already in 1931 this
Trotskyite group openly discussed the question of
terrorism.

I. N. Smirnov, who had visited Berlin, brought back
instructions from Trotsky, which he received through
Trotsky's son, L. Sedov, to the following effect: “Until
we put Stalin out of the way (“uberem”}), we shall not
be able to come back to power.”

VYSHINSKY: What do you mean by the expression:
“Until we put Stalin out of the way (“uberem”}"?

MRACHKOVSKY: Until we kill (“ub’iem”) Stalin. At
that very meeting, in the presence of Smirnov, myself,
Ter-Vaganyan and Safonova, I was given the task of
organizing a terrorist group, that is to say, to select
reliable people. (1936 Trial p. 41; Russian original:
Pravda, August 20, 1936, 4)

We have quoted Piatakov’'s and Radek’s comments on the question
of “removing” Stalin in a previous chapter and will not repeat them
here.

At the 1936 trial Gol'tsman confessed to bringing “Trotsky’s
personal instructions to organize terrorist acts” back to the bloc.
(1936 Trial 40) Gol'tsman testified that Trotsky had used the term
“remove Stalin,” saying this could only be done by terrorism (i.e.
violence). A turn to “terror,” together with the discussions
necessary to justify it in Marxist terms, at the present conjuncture,
etc, and perhaps arrangements for Gol'tsman to hear it from
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Trotsky directly, might well have occupied those several
mysterious meetings with Sedov.

The Slogan “Remove Stalin” in the Trotsky
Archive

At the January 1937 trial Karl Radek testified that, in his letter of
the spring of 1932, Trotsky had said that once “union” with the
Zinovievists had been achieved “the question of removing the
leadership” would have to be raised. This term - “remove Stalin” -
can be partially traced in both the Trotsky-Sedov correspondence
of late 1932 and in Astrov’s confession and confrontation with
Bukharin of January 1937.

We say “partially traced” because, in reality, only excerpts - called
“vyderzhki” or “vypiski” at the top of each document - from the
correspondence on this subject remains in the Trotsky-Sedov
correspondence in the Harvard Trotsky Archive. Evidently these
excerpts - all have been retyped in a uniform manner - were
prepared by a secretary, probably Jean van Heijenoort, for possible
use at the Dewey Commission hearings in Paris, which took place
later than those in Mexico.

The full texts of these letters is not in the Archive. They have been
removed at some time. This is further evidence of what Getty
called the “purge” of the Trotsky Archive, involving incriminating
materials.

Broué outlines the discussion between Trotsky and Sedov
concerning the use of this slogan in several of his published works.
In the documents we have, Sedov appears to have been the more
ardent partisan of the slogan “remove Stalin.” Trotsky agreed with
the concept but in October 1932 told Sedov that they should not
adopt it as yet, in order not to alienate other potential allies.!!
Broué concedes that “we do not know which one convinced the

1 Broué, Trotsky et le bloc 20-22; Broué, “Liova le ‘fiston™ 15.
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other” (Léon Sedov 81}. Writing in Russian Rogovin puts quotation
marks around the phrase: “ubrat’ Stalina.”*?

Trotsky also says that the “allies” and the “Rightists” support the
slogan “remove Stalin.” (Broué 20} This corresponds exactly to
Astrov’s assertions:

...[I0JIOXKEeHHE He U3MEeHHUTCA A0 Tex nop, noka CTAJIUH «He
6yzet y6pax us LIK»

Translated:

... “the situation will not change until Stalin is removed
(ubran) from the CC” [Bukharin in 1928]

Jlosyur — «y6patb CTAJ/IMHA» yxXe Ha 2TOH cTaguu
AesITe/IbHOCTH OpraHMU3allMM BCAYECKHU KYJbTUBUPOBAICA
B L[eJIOM psifie BCTpeY U Geces...

Translated:

The slogan “remove (ubrat’) Stalin” was already cultivated
in every way at this stage of the organization’s activity in a
whole series of meetings and conversations... [from 1928
on]

OH nmnogBepr pe3xkum Hanagkam CTAJIMHA, xoTopbiit
«TyOUT CTpaHy M A0JoKeH GbITb BO 4TO Obl TO HU CTajo
y6pan.”

Translated:

He [Bukharin in 1928] subjected Stalin to harsh attacks,
saying that he “is leading the country to ruin and must be
removed (ubran) at any cost.”

2 Rogovin, 1937, Ch. 44.



114

The Moscow Trials As Evidence

MATBEEB 3ameTus, 4TO riaBHas 3ajaya — 3TC yOpaTh
CTAJIMHA n1o6bIMH CpeicTBAMHU, B TOM YUCJIe U TEPPOPOM.

Translated:

[In 1931] Matveev remarked that the main task is to
remove (ubrat’) Stalin by any means, including by terror.

OctaHOBHBIINCE Ha KpynHeifimied poaun CTAJIMHA,
BYXAPHUH cka3zan, uto CTAJ/IMHA Kak r/1aBHyI0 CUJIY B 3TOM
PYKOBCACTBe Heob6xo4uMo ByJeT BO YTC Obl TO HH CTaJIo
YyCTDaHHTB.

Translated:

[In 1930] Speaking about Stalin’s role, one of the greatest
importance, Bukharin said that it was essential to get rid of
(ustranit’) Stalin at any cost, as he was the main force in
this leadership.

(Lubianka 1937-1938 23, 24, 30, 27)

Astrov repeated this in his confrontation with Bukharin two days

later:

E?KOB. B cBoux nmoka3aHMsX Bbl FOBOPUTE OTHOCHTENBHO
TOTO, 4YTO BIEepBble BONPOC O CMeHe MNapTHHHOrO
DYKOBOJCTBa B pe3koil ¢opme, B popme ybpaTs CranuHa
BO3HUK Ha coBellaHUd B 1928 roay Ha gade B 3ybasioBe,
rae  npucytcrsosaid  byxapuH, CienkoB W BBHL
[logTBepKAaeTe Bbl 3TH NOKa3aHUsA?

ACTPOB. [Ja... 3aTem ByxapuH ckasa’i, 4TO NOJ0XKEHHE He
M3MeHHUTCst, ecnu CTanul He 6ygeT y6pan.t3

L3¢ .Nirazu ne govorilos’ otnosiltel’no terrora.’ Stenogramma ochnoi stavki N.I.
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Translated:

EZHOV: In your confessions you say that the question of
replacing the Party leadership in its sharpest form, in the
form “remove {ubrat’) Stalin,” arose for the first time at a
meeting in 1928 in the dacha in Zubalovo, where Bukharin,
Slepkov, and you were present. Do you confirm this?

ASTROV: Yes.... Then Bukharin said that the situation will
not change if Stalin is not removed (ubran)..

Astrov did say that in 1928 “most Rightists” did not understand
the word “remove” as meaning “kill.”

EXXOB. Yro Torza wuMenocb B BHAY 04 TEPMHHOM
y6paTp?**

ACTPOB. Ha 3ToM 3Tane, BO BCAKOM Cay4dae, Kak s1 ToOHUMall,
M AyMal, 4YTO OOJBIUMHCTBO MpaBblX TaK [OHHUMAaJH,
TEpPpPOPUCTHUYECKHIT aKT NOJ ITUM He nojpasymesaics. (90)

Translated:

EZHOV: What was meant at that time by the term “remove”
(ubrat’y?

ASTROV: At this state, at any rate as I understood it, | think
that the majority of the Rights understood it not as an act
of terrorism.

ByxapuH ckasaJj, 4to CTaJUH CBOMM PYKOBOJACTBOM T'yGUT
CTpaHy U OITOMY J{OJKEH GbITh yCTPaHeH.

EXOB. llogpasymeBanoch v Toraa 60jee KOHKPETHO, YTO
HYXHO czenatb?

ACTPOB. Het ewe. (91)

Bukharina s V.N. Astrovym v Politburo TsK VKP(b) 13 ianvaria 1937 g.” Istochnik
No. 2,2001, 99.
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Translated:

Bukharin said that Stalin, by his leadership, is ruining the
country and therefore must be gotten rid of (ustranen).

EZHOV: Was this understood at that time more concretely,
as to what should be done?

ASTROV: Not yet.

This too corresponds with the excerpts from the Trotsky Archive.
It does seem that, at first, Trotsky may not have wished the slogan
“remove Stalin” to mean assassination. Of course, Trotsky may
well have been lying on this point, as he did on so many others.
Also, we have only “excerpts” from the Trotsky-Sedov
correspondence concerning the slogan “Remove Stalin.” It is
always possible that the aim of assassination was contained in
other correspondence. The full correspondence, and even the full
texts of the letters excerpted, is no longer in the Trotsky Archive.
These items were among the materials “purged.”

In a report published in the book Politbiuro i Lev Trotskii. Tom 2,
NKVD chief lagoda stated that a letter from Trotsky seized in the
USSR revealed the “unexpected” discovery that in 1931 Trotsky
did not endorse the slogan “Remove Stalin.” This corresponds with
the materials in the Trotsky archive identified by Broué and also
with Astrov’s testimony that “terror” was not decided on until
1932. (PiLT 2, 37) Its existence is good evidence that in 1931 the
GPU was looking for the truth, not trying to “frame” Trotsky. We
will discuss this valuable collection of materials in volume two.

Astrov said that Bukharin repeated this to him privately when they
were together on a hunting trip in 1931 or 1932:

51 MOMHIO, YTO Mbl FOBOPUAX O posud CTaivHa B NApPTHH.
ByxapuH ckasaJji, 4TO € TOYKU 3pEHUS NpaBbiX HEOGX0AUMO
y6partp Ctanuga. (92)

Translated:
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[ recall that we were talking about Stalin’s role in the Party.
Bukharin said that from the point of view of the Rightists it
was essential to remove (ubrat’) Stalin.

Bukharin at a meeting of his supporters in 1930 or 1931:

ByxapuH ckaszaj, d4rto CrajuHa, Kak [JIABHYIO
PYKOBOASULYIO CHJIY B NapTHAHOM pYKOBOJACTBE, B
npotecce 3ToH 60pb6bl NPUAETCS yCTPAHUTD. (94)

Translated:

Bukharin said that Stalin, as the main leading force in the
Party leadership, must be gotten rid of (ustranit’) in the
process of this struggle.

There are a number of striking correspondences between
documents in the Harvard Trotsky Archive, on the one hand, and
Astrov’s and Radek’s testimony on the other. The chief difference
we wish to consider now is the question of assassination - in
Russian, “individual terror” or just “terror.”

Both Radek and Astrov claim that Trotsky (Radek) and the
Trotskyists, like the Rights with whom they were in a bloc
(Astrov), supported “terror.” In their public statements Trotsky
and Sedov strongly and consistently denied the accusation that
they advocated terror and argued that it was inconsistent with
Marxism. There is no indication in the Trotsky Archive documents
that Trotsky or Sedov urged their followers or the bloc generally
to kill Stalin or others.

Broué regards this as definitive. But why? Getty discovered that
the Trotsky Archive at Harvard has been purged. As we argue in
the present essay, it is most likely that the materials removed were
considered incriminating by those who removed them. Trotsky’s
and Sedov’'s lies and falsifications, which we also discuss
elsewhere in the present essay, suggest that they were anxious to
keep some of their actions hidden. If they were advocating that
Stalin and other Soviet leaders associated with him be murdered it
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is logical that Trotsky and Sedov would have wanted to deny this
fact publicly in order to keep it secret.

[n the next chapter we examine Broué’s attempt at what can only

be called a cover-up, an attempt

to conceal from his readers

Getty's important discoveries. The obvious motive for this cover-

instructed his followers to resort

up is to leave unchallenged the notion that the bloc ended shortly

after it had begun and consequentl

y that Trotsky could not have
to “terror” against the Stalin

leadership, as alleged in the Moscow Trials.



Chapter 6. Non-Soviet Evidence - The
Trotsky Archive Purged

Pierre Broué’s cover-up

When he wrote his biography of Trotsky Broué knew and cited
Getty’s research on the Harvard Trotsky Archive. ! He refers to it
as follows:

On pourrait faire les mémes remarques a propos du bloc
des oppositions de 1932 que d'autres chercheurs ont
apercu sans le reconnaitre, faute d'un outil chronologique
suffisant ou du fait de préjugés solides et d'idées
précongues. Comment expliquer la difficulté a donner a
cette découverte la publicité qu'elle méritait ? Le premier
écho a l'article de 1980 ou je mentionnais le bloc et
reproduisais les documents qui l'attestent?® est de
I'’Américain Arch J. Getty et date de 1985.21

Translation:

One could make similar remarks concerning the bloc of
oppositions of 1932, which other researchers have noticed
without recognizing it for lack of a suitable chronology or
because of firm prejudices and preconceived ideas. How
else to explain the difficulty of giving this discovery the
publicity that it deserves? The first echo of the 1980 article
in which I mentioned the bloc and reproduced the
documents that attest to it?° is by the American Arch J.
Getty [sic] and dates from 1985.2!

! Pierre Broué. Trotsky. Paris: Fayard, 1988. Online edition at
https://www.marxists.org/francais/broue/works/1988/00/index.htm This citation at
https://www.marxists.org/francais/broue/works/1988/00/PB_tky_48.htm , note 21.
(Broué Trotsky)
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Broué's note 20 is to his own 1980 article. His note 21 that follows
only a few words later reads:

“]. Arch Getty, Origins of the Great Purge. The Soviet
Communist Party Reconsidered. Cambridge, Ma., 1985, pp.
119 & 245, n. 24

Getty’s note 24 again cites Broué’s 1980 article.

But Broué does not cite Getty’s note 20, the one that documents
the purging of letters from Trotsky’s archive. In his book at note 20
Getty’s statement is definite, conclusive - the archive has indeed
been purged.? Broué also ignores the second of the striking
discoveries in Getty’s article: the certified mail receipts that prove
Trotsky was in touch with at least Radek, Sokol'nikov, and
Preobrazhenskii. Broué does not challenge Getty’'s conclusion that
the archives opened in 1980 had been purged. Instead he ignores
it, together with the certified mail receipts which are the evidence
for it.

It is obvious that Broué “covered up” - deliberate concealed - from
his readers the fact that the archive was purged and the evidence
that proves it. The purging of the archive is as significant a
discovery as was the proof that a bloc had really existed.

Why did Broué cover up such an important discovery? Perhaps
because the fact that the archive was purged would invalidate
Broué’s central conclusion: that the bloc was “ephemeral,” that it
had collapsed almost immediately, that it had led to nothing. It
would also leave open the possibility that Trotsky had indeed
plotted “terror” against Stalin and other Soviet leaders and had
collaborated with Germany and Japan.

Only if the archive had not been purged could Broué submit the
lack of further references to the bloc as evidence that the bloc did

2 See Chapter Four above for the text of Getty’s notes.
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indeed collapse. Getty’s discovery that the archive had been
purged removes the basis for Broué’s notion that the bloc had
ceased to function soon after it had been formed.

This, therefore, is the likely reason for Broué’s cover-up. The
pretense that the archive had not been purged was necessary for
Broué to preserve his belief that the charges in the first and
subsequent Moscow trials were fabrications. For Broué to admit
that the archive had been purged would entail the corollary that
the bloc might well have continued but that evidence of its
continuation had been among the purged materials.

If the bloc had continued, the possibility would exist that it could
have had terrorist aims. If Trotsky’s archive was purged, the
possibility would exist that Trotsky had been in contact with his
Soviet followers after 1932 and been advocating “terror,” as the
Trotskyists in the Moscow trials confessed. The dominant
Trotskyist-anticommunist paradigm of Stalin would be seriously
crippled.

Vadim Rogovin’s account

In his own discussion of the bloc Vadim Rogovin cites Broué’s
work. Like Broué Rogovin ignores Getty’s discoveries of Trotsky’s
missing letters to Radek, Sokol'nikov and others and of the purging
of the archive. Rogovin does not explicitly take up the question of
whether the bloc lasted after 1932. But he does refer to the bloc as
“the 1932 bloc,” thus tacitly accepting Broué’s contention that the
bloc did not survive.

In alecture he delivered in May 1996 Rogovin stated:

Although many members of these opposition tendencies
were arrested at the end of 1932 and in early 1933, not a
single one of them gave information about the formation of
this single united anti-Stalinist bloc. Only in 1935 and
1936, when a new wave of arrests followed the murder of
Kirov in December of 1934 and many people were
subjected to the worst tortures, did the secret police, the



122

The Moscow Trials As Evidence

GPU, find out about the existence of the united bloc from
1932. This was one of the main factors which drove Stalin
to unleash the Great Terror.?

In his book 1937 published in Moscow the same year (1996)
Rogovin elaborated this same point:

AHTHUCTa/MHCKUH 6JIOK OKOHYATEJIbHO CA0XKH/ICS B HIOHE
1932 ropa. Cnycta HeCKOoAbKO MecsneB [osbiMan
nepegan CeioBy HHGOpMaLUIO 0 GJI0KeE, a 3aTEM MPUBE3 B
MockBy oTBeT TpoOLKOro O COrnacHH COTPYAHHYATb C
B6JIOKOM.

B  orHoweHusix  Tpouxoro u CegoBa € HX
earnHoMblIeHHUKaMU B CCCP 6bl1a OTAMYHO OTJIaXKeHa
koHcnupayusa. Xots [IIY Beno TiaTeJbHYIO CJIEXKY 3a
HUMH, OHO He CMOIJI0O OGHAapYXUTb HHKAKHX BCTpey,
Nepenuckd M UHBIX QOPM HX CBSI3H € COBETCKUMH
onmnosunioHepaMmu. Jlaseko He BCe ONNO3UIMOHHbIE
KOHTaKTbl 6blIM TNpOCAe}xeHbl U BHyTpu COBETCKOTrO
Corw3a. XoTa B KoHue 1932 - Hayane 1933 roga 6pLia
OCYILleCTBJIEHA CEPUsSl apeCTOB YYAaCTHHUKOB HeJIETaJbHbIX
OMNMO3ULIMOHHBIX TPYNIl, HU OAUH H3 apeCTOBAHHBIX He
YIOMSIHYJ O MeperoBopax NO TMOBOAY CO3AaHUs GJioKa.
[loaToOMy HeKOTOpble y4YacTHUKH 3ITHX IEPErOBOPOB
(/lomnnapze, Waukuy, Tonbpmad u ap.) Ao 1935-1936
ro/IOB OCTaBaJUCh Ha CBoGO/e. JIMLb 1TOC/Ie HOBOH BOJIHBI
apecToB, pa3BePHYBIUUXCS BCAe[ 3a yOuicTBoM KHpOBa,
nocsae AONPOCOB U nepesonpocoB leCATKOB
ONno3uLHOoHepoB CTaNUH Noaydua uHbopMaLuio o 610Ke
1932 roaa, NOCAYKUBILYIO OAHUM U3 IVTABHBIX UMIYJIBCOB
JUISL OpTaHU3aIMH BEJUKOH YHCTKU.*

3 Rogovin, “Stalin’s Great Terror: Origins and Consequences.” University of Melbourne, May
28 1996. At http://www.wsws.org/exhibits/1937/lecturel.htm i

* Rogovin, 1937. Ch. 9. At http://trst.narod.ru/rogovin/t4/ix.htm
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The anti-Stalinist bloc finally took form in June 1932. After
a few months, Goltsman passed information to Sedov
about the bloc, and then brought back to Moscow Trotsky’s
reply about agreeing to collaborate with the bloc.

In relations between Trotsky and Sedov and their
cothinkers in the USSR, the conspiracy was outstandingly
maintained. Although the GPU conducted careful
surveillance of them, it was unable to uncover any
meetings, correspondence or other forms of their contact
with Soviet oppositionists. And far from all of the
opposition contacts inside the Soviet Union were tracked
down. Although there was a series of arrests of
participants in illegal opposition groups at the end of 1932
and the beginning of 1933, not a single one of those
arrested mentioned negotiations about the creation of a
bloc. For this reason several of / 64/ the participants in
these negotiations (Lominadze, Shatskin, Goltsman and
others) remained at liberty until 1935-36. Only after a new
wave of arrests following Kirov's assassination, after
interrogations and reinterrogations of dozens of
Oppositionists, did Stalin receive information about the
1932 bloc, which served as one of the main reasons for
organizing the Great Purge.®

In his 1996 lecture Rogovin alleges that the arrestees who did
confess about the bloc’s existence were tortured into doing so.
Neither Rogovin nor anyone else has ever had any evidence that
these prisoners were tortured at all, much less “subjected to the
worst tortures.” And Rogovin later dropped this claim.

This is not only a lie. It is a “tell” - a sign that Rogovin was
dishonest, not above fabricating falsehoods when he needed to do
so. But why did he feel that he needed to do so in this case?

3 Rogovin, 1937. Ch. 9. At http://trst.narod.ru/rogovin/t4/ix.htm (Rogovin 1937); Rogovin.
1937. Stalin’s Year of Terror. Translated by Frederick Choate. Oak Park, MI: Mehring Books,
1998, 63-64.
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Perhaps because the defendants in the Moscow Trial confessed to
something truthful, something Rogovin could not deny: the
existence of the bloc. To preserve his belief that the rest of the
defendants’ confessions were false Rogovin felt impelled to posit
that they had been tortured.

But let us consider the logic of this specific falsehood of Rogovin's.
It is particularly revealing. Rogovin falsely assumed that the NKVD
had tortured the prisoners - and then the prisoners had told the
truth! In fact we have no evidence that the prisoners were
tortured. But even if they had been tortured, they revealed
something truthful - the existence of the bloc. That would logically
suggest that (a) the NKVD was attempting not to fabricate false
stories, but to discover the truth; and therefore (b) other parts of
the confessions made by these prisoners, including Moscow Trial
defendants, were also true.

Perhaps Rogovin belatedly realized the logic of his lie about
torture. That would explain why he omitted the claim about
torture in the account in his book, where he only mentions
“interrogations and reinterrogations.” His lie about torture
contradicted his central thesis that the defendants had lied about
Trotsky’s conspiracy.

In reality Rogovin had no evidence whatever that the defendants
had been tortured. Nor did he have any evidence that the rest of
what they confessed - Trotsky’s involvement in conspiracies to
murder Kirov and other Soviet leaders - was false. Like Broué,
Rogovin seems to have thought it unacceptable to admit the
possibility that Trotsky had been plotting these murders, and
therefore that the testimony to that effect by the Moscow Trial
defendants was true. This must have been a very important value
to these two Trotskyite researchers for them to have recourse to
such blatant falsifications and illogicalities.

Despite some minor differences Rogovin's overall analysis is the
same as Broué’s. Both claim the Moscow Trials were an
“amalgam”: not pure fiction, but 90% falsehoods combined with
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10% truth. Neither has any evidence - none whatever - to support
the “90% falsehood” part of their assertion. The “10% true” is
taken from the title of the tenth chapter of Rogovin's book 1937.
Stalin’s Year of Terror: “Ten Percent of the Truth, or What Really
Happened.” Rogovin took it from a statement by A.N. Safonova, the
former wife of LN. Smirnov, who in 1956 told Khrushchev's KGB
and Procuracy that her confessions and those of Mrachkovskii,
Zinoviev, Kamenev, Evdokimov, and Ter-Vaganian “to the degree
0f 90% did not reflect reality.” ¢

Neither Broué nor Rogovin considers the possibility, even
theoretically, that Trotsky may have been lying when he claimed
he did not instruct his followers to engage in “terror.” But why
not? After all, both Broué and Rogovin admit that Trotsky and
Sedov lied about the bloc and about Gaven. Both ignore Getty’s
discovery that Trotsky lied about being in contact with Radek and
others, though they certainly knew about it.

Both Broué and Rogovin excuse Trotsky’s recourse to falsehood as
a necessity imposed by the need to act in a conspiratorial manner.
However, if Trotsky had in fact instructed his Soviet followers to
engage in “terror” and sabotage, he would certainly have denied it.
After all, he denied much less serious accusations such as the
formation of the “bloc” and his correspondence with Radek and
others. Here as elsewhere, then, the fact that Trotsky denied
advocating “terror” means nothing.

There are no rational grounds to reject out of hand the hypothesis
that Trotsky may have indeed advocated “individual terror” -
individual violence - against Stalin and his associates, as charged
in the Moscow Trials. Trotsky was well acquainted with violence.
He participated in a great deal of it during the Civil War. Trotsky
used the strongest possible language against Stalin. And we have
Zborowski's reports to his NKVD handlers. We will examine them
in a later chapter.

¢ Safonova's remark is quoted in Reabilitatsiia. Politicheskie Protsessy, p.181.
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Broué’s and Rogovin’s refusal to consider this possibility can be
explained only by their strong preconceived bias in favor of
Trotsky. They both take it for granted that Trotsky would never
have done this, though they have no grounds for this assumption.
They could have even claimed that plotting to kill Stalin was the
right thing to do, as van Heijenoort stated to his biographer Anita
Burdman Feferman.

We can’t be certain why Broué and Rogovin found admitting this
possibility so distasteful that they were willing to lie in order to
avoid it. Whatever the reason, though, Broué and Rogovin are not
alone. Virtually every mainstream anticommunist historian
assumes, without evidence, of any kind, that the defendants at the
Moscow Trials, Trotsky and Sedov included, were innocent.
Trotsky’s innocence of any conspiracy to use “terror” is a
constituent part of the “anti-Stalin paradigm” of Soviet history -
the paradigm that Trotsky did much to inaugurate but that did not
achieve widespread acceptance until Nikita Khrushchev’s “Secret
Speech” at the 20 Party Congress in February 1956.

The Purge of the Harvard Trotsky Archive

Getty discovered that the Harvard Trotsky Archive has been
purged. But who did the purging?

There are only four persons who could possibly have purged the
Trotsky archive. One is Trotsky himself. This can’t be completely
ruled out. But Jean van Heijenoort, who managed the Trotsky
archive in the 1930s, prepared it for shipment to Harvard, and
then oversaw the cataloguing of the entire archive, does not
mention that Trotsky was involved in the archive. As far as we
know he relied on his secretaries to manage his archive for him.
This hypothesis also fails to explain Deutscher’s and van
Heijenoort’s silence about what we know had remained in the
archive - a matter we discuss below.
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Natalia Sedova

Trotsky’s widow Natalia Sedova had access to the Harvard Trotsky
Archive. In 1959 she gave Isaac Deutscher access to what was then
referred to as the “closed archive.” But Sedova spent no time at
Harvard. She lived the last years of her life in Mexico and in Paris.
Van Heijenoort testified that she did not use the archive in
connection with her work with Victor Serge on a biography of her
husband, of which he writes:

Long passages printed between quotation marks were
written or dictated by Natalia Sedova. They contain
valuable information but .. she did not have the
opportunity of using the archives in order to refresh
her memory. Hence these texts contain inaccuracies,
in particular glaring errors of chronclogy. (WTIE p.
151)

In a previous article [ wrote:

Trotsky’s wife also had access. But at least one very
personal letter of Trotsky’s to his wife remains in the
archives - something that his wife might be expected
to have removed. (Furr, Evidence 38 at note 35)

It is unlikely that Sedova purged the archive.

Deutscher and van Heijenoort

Both Deutscher and van Heijenoort omit any mention of the
materials found by Getty and Broué, such as the existence of the
bloc of oppositionists; Sedov's and Trotsky’s discussion and
approval of it; Trotsky’s correspondence with Radek, Sokol'nikov,
and others whom he denied having any contact with; etc.

Obviously the materials found in the archive in the early 1980s
must have been there when van Heijenoort worked with the
archive over many years and when Deutscher used it. Broué even
published the letter from van Heijenoort to Sedov of July 3, 1937,
in which the former reminds Sedov of the other two documents
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concerning the bloc: the letter from Trotsky to Sedov and another,
probably the answering letter, of Sedov to Trotsky.

One might wonder why either Deutscher or van Heijenoort would
fail to mention the materials found by Getty and Broué when they
knew that this failure would show them to be liars after January
1980, when the archive was scheduled to be opened. Deutscher
was born in 1907. He could have reasonably expected to be alive at
the age of 73 in 1980 (in fact he died in 1967, only sixty years of

age).
Isaac Deutscher

Deutscher gained access to the “closed archive” of correspondence
in 1959 in time for his research on the third volume of his trilogy
on Trotsky’'s life The Prophet OQutcast: Trotsky, 1929-1940 (pp. X,
xii). Deutscher wrote that there was nothing surprising in the
“closed archive.”

..there was little or nothing strictly confidential or
private in the political content of that correspondence.
Indeed, with much of it [ had become familiar in the
nineteen-thirties - I shall presently explain in what
way - so that re-reading it in 1959 [ found hardly
anything that could startle or surprise me. (xii)

Deutscher does not mention the materials documenting Trotsky’s
approval of the bloc of Rights and Trotskyites. Nor does he
mention the secret letters of 1932 to Radek, Sokol'nikov,
Preobrazhensky, Kollontai and Litvinov identified by Getty from
their certified mail receipts.

How can we account for these striking omissions by Deutscher?
There are a limited number of possible explanations. It may be
that Deutscher did a quick, careless job and missed a great deal of
evidence, including the material in question. In van Heijenoort’s
opinion Deutscher made many errors:
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I must also say that, at the beginning, Mr. Miehe used,
in good faith, Isaac Deutscher's book, and this book is
notoriously deficient as far as dates, places, spelling of
names and so on, are concerned.”

In his memoir van Heijenoort gives almost two pages of
corrections to Deutscher’s account (153-155). He attempts to
explain Deutscher’s errors in the following way:

My impression is that Deutscher worked hurriedly in
the archives, more like a reporter who grabs any
information than a historian who sifts the documents.
(WTIE 154)

We may also attribute Deutscher’s omissions to his strong pro-
Trotsky bias. His biography often lapses into hero-worship. He
seldom draws upon historical sources - for example, on
contemporary newspaper and magazine accounts - other than
Trotsky’s own writings and papers. Nor does Deutscher note
contradictions in Trotsky’s own writings and statements of the
kind we and Holmstrém have pointed out.

A work of history like this in any other field would have long ago
been dismissed as shoddy, incompetent, and unreliable. But in the
topsy-turvy world of Soviet history, where bogks are too often
judged according to whether they have reached acceptably
anticommunist and anti-Stalin conclusions rather than on the
merits of their scholarship, Deutscher’s biography has always
enjoyed a respect that is entirely unmerited.

Deutscher’s pro-Trotsky bias could coexist easily with a rushed
and slipshod approach. The work of a researcher in a hurry would
be guided by the biases he already possessed. Although it may
have been Deutscher who purged the Trotsky archive, it is also
possible that Deutscher did not study the archive thoroughly. His

7Van Heijenoort, |. “The History of Trotsky’s Papers.” Harvard Library Bulletin July 1980,
296. {van Heijenoort 1980) Patrick Miehe catalogued the papers for Harvard Library.
(Feferman 297)
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omissions may have been due to hasty and careless work rather
than, or in addition to, deliberate suppression.

Jean van Heijenoort

Van Heijenoort was Trotsky's secretary longer than anyone else.
He was in charge of putting together the Trotsky archive, including
the “closed archive.” He too omitted any mention of Trotsky’s
letters to Opposition figures or the purging of this archive as noted
by Getty, or the evidence of the bloc that both Broué and Getty
examined.

The most detailed account of the Trotsky Archive is chapter
fourteen of Feferman’s 1993 book. Feferman took most of the
information for her book from interviews with van Heijenoort
himself. But in this chapter she also cites independent sources, so
we can be sure van Heijenoort did in fact know the archive,
including the “closed archive,” extremely well - better than
anybody else, Trotsky included. Van Heijenoort himself had
written some of the materials in it. He had gone through
everything many times: probably multiple times when he was
Trotsky’s secretary from 1932 to 1939, again when he put the TA
together for shipment to Harvard in 1939 (290), again during
several trips to Harvard beginning in 1940 (291). He went through
it yet again “in the early 1950s” (291) “to organize it, to catalogue
it, and to make its contents accessible” {292).

There was no one who knew more about the archives
or their creator than he, no one who had the proximity
and, at the same time, the neutrality... As for the
archive itself, as in all things, he had an intense desire
to be exact, to correct the mistakes others had made,
and to insure that the record was as complete as
possible. (292-3)

Feferman doesn't tell us what she meant by van Heijenoort’s
“neutrality.” She rather naively depicts him as both non-political
and as a far-Rightist who nevertheless retained a great deal of
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regard for Trotsky. Perhaps these views appeared to Feferman to
cancel each other out and leave “neutrality”? Whatever Feferman
may have believed, van Heijenoort was anything but objective in
his handling of the Trotsky archive.

Feferman quotes the words of Douglas Bryant, head of Harvard
libraries, spoken at a memorial gathering for van Heijenoort at
Harvard in April 1986. Bryant had begun his career at Harvard
working on the Trotsky archive. According to Bryant,

“He [van Heijenoort] alone organized and directed the
immense job of cataloguing the vast and complex
archive of Leon Trotsky which Harvard had acquired
in two parts.” (294)

Van Heijenoort published his memoir, With Trotsky in Exile
(WTIE), in 1978 and his essay on the archive in the Harvard
Library Bulletin in 1980. Thus he wrote about the archive on the
threshold of its being made public, and again when it opened.

In his 1978 memoir van Heijenoort wrote of the preparation for
the Dewey Commission, in the course of which he once again went
through the whole of Trotsky’s archive,

Needless to say, in all this work [in searching the
archives and preparing materials for the Commission
hearings - GF], there was nothing falsified, nothing
hidden, no thumb pressed upon the scales. (WTIE 109)

In a talk delivered on the occasion of the opening of the archive
van Heijenoort said:

Finally, 1 want to speak on the significance of the
correspondence, that is, of the part of the archives that
has just been opened. One should not expect startling
revelations on the political plane. Trotsky was not a
man to have two sets of ideas, one presented in his
published writings and one reserved for his private
letters. The continuity on the political plane between
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the published writings and the correspondence will be
apparent to all. There is no contradiction. (Van
Heijenoort 1980, 297)

We know today that this is not true at all, for we have van
Heijenoort’s letter to Sedov in which he discusses the bloc of 1932
and states that he will not submit it to the Paris session of the
Dewey Commission hearings (Broué 1980 34-5). In that letter van
Heijenoort refers to the other two letters, also reproduced by
Broué, in which Trotsky discusses the bloc. As the person who
prepared the TA van Heijenoort must have also known the letters
to Soviet Oppositionists whose certified mail receipts Getty found
and about which Broué remained silent. We also know that van
Heijenoort copied excerpts from letters between Trotsky and
Sedov. But the full texts of those letters is not in the TA. Van
Heijenoort must have known that too.

Therefore van Heijenoort lied in his memoir. He knew that very
important materials were withheld from the Dewey Commission.
Contrary to what van Heijenoort wrote in 1978 and said in 1980,
Trotsky did indeed publicly deny what he was doing in private. He
did indeed have “two sets of ideas, one ... in his published writings
and one reserved for his private letters.” Van Heijenoort knew this.
He chose to deliberately mislead his readers.

Let us consider van Heijenoort’s claim of 1980: “One should not
expect startling revelations on the political plane.” How could he
have made this statement when the doors to the formerly “closed
archive” had been thrown open and it would be subject to the
closest scrutiny? We cannot attribute it to a superficial, careless, or
hurried acquaintance with the archive, as van Heijenoort himself
assumed of Deutscher. Van Heijenoort could have made these
statements only if he had first assured himself that the horde of
students about to scrutinize the newly-opened archive would not
immediately prove him a liar.

The most likely explanation may be that van Heijenoort assumed
the second sentence was literally true. Those who would consult
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the TA “should not expect startling revelations” because van
Heijenoort was certain that those revelations were no longer there
- because he himself had taken them out. Getty discovered that
someone had purged the Trotsky Archive. That person must have
been Jean van Heijenoort.

It may be objected that this conclusion assumes van Heijenoort did
not do a “perfect job.” Obviously whoever did the purging did not
do it perfectly - or we would have no evidence internal to the
archive itself that it had been purged. Despite an attention to detail
for which he was evidently well-known van Heijenoort failed to
find and destroy all the traces of his expurgations.

It is conceivable that Isaac Deutscher confiscated some materials
while working on the last volume of his trilogy. I consider this
unlikely for the reasons | examined above. Moreover, Deutscher
could simply not have done so without van Heijenoort’s collusion
since van Heijenoort might well have noted that some documents
were missing. Most likely Deutscher did no more than fail to
mention anything that conflicted with Trotsky’s own published
accounts and with his own romanticized vision of a heroic, tragic
Trotsky. Therefore, the overwhelming likelihood is that the
“purger” of the Trotsky archive was van Heijenoort. If Deutscher
were involved in the purging van Heijenoort was a party to it as
well.

Van Heijenoort had an additional motive, one shared by no other
person, for purging the Trotsky archive of incriminating materials.
For if Trotsky’s deceptions came to light, Trotsky’s would not be
the only reputation adversely affected. Van Heijenoort had known
Trotsky’s archive at the time it was being formed more closely
than anyone else. He had prepared it for shipment and then gone
through it again and again. Of all living persons only van
Heijenoort would be called upon to account for any of Trotsky’s
secret deceptions, should they come to light.
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Frinovsky, Liushkov, Mastny

The commission of the Central Committee set up by Mikhail
Gorbachev to study and, in essence, to find evidence that Bukharin
had been unjustly convicted at his trial in 1938 was unable to find
any such evidence at all. The proceedings of this commission
published in 2004 show the commission members’ consternation
at this failure.

The result was that the decree (Postanovienie) of the Plenum of the
Soviet Supreme Court which was issued on February 4, 1988, and
which declared that Bukharin had been forced to make a false
confession was never published and remains secret in Russia to
this day. Its text, only recently discovered, shows that the central
piece of evidence of Bukharin’s innocence cited in it is, in fact, a
deliberate falsification.!

In it the confession-statement of Mikhail Frinovsky, a document
that provides strong evidence of the guilt of Bukharin and other
defendants in the First and Third Moscow Trials, was deliberately
misquoted so it could be employed as evidence that Bukharin was
innocent.? In fact Gorbachev’'s experts could find no evidence
whatever to support their theory that Bukharin was innocent.

! Vladimir L. Bobrov and I have prepared an edition of this document and an accompanying
article as Chapter Two in our book 1937. Pravosudie Stalina. Obzhalovania ne podlezhit!
Moscow: Eksmo, 2010. Glava 2. “’Reabilitatsionnoe’ moshenichestvo, 64-84.

2 Frinovsky’s confession-statement was published in early 2006 and is available on the web
at https://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/frinovskyru.html . I have putan
English translation of it on the web here
https://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/frinovskyeng html Both Russian and
English web versions have the full bibliographical information of the original publication.
For Frinovsky’s statement of Bukharin’s guilt see pp. 40, 42, 47-8, or just search for the
word “Bukharin” («Byxaput»).
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We now have a number of statements from other high-ranking
conspirators who implicate Zinoviev and Kamenev in their own
confessions.

For instance, Mikhail Frinovsky stated:

Bo Bpems npouecca 3UHOBBEBA, KAMEHEBA u apyrux,
Korfa 6bL10 ony6ankoBaHo B medyatu o BYXAPHUHE, nepen
KoHLoM npolecca, EBAOKHUMOB 6bin1 B Mockse. OH o4yeHb
BOJIHOBAJICS W, B PA3roBope CO MHOH, roBopui: «HepT ero
3HaeT, KaK yJAacTCsl BBIKPYTUTbLCA U3 BCEro 3TOro Aena.
Hukaxk He nonumarw AT'OZY, 4yTo oH Tam jenaer, 3a4yeM
paciuupsieT Kpyr el njas penpeccHi, WIU y 3THX
NO/DKUAKK cnabbl — BeIAAIOT. HO MOXHO 6b110  6bl
NOCTaBUTb TaKUM 006pa3zoM XOA CAeACTBUS, 4YTOObI
BCSAUeCKH 06e30MacUTh cebs».

Translated:

At the time of the trial of Zinoviev, Kamenev and
others, when the testimony about Bukharin was
published in the press, Evdokimov was in Moscow. He
became very upset and in a conversation with me, said:
“The devil only knows how he [lagoda] will be able to
extract himself from this whole affair. I just don't
understand lagoda at all, what he is doing, why he is
broadening the circle of persons for repression, or
maybe the nerves of these people are weak - they will
give out. But it could have been possible to direct the
course of the investigation in such a manner as to
leave oneself safe in any case.” (41)

Zinoviev and Kamenev

Zinoviev and Kamenev knew about NKVD Commissar lagoda’s
involvement in the conspiracy of Rightists but did not reveal that
fact before or at their August 1936 trial. We know this now
because in 1997 eight pretrial interrogations of lagoda were
published in Russia in the provincial city of Kazan’ in a tiny press
run of only 200 copies. In 2004 a semi-official volume of
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documents co-published by Yale University and the Aleksandr N.
lakovlev Fund also published one of these interrogations, making
it clear that they are genuine.

lagoda rushed Kamenev and Zinoviev to execution before they
could expose yet more of the conspiracy. From other similar
events Stalin concluded that the Oppositionists had an agreement
to kill any of their number who named names. Stalin concluded
that the unsupported word of a former Oppositionist should no
longer be accepted at face value. We have reproduced lagoda’s and
Stalin’s statements in other chapters of the present study.® Like
Bukharin lagoda certainly knew about Ezhov’s participation in the
conspiracy as well, and like Bukharin he did not tell “the whole
truth” at his trial.*

Rehabilitation Documents of Bukharin

The decree of the Plenum of the Soviet Supreme Court of February
4 1988 by which Bukharin and other defendants in the March
1938 Moscow Trial were “rehabilitated” is still secret in Russia.
Only very short fragments of it have been published.

Some years ago | discovered a copy of the original Rehabilitation
Decree in the Volkogonov Archives, on microfilm at the Library of
Congress.® It bears the title “Decree of the Plenum of the Supreme
Court of the USSR of 4 February 1988.”¢

3 For Stalin’s remarks online see
http://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/stalinonoppsvil1995.html

* This is confirmed both in lagoda’s confessions in the 1997 volume Genrikh lagoda. Narkom
vnutrennikhdel SSSR, General’'niy komissar gosudarstvennoi bezopasnosti. Sbornik
dokumentov. Kazan’, 1997, and in the April 11, 1939 confession-statement by Ezhov’s right-
hand man Mikhail Frinovsky, a translation of which may be consulted at
http://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/frinovskyeng.html

5 General Dmitri Volkogonov was given unprecedented access by Mikhail Gorbachev to
official, secret archives of the Soviet period. With their aid he wrote highly tendentious
works including biographies of Lenin, Stalin, and Trotsky. Volkogonov photocopied
thousands of pages of documents, and somehow many or all of them were transmitted to
Western libraries, including the Library of Congress. For a brief summary of Volkogonov’s
career and his relationship with politics and archives, see Amy Knight, “U. S. POWSs and
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The Rehabilitation Decree quotes the statement-confession made
by Mikhail Frinovsky, Deputy Commissar of Internal Affairs under
Nikolai Ezhov. Together with Ezhov and other of his men
Frinovsky was arrested for massive fraudulent repressions and
murders, and was tried and executed with Ezhov on these charges
in February 1940.

Frinovsky's statement was first published in early 2006. We can
now see that the Soviet Supreme Court's Rehabilitation Decree
falsifies what Frinovsky wrote.

The Rehabilitation Decree reads:

According to Frinovsky’s confessions Ezhov talked
with Bukharin, Rykov, Bulanov and others of the
accused several times; he assured each of them that
the court would preserve their lives if they
confessed their guilt. (Postanovlenie 1988, 6)

This is a lie. Frinovsky did not say this at all. Instead he confirmed
the guilt of Bukharin and Rykov as participants in a Right
conspiracy, while also confirming that Ezhov and he himself were
also involved in a similar and related conspiracy.

Jo apecra BYXAPUHA u PbIKOBA, pasrosapuBasi o MHOHU
oTKpoBeHHO, EXXOB Havyas rOBOpUTL O NJIaHaX YEKHUCTCKOHU
paboTbl B CBS3W CO C/AOXHBUIMHCA OGCTAHOBKOH U
npeacrosauiiMu apecramy BYXAPUHA u PbIKOBA. EXXOB
TOBOPHJI, YTO 3TO OyjaeT Oojbliasg noTeps AJs NPaBbIX,
N10CJ/Ie 3TOr0 BHE HAILEro KeJlaHus, 0 yKasaHuto LUK moryt
pa3BepPHYTLCA GOJblIHEe MEPONPUSTHS 110 IPaBbIM KagpaM,
U 4YTO B CBA3HM € 3THUM OCHOBHOM 3ajayell ero U MoeH
SIBASIETCS BeAeHHe CAeACTBUS TakuM o06pas3oM, 4TOOGHI,
€JIMKO BO3MOXHO, COXpaHATh paBble KaJphl.

Russian Archives,” Perspective Volume IX, Number 3 (January - February 1998), at
http://www.bu.edu/iscip/vol9/Knighthtm]

¢ “Postanovlenie Plenuma Verkhovnogo Suda SSSR ot 4 fevralia 1988 g.” Volkogonov
Archives, Library of Congress, Washington DC.
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Translated:

Before the arrests of BUKHARIN and RYKOV, speaking
frankly with me EZHOV began to talk about his plans
for Chekist [= NKVD, GF] work in connection with the
situation that was taking shape and the imminent
arrests of BUKHARIN and RYKOV. EZHOV said that
this would be a serious loss for the Rights. After
this, whether we like it or not, by direction of the
Central Committee there might be undertaken
large-scale measures concerning the Rightist
cadres, and that in connection with them his and
my fundamental task was to guide the
investigations in such a matter that, to the extent
possible, the Rightist cadre would be preserved
safe. (Lubianka 3 42)

Frinovsky discussed the “preparation” for the Bukharin trial a
second time in another part of his statement. Here too he made it
clear that Bukharin and the rest were guilty. There is nothing
about “preparing” the defendants to make false confessions
implicating themselves. Frinovsky said that Ezhov’s falsifications
concerned keeping Ezhov’s own ties with the leaders of the Rights
out of the defendants’ statements at trial.

[logroToBKa  mnpoiecca PbIKOBA, BYXAPHHA,
KPECTHUHCKOTI'O, AT OBl u apyrux

AKTUBHO yuyaCcTBys B CAeACTBUU BooOume, EXOB ot
NOArOTOBKM 3TOr0 Ipollecca camoycTpaHuacsa. Ilepen
NpOLEeCCOM COCTOSJIUCh OUYHBbIE CTAaBKM apeCTOBAHHDLIX,
J0NpOChl, yTO4YHEeHHUs1, Ha KoTopblX EXKOB He yyacTtBOBaJI.
[loJIro rOBOPHUJI OH C HI‘OLI,OPI, W pasroBOp 3TOT Kacaics,
rnaBHbIM 0b6pasoM, ybexaenusa ACOJbI B ToM, 4TO ero He
paccTpessoT.

EXXOB Heckonbko pa3 6HecepoBaa ¢ BYXAPUHBIM u
PBIKOBbIM u Toxe B nopsigke ux yCHOKOeHUs 3aBepsal,
YTO UX HU B KOEM CJIydyae He pacCTpessioT.
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Paz EXOB 6Gecegosan ¢ EBEYJAHOBDBIM, npuuyem 6Geceny
Havyajl B MNPHCYTCTBHM C/leZioBaTesisi M MeHs, a KOHYMJ
6eceqly O/\UH Ha O/JMH, ICNIPOCUB HAC BBIHTH.

[Ipuyem BYJIAHOB Hauasn pa3roBop B 3TOT MOMEHT 06
oTpasaeHuH EXKOBA. O yem 65121 pasrosop, EXXOB mue He
cKka3a/s. Korja oH nonpocus 3aTH BHOBb, TO TOBODHJI:
«/Jlep>KHCb XOPOLIO Ha npouecce — 6yAy NPOCUTb, YTOOBI
Te6s1 He pacctpenuBand.” Ilocne npouecca EXXOB Bcerga
BbICKa3biBaa coxaneHue o BYJ/IAHOBE. Bo Bpema xe
pacctpena EXOB npeanoxun BYJTAHOBA paccrpensith
nepBelM M B MOMELlleHHe, Ije pacCTpe/suBalH, caM He
BOLLEJI.

BesycnoBHo, TyT EXOBbBIM pykoBoauia HEOGXOAUMOCTb
NPHUKPLITUS CBOUX CBfI3eM C apecTOBAaHHBIMH JIMJepaMH
NpaBblX, MAYLIMMU Ha [JIaCHbIH Npouecc.

Translated:

The preparation of the trial of RYKOV, BUKHARIN,
KRESTINSKY, IAGODA, and others

Actively taking part in the investigation generally,
EZHOV kept his distance from the preparation of the
trial. Before the trial there occurred the face-to-face
confrontations of the arrestees, the elaboration of
details, in which EZHOV did not take part. He spoke
with IAGODA for a long time and this conversation
concerned, in the main, assurances to JAGODA that he
would not be shot.

EZHOV spoke several times with BUKHARIN and
RYKOV and also in the course of calming them assured
them that under no circumstances would they be shot.

Once EZHOV had a conversation with BULANOV, and
he began the conversation in the presence of the
investigator and myself, and ended the conversation
one on one, having asked us to leave.
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On that occasion BULANOV at that moment began
talking about the poisoning of EZHOV. EZHOV did not
tell me what the conversation was about. When he
asked us to come in again, he was saying: “Conduct
yourself well at trial - | will ask that you not be shot.”
After the trial EZHOV always expressed regret about
BULANOV. At the time of the execution itself EZHOV
proposed that BULANOV be shot first, and did not
himself enter the building where the executions were
taking place.

Without question, here EZHOV was moved by the
necessity of covering up his own relations with the
arrested leaders of the Rights who were undergoing
the public trial. (Lubianka 1939-1946, 47- 48.)

The Rehabilitation Decree falsifies the contents of Frinovsky's
statement by giving it the opposite meaning from that it really
bears. Frinovsky confirmed the existence of a conspiracy of Rights,
his and Ezhov’s participation in it, Bukharin’s participation in it as
well, and therefore Bukharin’s guilt.

Had the Soviet Prosecutor and Supreme Court found any evidence
to impugn Bukharin’s confessions they would surely have cited it.
Instead, in the interest of their purposes - to make a case that
Bukharin and the other defendants at the Third Moscow Trial
were innocent - they were forced to have recourse to falsifying
Frinovsky’s statement, a document that was still secret at that
time. Then they kept the Rehabilitation Decree itself secret, as it
still officially is in Russia.

The Commission had access to 276 volumes of the investigative
files on Bukharin. (RKEB 3 33) The fact that this blue-ribbon
commission, with all of the archives at its disposal, could find no
evidence to exculpate Bukharin or cast doubt upon his confession
is itself the strongest evidence we are likely to ever have - that is,
that no such evidence exists.
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The following correspondences assure us that the document in
question from the Volkogonov Archives, hereafter called the
Rehabilitation Decree, is in fact the genuine text of the Supreme
Court decree rehabilitating Bukharin.

* The header of the first, and end of the last, pages of this same
document are photographically reproduced in Izvestia TsK KPSS 1,
1989 at page 121, and in text format in a volume of “rehabilitation”
documents published in 1991.7 The texts of both correspond
exactly to the respective parts of the document from the
Volkogonov Archive.

* In the official collection Reabilitatsia: Kak Eto Bylo. Seredina 80-
kh godov -1991 8 a quotation is given from the “Decision of the
Plenum of the Supreme Court of the USSR of 4 February 1988”
(postanovlenie Plenuma Verkhovnogo Suda SSSR ot 4 fevralia 1988
g.) which corresponds exactly to a passage at the bottom of page 5
of the document from Volkogonov Archive. On page 615 at note 31
another passage is cited from the same “postanovlenie,” and this
one can also be found in the Volkogonov Archive document
towards the top of page 7.

The Rehabilitation Decree contains the following passage:

Former Vice-Commissar of Internal Affairs of the USSR
[NKVD, GF] Frinovsky, in his statement of April 11,
1939, admitted that employees of the NKVD of the
USSR “prepared” arrestees for the interrogations at
face-to-face confrontations, pressing on them the
answers they should give to possible questions. Ezhov
often conversed with those under interrogation. If the
arrestee renounced his confessions, the investigator
was given directions to “restore” the arrestee, i.e. to
obtain from him his previous false confessions. (6)

7 Reabilitatsia. Politicheskie Protsessy 30-50-kh godov (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo Politicheskoi
Literatury, 1991), pp 240-1.
8RKEB 3 614, n.30.
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The same statements are made with slightly different wording in
the “Protest, “or request for reconsideration, from the State
Prosecutor {Prokuror) to the Soviet Supreme Court in this case:

The former Vice-Commissar of Internal Affairs
Frinovsky, convicted on February 3, 1940, for
falsification of criminal cases and of massive
repressions, in his statement of April 11, 1939,
indicated that workers of the NKVD of the USSR
prepared arrestees for face-to-face confrontations,
discussing with them possible questions and answers
to them. The preparation ended with the publication
of previous confessions concerning the persons with
whom face-to-face confrontations were planned. After
this Ezhov would summon the arrestee to him or he
himself would drop in to the investigator’s room, ask
the person under interrogation whether he would
confirm his confessions, and as though in passing,
reported that members of the government might be
present at the face-to-face confrontation. If the
arrestee renounced his confessions Ezhov would go
away and the investigator was given directions to
“restore” the arrestee, which meant to obtain from
him his previous false confessions.’

Publication of the full text of Frinovsky’s statement of April 11,
1939, which had remained classified until early 2006,° now

? “Plenumu Verkhovnogo suda Soiuza SSR Prokuratura Soiuza SSR. Protest (v poriadke
nadzora) po delu N.I. Bukharina, A.l. Rykova, A.P. Rozengol'tsa, M.A. Chernova, P.P.
Bulanova, L.G. Levina, I.N. Kazakova, V.A. Maksimova-Dikovskogo, P.P. Kriuchkova, Kh.G.
Rakovskogo. 21 ianvaria 1988 g.” ( “To the Plenum of the Supreme Court of the Union SSR of
the Procurator of the Union SSR. Protest (in the order of oversight) concerning the case of
N.I. Bukharin, A.I. Rykov, A.P. Rozengol'ts, M.A. Chernov, P.P. Bulanov, L.G. Levin, .LN.
Kazakov, V.A. Maksimov-Dikovsky, P.P. Kriuchkov, Kh.G Rakovsky. January. 21, 1988.)
Izvestia TsK KPSS 1989 Ne 1, pp. 114-119. p.118. This text is reprinted in the collection
Reabilitatsia. Politicheskie Protsessy 30-50-kh godov. Moscow: 1zd-vo Politicheskoi
Literatury, 1991, pp. 235-240.
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permits us to affirm with confidence that these statements in the
Rehabilitation Decree constitute a deliberate deception by the
Soviet Supreme Court.

Frinovsky did state something resembling the quotations above.
However, in this passage Frinovsky was not discussing
“preparation” of the defendants at the 1938 Trial but a different
case.

Later in the same document Frinovsky does comment on Ezhov’s
“preparations” for the March 1938 Trial as follows:

Ilpn nposegennd cnepcreusas no Jgeay ArCCAbl wu
apeCTOBaHHBIX YEeKMCTOB-3alOBOPLIMKOB, a TakKke H
APYTHUX apeCcTOBaHHBIX, 0COOEHHO NPaBbIX, yCTAHOBJIEHHBIH
EXOBbIM  nopsafiok  «KOPPEeKTHUPOBKH»  NPOTOKOJIOB
npecjaegoBas  nejap = — coXpaHeHue KaJpoB
3aroBOpIHUKOB H npeAoTBpamieHne BCAKOH
BO3MOXXHOCTH [NpOBajla Halled NPHYacTHOCTHM K
AHTHCOBETCKOMY 3aroBopy.

MOXXHO TpPHUBECTH JEeCATKM M COTHH I[PUMEPOB, Korja
HOJC/e/ICTBEHHbIE apeCTOBAHHbIE HE BbIJaBaJH JHUI,
CBSI3aHHBIX C HUMH M0 aHTUCOBETCKOH paboTe.

Haubonee Har/AsfAHBIMH npuMepaMu SABAAIOTCA
3aroBOpPIIHKH ATOMA, BYJ/IAHOB, 3AKOBCKUH,
KPYYUHKHUH u jgp., Koropsle, 3Hag O MOeM y4acTHH B
3aroBope, NoKasaHWH 06 3TOM He fanu. (47)

Translated:

*"NARODNOMU KOMISSARU VNUTRENNIKH DEL SOIUZA SOVETSKIKH SOTS. RESPUBLIK
- KOMISSARU GOSUDARSTVENNOI BEZOPASNOSTI 1 RANGA: BERIA L.P. Ot arestovannogo
FRINOVSKOGO M.P. ZAIAVLENIE" 11 aprelia 1939. (“To the People’s Commissar for
Internal Affairs of the Union of Soviet Soc. Republics - Commissar of State Security of the
First Rank Beria L.P. From the arrestee Frinovsky M.P. Statement.” April 11, 1939.) In
Lubianka. Stalin i NKVD - NKGB - GUKR “SMERSH” 1939- mart 1946. Moscow: 2006, pp. 33-
50; also online at http://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/ressearch/frinovskyenglhtm]
Russian original at ../frinovskyru.html
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In the course of the investigation in the case of
IAGODA and the arrested Chekist conspirators, and
also of other arrestees, especially the Rights, the
procedure established by EZHOV of “correction” of the
transcripts followed a purpose - that of the
preservation of the cadres of the conspirators and
the prevention of any possibility of the failure of
our participation in the anti-Soviet conspiracy.

I could cite dozens and hundreds of examples in which
the arrestees under investigation did not give up the
names of persons with whom they were involved in
their anti-Soviet work.

The most graphic examples are those cf the
conspirators IAGODA, BULANOV, ZAKOVSKY,
KRUCHINKIN and others who, though they knew of
my participation in the conspiracy, did not reveal it in
their confessions. { 47)

Frinovsky does admit that Ezhov - obviously with the assistance of
subordinates like Frinovsky himself - did falsify the transcripts of
interrogations in the cases of arrested NKVD men and especially in
the cases of arrested Rightists like lagoda. But this was done not to
make the innocent appear guilty but for the opposite reason: to
prevent yet more conspirators, and especially Ezhov and his men
themselves, from being disclosed.

Statements by NKVD defector Genrikh Liushkov
to his Japanese handlers

NKVD general Genrikh Samoilovich Liushkov defected to the
Japanese on June 13, 1938, by crossing the border into Japanese-
occupied Manchuria. He gave some press conferences and wrote
articles attacking Stalin and the Soviet party and government. In
his press conferences, arranged by the Japanese for propaganda
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purposes, Liushkov claimed that all the Moscow Trials were
frame-ups and that no conspiracies existed at all.

But he told his Japanese military handlers something very
different. American professor Alvin D. Coox spent years tracking
down the former Japanese military men who had been assigned to
handle Liushkov. In 1968, and again in 1998, Coox published
lengthy, detailed articles about what these men reported Liushkov
had told them.

In an article published in March 1939 in Japanese for anti-Soviet
propaganda purposes Liushkov claimed that all the conspiracies in
the USSR were fabrications. But to his Japanese handlers Liushkov
made it clear not only that Stalin himself believed there was a real
military conspiracy but that he, Liushkov, also knew that there
was, or had been, a real military conspiracy that involved
Gamarnik, a member of the Tukhachevsky group who committed
suicide on May 31, 1937, when he learned that he would soon be
arrested.

The Tukhachevsky Conspiracy

According to Lyushkov, the interrogations of Deribas,
Zapadni, and Barminski established that in the NKVD
and the border guard forces, a plot centering on
Gamarnik had been fomented. (Coox 1 156)

General lan Gamarnik was one of the leading figures in the so-
called “Tukhachevsky Affair” of high-ranking military conspirators.
He is named a number of times in the Third Moscow Trial by
Grigori F. Grinko, one of the defendants.

GRINKO:... How did [ carry out the tasks that were
entrusted to me by this national-fascist organization?

Firstly, connections with the Right and Trotskyite
centre. [ maintained these connections with Gamarnik,
Pyatakov and Rykov. I established connections with
Gamarnik through Lyubchenko, who had connections
with Yakir and Gamarnik. Through Gamarnik I
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established connections with Pyatakov, and then with
Rykov. Simultaneously I carried out tasks in foreign
politics, in so far as Pyatakov and Gamarnik had told
me that Trotsky had agreed to paying compensation at
the expense of the Ukraine for the military assistance
that we were to receive in our fight against the Soviet
power.

Simultaneously with the establishment of connections
with the "bloc of Rights and Trotskyites" I accelerated
the establishment of connections with foreign forces
through Krestinsky, with whom Pyatakov had
connected me.

| established connections with Gamarnik, Pyatakov
and Rykov about the end of 1935. (1938 Trial 71)

VYSHINSKY: In short, in Rosengoltz's criminal
activities there were the same defeatist motives as in
your activities?

GRINKO: They lay at the base of everything.

VYSHINSKY: So we can say that it is not only Rykov
and Bukharin, but also Rosengoltz, 1 have one more
question. Did you know about the Tukhachevsky plot,
and if so, from whom?

GRINKO: From Gamarnik. {1938 Trial 87)

Liushkov also confirmed at least the intention of these Party and
military conspirators to conspire with the Japanese and to support
a Japanese invasion of the Soviet Union:

In concert with Lavrenty Lavrentiev (former First
Secretary of the Regional Committee of the Party until
January 1937), with Grigory Krutov (shot in April
1938), and with the army plotters Sangurski,
Aronshtam, and others, Deribas supposedly intended
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to conduct a putsch in the Far East and to reach
agreement with the Japanese for help and for
combined operations against the Soviet Union. In
the NKVD the plotters had recruited Transtok, Chief of
the 2m Section, and many others. Lyushkov gave the
names of about 20 officials, mostly NKVD types, and of
ten border guards, all of whom he asserted were
involved in the plots. (Coox 1 156)

Coox emphasizes that Liushkov outlined this information to the
Japanese in a manner that convinced them that he believed they
were genuine:

About this murderous period as a whole, Lyushkov
said little to the Japanese, but his enumeration of the
suspects was straightforward, without any admission
of NKVD-fabricated evidence, such as he said had
occurred at Leningrad in the era of the Kirov
assassination. (Coox 1, 156)'!

Aleksei Rykov

Liushkov told the Japanese that the commanders in the Far
Eastern Army had been in secret contact with Rykov. Along with
Nikolai Bukharin Rykov was one of the top leaders of the
clandestine Rightist conspiracy.

Liushkov confirmed the connection of the Rights, convicted in the
March 1938 Moscow Trial, with the military conspirators. For
example, Liushkov told the Japanese:

For a long time Deribas had been in contact with
Rykov and was the latter’s “hidden conspirator.”
(Coox 1156)

1 Quoted from Furr, Kirov 345-346.
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Liushkov mentioned Rykov elsewhere as well (see below). He also
revealed that the charges against Lavrent'ev (Kartvelishvili),
arrested in July 1937 but not tried and executed until August 1938,
were true.

Liushkov also revealed that Marshal Bliukher had been conspiring
with Rykov and the Rights.

But in private conversations to Japanese officers and
others with whom he interacted, Liushkov
incriminated Rykov along with Marshal Blyukher and
others:

[One] group of traitors belonging to the staff of the Far
Eastern Army, people near to Blyukher himself, such
as [Yan] Pokus, Gulin, Vasenov, Kropachev and others,
tried to get round Blyukher and to draw him into
politically dangerous conversations. Blyukher showed
them the secret confessions of arrested plotters
[without] the authority to do so. After his arrest Gulin
told me that after the recall of Pokus to Moscow,
Blyukher, when drinking with them, cursed the NKVD
and the arrests recently carried out, and also
Voroshilov, [Lazar] Kaganovich and others. Blyukher
told Gulin that before the removal of Rykov he was in
connection with him and had often written that the
“right wing” wished to see him at the head of the
armed forces of the country. (Coox 1 158)

All this was exactly the opposite of what Liushkov was telling the
world for propaganda purposes in his press conferences. The
Japanese were convinced that Liushkov was telling them the truth.

Liushkov’s revelations to the Japanese are directly relevant to the
Third Moscow Trial, where a number of the defendants testified
about their involvement in and knowledge of Marshal
Tukhachevsky’s military conspiracy. Liushkov’'s testimony is
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strong evidence that the testimony at the Moscow Trials was
genuine.!?

The Mastny-Benes Note of February 9, 1937

Since 1987 we have had archival evidence from a source in the
German government, from January-February 1937, that the Soviet
military was indeed planning a coup d’état and a reversal of Soviet
policy from enmity towards friendship with Nazi Germany.!3

Dramatic indeed! But few people are aware of this evidence. It has
been virtually ignored since it was discovered.'*

In 1987 lvan Pfaff published an account of a note he found in the
Czech national archive. This is a note from Voytech Mastny, Czech
minister in Berlin, to Eduard Benes, Czech Prime Minister, dated
February 9, 1937. In it Mastny recorded that the German official
with whom he had been dealing, Maximilan Karl Graf zu
Trauttmansdorff, had informed him that Hitler was no longer
interested in a settlement with Czechoslovakia because he
expected a military coup in the Soviet Union and a subsequent
turn of Soviet policy towards positive relations with Germany.

Most importantly, with regards to the current delays,
he considered the possibility, requesting absolute
secrecy, that the real reason behind the Chancellor’s
hesitation was his assumption that, according to
certain reports which he received from Russia, there
was a growing probability of a sudden turn of events
very soon, the fall of Stalin and Litvinov, and the

12 See the fuller discussion in Furr, Kirov Chapter 17: “Liushkov’s Essay.”

B3 lvan Pfaff. “Prag und der Fall Tuchatschewski.” Vierteljahreshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte 35, 1
(1987), 95-134. Pfaff’s translation of the note from the Czech into German is on pages 120-
121.

1+ Some years ago | obtained a copy of the document from the Czech national archive,
where it is held. Then I paid a professional translator to translate it into English and give
me the rights to publish her translation.
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imposition of a military dictatorship. Should that
happen, the Reich Chancellor would supposedly
change the entire position towards Russia...?>

Documents from the German Foreign Ministry Archive were
published in 1974 that showed a special interest in Tukhachevsky
on the part of the German General Staff at exactly this time,
February 1937.16

This is strong corroboration that Marshal Tukhachevsky was
indeed planning a coup against the Stalin regime, as he confessed
in late May 1937. There is also a great deal of evidence from within
the Soviet archives that the Tukhachevsky conspiracy really
existed and that the Soviet commanders were guilty.

In the Third Moscow Trial of March 1938 defendant Arkadii
Rozengol'ts confessed that he had gotten in touch personally with
Tukhachevsky and Rykov on behalf of Trotsky.

ROSENGOLTZ: Krestinsky said that he had instructions
with regard to Rykov and Rudzutak. Sedov spoke a lot
about the necessity of the maximum, the closest possible
connections with Tukhachevsky, inasmuch as, in Trotsky's
opinion, Tukhachevsky and the military group were to be
the decisive force of the counterrevolutionary action.
During the conversation it was also revealed that Trotsky
entertained fears regarding Tukhachevsky's Bonapartist
tendencies. In the course of one conversation Sedov said
that Trotsky in this respect even expressed the fear that if
Tukhachevsky successfully accomplished a military coup, it
was possible that he would not allow Trotsky into Moscow,

1> Archive of the National Museum, Mastny papers (ANM-M).

t6 See Grover Furr, “New Light On Old Stories About Marshal Tukhachevsky: Some
Documents Reconsidered.”Russian History 13, No. 2-3 (Summer-Fall 1986; actually
published in 1988), 293-308.
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and in this connection he referred to the necessity for the
greatest vigilance on our part. (1938 Trial 245-246)

Defendants Bessonov, Rykov, Bukharin, Grinko, and Krestinsky
also testified about their collaboration in or knowledge of
Tukhachevsky’s conspiracy.

Rykov
RYKOV: I knew about Tukhachevsky's military group.
VYSHINSKY: What did you know?

RYKOV: This military group was organized
independently of the bloc, independently of shades—
Trotskyite or Bukharinite. The military group set itself
the object of violently removing the government of the
[Soviet] Union and, in particular, it took part in the
preparations for a Kremlin coup.

VYSHINSKY: You were aware of that?

RYKOV: Yes.

VYSHINSKY: When did you learn of it?

RYKOV: I learnt of it from Tomsky in 1934,

VYSHINSKY: In 19347

RYKOV: Probably. {1938 Trial 84)
Bukharin

VYSHINSKY: Wait a while, it still remains to be seen
how you objected. We want to establish what actually
happened. So Tomsky told you that it would be
necessary or expedient to open the front?

BUKHARIN: Yes, he inclined to this opinion.
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VYSHINSKY: That it would be expedient to open the
front to the Germans in case of war?

BUKHARIN: Yes, in case of war.
VYSHINSKY: And what does this mean?
BUKHARIN: It means high treason.

VYSHINSKY: And as to how to open the front, who
spoke to you about that?

BUKHARIN: Tomsky spoke about it, that there was
such an opinion among the military men.

VYSHINSKY: Which military men?
BUKHARIN: The Right conspirators.
VYSHINSKY: Concretely, who?

BUKHARIN: He named Tukhachevsky, and Kork, if I
am not mistaken; then the Trotskyites. (188)

VYSHINSKY: ..Were Tukhachevsky and the military
group of conspirators members of your bloc?

BUKHARIN: They were.

VYSHINSKY: And they discussed with the members of
the bloc?

BUKHARIN: Quite right.

VYSHINSKY: That means that Kork, Tukhachevsky and
the Trotskyites generally intended to open the front in
case of war with Germany, and it was of this that
TomsKky spoke to you?
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BUKHARIN: Yes, that there was such an opinion
among them. (189)

Krestinsky
VYSHINSKY: Permit me to interrogate Krestinsky.

Accused Krestinsky, do you know that the Trotskyites
belonged to the "bloc of Rights and Trotskyites” of
which we are speaking here?

KRESTINSKY: I learnt from Pyatakov, when he spoke
to me about this in February 1935, that an
organization had been formed, which united the
Rights, Trotskyites and military men, and which set
itself the aim of preparing for a military coup. I also
knew that the leading centre included Rykov,
Bukharin, Rudzutak and Yagoda from the Rights,
Tukhachevsky and Gamarnik from the military, and
Pyatakov from the Trotskyites. He never told me that
representatives of national-democratic organizations
were included in this centre, and when [ was in this
centre with Rosengoltz in 1937, there were no
representatives of these organizations in the centre
then either. (184)

The Mastny-Benes note thus provides strong evidence from a
high-placed German source that the Tukhachevsky conspiracy
really existed.

Why has this important document been ignored? Because the
hypothesis that the Tukhachevsky Affair really existed, and was
stopped by Stalin, the Politburo, and the NKVD, is unacceptable to
anticommunists and Trotskyists, and therefore to the Soviet
history establishment, East and West.

Pfaff and Igor Lukes, who also discussed the Mastny-Benes note?’,
said that Trauttmansdorff must have been lying to Mastny, to try
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to “frame” Tukhachevsky and so lure Stalin to kill off his best
military commanders and weaken the country. A tale like this was
indeed spread right after World War Two by three former German
intelligence men. We have discussed it briefly in a 1988 article.18
This story was widely publicized after the war.

Khrushchev’s men heard about this “SD forgery plot” story and
checked in the Soviet archives for any evidence to support it.
Khrushchev’s Shvernik Commission studied this story in detail and
searched in the archives for any trace of it. They found none, and
ended by rejecting it completely, along with the documents
supposedly produced in it. (RKEB 2 737-738) But this false story is
retained by anticommunists because the opposite - that “Stalin”
(the Soviet leadership) actually disarmed this dangerous
conspiracy - might reflect well on Stalin.

There is a very large amount of other evidence to support the
charge that Tukhachevsky and the rest were guilty. As of 2018 we
have many of the investigative files of NKVD men and of military
men who were arrested and interrogated. My colleague Vladimir L.
Bobrov is preparing some of these important documents for
publication.

But here we actually have an archival document - German
evidence from a Czech archive, and it is virtually ignored.

We might consider for a minute what WW2 would have been like if
Tukhachevsky and his co-conspirators had been successful. The
industrial and military might of the Soviet Union, plus its
resources of raw material and manpower, would have been
teamed up with those of Hitler’s Germany. The history of Europe -

17 Igor Lukes, Czechoslovakia between Stalin and Hitler. The diplomacy of Edvard Benes in
the 1930s. London: Oxford University Press, 1996, Chapter 4, 99ff.

'8 Furr New Light 302-304 and the footnotes there.
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of the whole world - would be dramatically different, and far, far
worse.

This fact - and it is a fact, we have a huge amount of evidence to
support it - changes dramatically the way historians should look
at the history of Europe in the 1930s, the Stalin regime in the
USSR, and World War. One could conclude, without exaggeration
that in uncovering and stopping this conspiracy the Soviet
leadership - “Stalin” - saved European civilization from Nazism.
But in the fatally politicized world of Soviet historiography such a
conclusion is simply “not permitted” because far from
documenting a “crime” by Stalin it tends to make Stalin look good.
So, it is ignored, in fact lied about. Stalin “framed” these poor
generals! He must have done so - and the evidence be damned!

As of May, 2018, the transcript of the trial of the “Tukhachevsky
Affair” defendants has also been declassified. Before this date is
has always been top secret in Russia today. No one was permitted
to see it, not even the most ferociously anticommunist researchers.

We also have two reports of the trial by eye-witness participants.
One is by Col. Viktor Alksnis, whose grandfather was a member of
the military tribunal who tried Tukhachevsky and the rest. In 1990
he was allowed to read the transcript. Alksnis went from someone
who had always believed that the Soviet generals had been
framed, to firmly believing that they were guilty. Since him, no one
else has been allowed to see the transcript.

The other report is that of Marshal Semion Budyonny, in a letter to
Marshal Voroshilov. We study these materials briefly in later
chapters.
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Chapter 8. Non-Soviet Evidence —

Humbert-Droz, Littlepage, Holmes, Davies

Jules Humbert-Droz’s memoir

Jules Humbert-Droz had been a close friend and political ally of
Bukharin’s in the Communist International. In his memoir
published in Switzerland in 1971 Humbert-Droz revealed that
Bukharin told him in 1928 that he, Bukharin, and his followers, the
Rights, were already plotting to assassinate Stalin.

There can be no question of this testimony having been forced
from him under pressure. Humbert-Droz had long since quit the
communist movement and was living peacefully in his native
country of Switzerland. Indeed, it is not an important part of his
memoirs, occupying less than two pages in a long work.

Avant de partir, jallai voir une derniére fois
Boukharine, ne sachant si je le reverrais a mon retour.
Nous elimes une longue et franche conversation. Il me
mit au courant des contacts pris par son groupe avec
la fraction Zinoviev-Kamenev pour coordonner la lutte
contre le pouvoir de Staline. Je ne lui cachai pas que je
n'approuvrais pas cette liaison des oppositions: «La
lutte contre Staline n’est pas un programme politique.
Nous avons combattu avec raison le programme des
troskystes sur des problémes essentiels, le danger des
koulaks en Russie, la lutte contre le front unique avec
les social-démocrates, les problémes chinois, la
perspective révolutionnaire trés courte, etc. Au
lendemain d’une victoire commune contre Staline, ces
problémes politiques nous diviseront. Ce bloc est un
bloc sans principes, qui s'effritera méme avant
d’aboutir.»
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Boukharine me dit aussi qu’ils avaient décidé
d’utiliser la terreur individuelle pour se
débarrasser de Staline. Sur ce point aussi je fis
d’expresses réserves: lintroduction de la terreur
individuelle dans les luttes politiques nées de la
Révolution russe risquait fort de se tourner contre
ceux qui 'emploieraient. Elle n’a jamais été une arme
révolutionnaire. «Mon opinion est que nous devons
continuer la lute idéologique et politique contre
Staline. Sa ligne conduira, dans un avenir proche, a
une catastrophe qui ouvrira les yeux des communists
et aboutira a un changement d’orientation. Le
fascisme menace I'Allemagne et notre parti de
phraseurs sera incapable de lui résister. Devant la
débicle du Parti communiste allemand et 'extension
du fascisme a la Pologne, a la France, I'internationale
devra changer de politique. Ce moment-la sera notre
heure. Il faut donc rester disciplinés, appliquer les
décisions sectaires apres les avoir combattues et
s'opposer aux fautes et aux mesures gauchistes, mais
continue la lutte sur le terrain strictement politique.»
Boukharine a sans doute compris que je ne me
liais pas aveuglément a sa fraction, dont le seul
programme était de faire disparaitre Staline. / 380
/ Ce fut notre derniére entrevue. Manifestement il
n'avait pas confiance dans la tactique que je proposais.
Il savait aussi bien slir, mieux que moi, de quels crimes
Staline était capable. Bref, ceux qui, apreés la mort de
Lénine, sur la base de son testament, auraient pu
liquider politiquement Staline, cherchaient a
I'éliminer physiquement, alors qu’il tenait
fermement en main le parti et I'appareil policier de
'Etat.1 (Humbert-Droz 379-380)

Translated:

Before leaving | went to see Bukharin for one last time
not knowing whether I would see him again upon my
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return. We had a long and frank conversation. He
brought me up to date with the contacts made by his
group with the Zinoviev-Kamenev fraction in order to
coordinate the struggle against the power of Stalin. |
did not hide from him that I did not approve of this
liaison of the oppositions. “The struggle against Stalin
is not a political programme. We had combatted with
reason the programme of the Trotskyites on the
essential questions, the danger of the kulaks in Russia,
the struggle against the united front with the social-
democrats, the Chinese problems, the very short-
sighted revolutionary perspective, etc. On the morrow
of a common victory against Stalin, the political
problems will divide us. This bloc is a bloc without
principles which will crumble away before achieving
any results.”

Bukharin also told me that they had decided to
utilise individual terror in order to rid themselves
of Stalin. On this point as well 1 expressed my
reservation: the introduction of individual terror into
the political struggles born from the Russian
Revolution would strongly risk turning against those
who employed it. It had never been a revolutionary
weapon. “My opinion is that we ought to continue the
ideological and political struggle against Stalin. His
line will lead in the near future to a catastrophe which
will open the eyes of the communists and result in a
changing of orientation. Fascism menaces Germany
and our party of phrasemongers will be incapable of
resisting it. Before the debacle of the Communist Party
of Germany and the extension of fascism to Poland
and to France, the International must change politics.
That moment will then be our hour. It is necessary
then to remain disciplined, to apply the sectarian
decisions after having fought and opposed the leftist
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errors and measures, but to continue to struggle on
the strictly political terrain.”

Bukharin doubtlessly had understood that [ would not
bind myself blindly to his fraction whose sole
programme was to make Stalin disappear. / 380 /
This was our last meeting. It was clear that he did not
have confidence in the tactic that I proposed. He also
certainly knew better than [ what crimes Stalin was
capable of. In short, those who, after Lenin’s death and
on the basis of his testament, could have destroyed
Stalin politically, sought instead to eliminate him
physically, when he held firmly in his hand the Party
and the police apparatus of the state.

Relevance to the Moscow Trials Testimony

Humbert-Droz’s memoir confirms Bukharin’s confessions, both
before and at the March 1938 Moscow Trial, that he and his
followers had plotted to kill Stalin. Since Bukharin was already
advocating Stalin’s assassination in 1928 it stands to reason that
he might have done so in later years as well. Valentin Astrov
testified to something very similar, as we shall see.

The Testimony of Two American Engineers in the
Soviet Union

Contemporary testimony of two American engineers who had
been hired to work in the Soviet Union during the early to mid-
1930s, gives independent evidence of some of the striking
testimony by lurii Piatakov in the Second Moscow Trial of 1937.
John D. Littlepage and Carroll G. Holmes witnessed examples of
different forms of industrial sabotage that closely parallels the
testimony given by Piatakov and others at this trial.

John D. Littlepage

John D. Littlepage was an American mining engineer who hired on
to work in the Soviet gold industry during the 1930s. He left
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valuable confirmation of lurii Piatakov’s testimony in the Second
Moscow Trial of January, 1937. Littlepage himself attested to
sabotage in the goldfields.

A short summary of Littlepage’s conclusions as expressed in his
articles in the Saturday Evening Post is given by Sayers and Kahn:

In a series of articles concerning his experiences in
Soviet Russia, published in the Saturday Evening Post
in January 1938, Littlepage wrote:

[ went to Berlin in the spring of 1931 with a large
purchasing commission headed by Pyatakov; my
job was to offer technical advice on purchases of
mining machinery...

Among other things, the commission in Berlin was
buying several dozen mine hoists, ranging from
100 to 1,000 horse-power... The commission
asked for quotations on the basis of pfennigs per
kilogram. After some discussion, the German
concerns [Borsig and Demag]... reduced their
prices between 5 and 6 pfennigs per kilogram.
When | studied these proposals, I discovered that
the firms had substituted cast-iron bases weighing
several tons for the light steel provided in the
specifications, which would reduce the cost of
production per kilogram, but increase the weight,
and therefore the cost to purchaser.

Naturally, | was pleased to make this discovery,
and reported to members of the commission with
a sense of triumph... The matter was so arranged
that Pyatakov could have gone back to Moscow
and showed that he had been very successful in
reducing prices, but at the same time would have
paid out money for a lot of worthless cast iron and
enabled the Germans to give him very substantial
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rebates. . . . He got away with the same trick on
some other mines, although | blocked this one.

Later, Littlepage observed several instances of
industrial sabotage in the Urals, where, because of
the work of a Trotskyite engineer named Kabakov,
production in certain mines was deliberately kept
down. In 1937, states Littlepage, Kabakov was
“arrested on charges of industrial sabotage. . . .
When | heard of his arrest, I was not surprised.”
Again, in 1937, Littlepage found further evidence
of sabotage in Soviet industry directed personally
by Pyatakov. The American engineer had
reorganized certain valuable mines in southern
Kazakhstan and left detailed written instructions
for the Soviet workers to follow so as to ensure
maximum production. “Well,” writes Littlepage,
“one of my last jobs in Russia, in 1937, was a hurry
call to return to these same mines... Thousands of
tons of rich ore already had been lost beyond
recovery, and in a few more weeks, if nothing had
been done meanwhile, the whole deposit might
have been lost. I discovered that..a commission
came in from Pyatakov's headquarters... My
instructions had been thrown in the stove, and a
system of mining introduced throughout those
mines which was certain to cause the loss of a
large part of the ore body in a few months.”
Littlepage found “flagrant examples of deliberate
sabotage.” Just before he left Russia, and after he
had submitted a full written report on his findings
to the Soviet authorities, many members of the
Trotskyite sabotage ring were rounded up.
Littlepage found that the saboteurs had used his
instructions “as the basis for deliberately
wrecking the plant” by doing exactly the opposite
of what he had instructed. The saboteurs admitted,
Littlepage stated in the Saturday Evening Post that
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“they had been drawn into a conspiracy against
the Stalin regime by opposition Communists, who
convinced them that they were strong encugh to
overthrow Stalin and his associates and seize
power for themselves.” (Sayers and Kahn 223-224;
quotation verified against the original SEP article.)

At the January 1937 Trial Piatakov had testified that he had met
Trotsky’s son Leon Sedov in Berlin in 1931. From Sedov he had
received instructions to give orders for equipment from two
specific German firms, Borsig and Demag. These firms would then
give kickbacks to Trotsky, who would use them in furtherance of
his conspiracy within the Soviet Union.

PYATAKOV: Without any beating about the bush,
Sedov said: “You realise, Yuri Leonidovich, that
inasmuch as the fight has been resumed. money is
needed. You can provide the necessary funds for
waging the fight” He was hinting that my business
position enabled me to set aside certain government
funds, or, to put it bluntly, to steal.

Sedov said that only one thing was required of me,
namely, that I should place as many orders as possible
with two German firms, Borsig and Demag, and that
he, Sedov, would arrange to receive the necessary
sums from them, bearing in mind that | would not be
particularly exacting as to prices. If this were
deciphered it was clear that the additions to prices
that would be made on the Soviet orders would pass
wholly or in part into Trotsky’s hands for his counter-
revolutionary  purposes. There the second
conversation ended.

VYSHINSKY: Who named these firms?
PYATAKOV: Sedov.
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VYSHINSKY: Did you not enquire why he named these
firms particularly?

PYATAKOV: No. He said that he had connections with
these firms.

VYSHINSKY: You had connections with other firms as
well?

PYATAKOV: Yes, | had very many connections. But
Sedov mentioned these firms, apparently because it
was with them that he had connections.

VYSHINSKY: Consequently, it was clear to you that
these particular firms were mentioned by Sedov for
specific reasons?

PYATAKOV: Of course, that is what he said.

VYSHINSKY: And what was the nature of these
connections?

PYATAKOV: I have just said that I do not know. He,
Sedov, said that since I, Pyatakov, could not steal
money, what was required of me was to place as many
orders as possible with the firms | have mentioned.

VYSHINSKY: And those firms were named by Sedov
himself?

PYATAKOV: Yes, and he added that he would secure
the necessary sum from them.

VYSHINSKY: You did not ask how, through whom ?
PYATAKOV: I considered it inconvenient to ask that.

VYSHINSKY: Were you personally connected with
representatives of these firms in a conspiratorial way?

PYATAKOV: No. True, | had connections with the chief
of the Demag firm, but [ never permitted myself to
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speak of these subjects in order not to compromise
myself and give myself away.

VYSHINSKY: And you did what Sedov advised?
PYATAKOV: Quite correct.
VYSHINSKY: Tell us, what form did this take?

PYATAKOV: It was done very simply, particularly
since [ had very many opportunities, and a fairly large
number of orders went to these firms.

VYSHINSKY: Perhaps orders were given to these firms
because that was more advantageous to us?

PYATAKOV: No, not for that reason. As to Demag, it
could be done very easily. Here it was a question of
prices; it was paid more than, generally speaking, it
should have been paid.

VYSHINSKY: That means that you, Pyatakov, by virtue
of an arrangement with Sedov, paid the Demag firm
certain excessive sums at the expense of the Soviet
government?

PYATAKOV: Unquestionably.
VYSHINSKY: And the other firm?

PYATAKOV: As regards the Borsig firm, a certain
amount of effort was required.

VYSHINSKY: It was more advantageous to place the
orders with other firms?

PYATAKOV: Demag in itself is a high-class firm and no
effort was required in recommending that orders be
placed with it.
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VYSHINSKY: All that was required was to make a big
addition in prices?

PYATAKOV: Yes. But as regards Borsig it was
necessary to persuade and exercise pressure in order
to have orders passed to this firm.

VYSHINSKY: Consequently, you also paid Borsig
excessively at the expense of the Soviet government?

PYATAKOV: Yes.

VYSHINSKY: Consequently, from the standpoint of the
interests of our industry and our state, it was not
advantageous to place orders with Borsig, and it was
advantageous to place orders with other firms, but
nevertheless you, guided by criminal motives,
deliberately placed orders with the Borsig firm.

PYATAKOV: Yes.
VYSHINSKY: By virtue of your agreement with Sedov?
PYATAKOQV: With Sedov.

VYSHINSKY: And did not Sedov tell you that Trotsky
had an arrangement with these firms?

PYATAKOV: Of course, that is what he began with.
Only he did not say what exactly the conditions were,
what the technique was, how it would be done.

VYSHINSKY: And what did he say?

PYATAKOV: He said that if [ placed orders with these
firms he would receive money from these firms.

VYSHINSKY: By agreement?
PYATAKOQOV: Yes. (1937 Trial 26-28)
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In a few pages of his memoir Littlepage discusses this charge and
declares that it was quite credible, as he had had experiences that
partly confirmed Piatakov’s testimony.

I was particularly interested in that part of Piatakoff's
confession which concerned his actions in Berlin in
1931, when he headed the purchasing commission to
which 1 was assigned as technical adviser. It then
became clear to me why the Russians around Piatakoff
had not been pleased when I discovered that German
concerns had substituted cast-iron for light steel in
specifications for mine-hoists.

Piatakoff testified that anti-Stalin conspirators,
headed by Leon Trotsky, the exiled former Commissar
of War, needed foreign currency to build up a fund for
their work abroad. Inside Russia, with so many
conspirators occupying important positions, he said it
was easy to get funds, but Soviet paper money was no
good abroad. Trotsky's son, Sedoff, according to
Piatakoff, therefore worked out a scheme to get
foreign currency without rousing suspicion.

At his trial Piatakoff testified that he met Sedoff in
Berlin in 1931, by previous arrangement, in a
restaurant near the Zoo. He added, “Sedoff said that
only one thing was required of me—namely, that |
should place as many orders as possible with two
German firms—and that he, Sedoff, would arrange to
receive the necessary sums from them, bearing in
mind that I would not be particularly exacting as to
prices.”

Questioned by the prosecutor, Piatakoff added that he
was not required to steal or divert Soviet money, but
only to place as many orders as possible with the
firms mentioned. He said that he made no personal
contacts of any kind with these firms, but that the
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matter was arranged by others without any further
action on his part than throwing business to them.

Piatakoff testified: “It was done very simply,
particularly since I had very many opportunities and a
fairly large number of orders went to those firms.” He
added that it was easy to act without rousing
suspicion in the case of one firm because that firm
itself bad a fine reputation, and it was simply a
question of paying slightly higher prices than were
necessary.

The following testimony then was given at the trial:

PIATAKOFF: But as regards the other firm, it was
necessary to persuade and exercise pressure in
order to have purchases placed with this firm.

PROSECUTOR: Consequently you also paid this
firm excessively at the expense of the Soviet
Government?

PIATAKOFF: Yes.

Piatakoff then went on to say that Sedoff did not
tell him exactly what the conditions were, what
the technique was for this transfer of money, but
assured him that if Piatakoff placed orders with
these firms Sedoff would receive money for the
special fund.

This passage in Piatakoff's confession is a
plausible explanation, in my opinion, of what was
going on in Berlin in 1931, when my suspicions
were roused because the Russians working with
Piatakoff tried to induce me to approve the
purchase of mine-hoists which were not only too
expensive, but would have been useless in the
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mines for which they were intended. [ had found it
hard to believe that these men were ordinary
grafters, as they did not seem to be the kind
interested in feathering their own nests. But they
had been seasoned political conspirators before
the Revolution, and had taken risks of the same
degree for the sake of their so-called cause.

Of course, 1 have no way of knowing whether the
political conspiracy mentioned in all confessions
at this trial was organized as the prisoners said it
was. I never attempted to follow the ins and outs
of political disputes in Russia, and wouldn't have
known what anti-Government conspirators were
talking about if they had tried to drag me into
their affairs, which none of them ever did.

But I am absolutely sure that something queer was
taking place in Berlin in 1931 during the period
mentioned by Piatakoff at his trial. | have already
said that my experiences at that time puzzled me
for years, and that I couldn't work out any sensible
explanation until [ read Piatakoff's testimony in
the Moscow newspapers at the time of his trial.

Another part of this testimony that some Moscow
journalists found it hard to believe was that
German firms should give commissions to Sedoff.
But | have already mentioned in an earlier chapter
that Russian émigrés were in the habit of
collecting commissions from German firms for
using their alleged influence to throw Soviet
business in their direction. The managers of these
German firms might consider that Sedoff was
simply another Russian émigré, and would make
the same kind of a deal with him that I know they
had been making for years with other émigrés.
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In such cases it was the usual procedure for
German firms merely to work the promised
commissions into their prices, and if the Russians
accepted the prices nothing more was necessary.
But in the case of these mine-hoists the
commission must have been put so high that the
firm had to juggle the specifications in order to
clear its profit. When they did this my attention
was attracted and the deal was blocked. Piatakoff
testified that he had to exert pressure to have
some orders passed, and [ have told how pressure
was put on me.

The testimony at this trial roused a great deal of
scepticism abroad, and among foreign diplomats
at Moscow. | talked with some Americans there
who believed it was a frame-up from beginning to
end. Well, I didn’t attend the trial, but I did follow
the evidence very closely, and it was printed
verbatim in several languages. A great deal of the
testimony about industrial sabotage sounded
more probable to me than it did to some of the
Moscow diplomats and correspondents. [ know
from my own experiences that a good deal of
industrial sabotage was going on all the time in
Soviet mines, and that some of it could hardly have
occurred without the complicity of highly placed
Communist managers.

My story is valuable, so far as this trial is
concerned, only as regards the incident in Berlin. I
have described what that was, and how, so far as
was concerned, Piatakoff's confession cleared up
what had happened.?

! John D. Littlepage and Demaree Bess, In Search of Soviet Gold. New York: Harcourt, Brace,
1938.1 have used the edition by George Harrap & Co. Ltd, London, 1939, 101-104.
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In 1938 Littlepage published three articles in the Saturday Evening
Post about his experiences in the USSR. In the first of them, “Red
Wreckers in Russia,” he outlined additional evidence of sabotage
involving Piatakov.?

Source Criticism

In 1979-1980 [ undertook to check Littlepage’s background in
order to assess the reliability of his accounts in three articles in the
Saturday Evening Post and in his memoir, In Search of Soviet Gold. |
contacted a number of people who had known Littlepage, who had
died in 1946. All attested to the fact that he was a technical expert
who was not interested in politics and was conventionally
anticommunist. He had taken the job in the Soviet Union because
work was scarce during the Great Depression in the United States.

[ interviewed Professor John Hazard of Columbia University, at the
time the greatest expert on Soviet law outside the USSR. As a
graduate student Hazard had lived with the Littlepage family in
the Soviet Union and knew Littlepage personally. He confirmed the
characterization of Littlepage as a technical man with little interest
in any kind of politics and no interest in or sympathy with
communism.

Carroll G. Holmes

Holmes was another American engineer who went to work in
Soviet industry in 1931. In an article in Soviet Russia Today Holmes
wrote about his experiences with sabotage in the USSR. He
documents the purchase of unnecessary German equipment at a
machine-building foundry in Moscow.

I soon discovered that the whole equipment for this
plant was being purchased under the same conditions,
which could only be described as sabotage. In some

¢ Littlepage, “Red Wreckers in Russia.” SEP January 1, 1938, 10-11, 54-55.
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cases machinery was ordered far in excess of any
possible requirements - in other cases types of
machinery they could have no use for at all. The chief
engineer, who was an appointee of Piatakov’s, then
assistant commissar of Heavy Industry, backed the
German consultant every time and my plans were
rejected.

According to Holmes when he returned to the plant in 1934

[tjhey were using the German equipment and
methods 1 had opposed. The place was full of cranes
and other equipment purchased at the Demag firm in
Germany far in excess of requirements.

In 1932 Holmes worked in Nizhnii Tagil in a huge locomotive and
rail car building plant. He wrote:

Dozens of conveyors and large amounts of other
material for which there was absolutely no need in
this plant were being purchased in Germany.

Holmes continues to report that LN. Smirnov, who was the
assistant director of Glavtransmash, the central directorate for the
production of transportation machinery, tried to offer him a
contract which would have taken him back to Moscow and out of
direct contact with the factory. Smirnov told him that “it will be
necessary to hold back production of the Nizhnii Tagil plant” and
wanted Holmes’ collaboration to do this. Holmes knew there was
something wrong since the shortage of railroad stock was
constantly being made known in the USSR.

LN. Smirnov was indeed a high official in the Commissariat of
Heavy Industry, chief of the directorate of new construction
(nachal’nik upravliennia novopostroek). He was also the head of the
clandestine Trotskyist network within the USSR.

Back in Nizhnii Tagil in January 1935 Holmes witnessed the
results of yet more sabotage, which he worked to correct. He then
records this incident:



172 The Moscow Trials As Evidence

While | was working at Nizhnii Tagil Piatakov arrived
one day to look over the plant. He was shown around
by Mariasin, chief of construction. They stood next to
me, where [ was working on the castings that day, and
I heard Piatakov say to Mariasin, “Get rid of that
American!”

Holmes’ article, of which we have only given a brief notion here, is
worth study. I have not been able to independently check up on
Holmes himself. During the late 1930s rumors circulated among
anticommunists that Holmes had somehow been coerced to write
this article by the Soviets, but no evidence to support such
accounts was cited. Like Piatakov’s testimony at the Second
Moscow Trial, Holmes’s account is consistent with that of
Littlepage, a source that can be checked. Thus there seems no
reason to doubt it.3

Joseph E. Davies

In his book Mission to Moscow U.S. Ambassador Joseph E. Davies
recorded the following encounter in Berlin at the German Foreign
Office.

Berlin—January 16, 1937

Had an extended conference with the head of the "Russian
desk” at the German Foreign Office. To my surprise he
stated that my views as to the "stability of internal Russian
political conditions and the security of the Stalin regime
would bear investigation. My information, he thought, was
all wrong Stalin was not firmly entrenched. He stated that
probably would find that there was much revolutionary
activity there which might shortly break out into the open.

3 Carroll. G. Holmes, “1 Knew Those Wreckers!” Soviet Russia Today April, 1938. Available at
http://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/holmes_wreckers_srt38.pdf
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The German official spoke these words to Davies at the same time
that Mastny was in negotiations with the German official
Maximillian Karl Graf von Trauttmansdortt in hopes of arriving at
an agreement with Hitler that would guarantee Czech
independence. As we have seen, it was a little more than three
weeks later that Trauttmansdorff informed Mastny that Hitler was
expecting a military coup and a sharp change in political alignment
in the Soviet Union.



Chapter 9. Soviet Evidence — Appeals,

Budyonny’s Letter, Zinoviev

Appeals of Moscow Trials Defendants

In September 1992 the texts of ten appeals for clemency of
defendants in the three Moscow Trials were published in Izvestia,
by this time a regular capitalist newspaper. The appeals are those
of Kameneyv, Zinoviev, .N. Smirnov, and Natan Lur’e, from the First
Moscow Trial of August 1936; of Piatakov and Muralov, from the
Second Moscow Trial of January 1937; and of Bukharin, Rykov,
Krestinsky, and lagoda from the Third Moscow Trial of March
1938. Bukharin and Rykov each composed two appeals.!

In 2013 the uncorrected Russian text of the transcript of the Third
Moscow Trial was published. Some other materials are included in
this important book, including texts of the appeals from all the
defendants who had been sentenced to death, plus one from S.A.
Bessonov, sentenced to 15 years in prison, and from Dr. D.D.
Pletnev, who had been sentenced to 25 years in prison. The
confessions of Bukharin, Rykov, Krestinsky, and lagoda were
republished along with those of V... Ivanov (2 appeals), M.A
Chernov, G.F. Grin'ko, L.A. Zelensky, A. lkramov, F. Khodzhaev, V.F.
Sharangovich, P.T. Zubarev, L.G. Levin, LN. Kazakov, VA
Maksimov-Dikovsky (2 appeals), P.P. Kriuchkov, plus those by
Bulanov and Pletnev. No appeal of Kh. Rakovsky, who had been
sentenced to 20 years imprisonment, was published. Presumably
he did not submit one.?

! “Rasskaz o desiati rasstreliannykh” (“Story of ten who were shot”), Izvestia September 2
1992,p.3.

2 Protsess Bukharina 1938. Dokumenty. M: Mezhdunarodniy Fond “Demokratiia” i Fond
Stivena Koena i Katriny Vanden Khiuvel, 2013, 737-750.
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All the convicted men affirmed their guilt, often in the strongest
terms.

Bukharin, short appeal:

[ am deeply guilty before my socialist homeland, and
my crimes are beyond measure. | acknowledge all
their profundity, and all their shame.

Bukharin, long appeal:

I consider the sentence of the court to be just
punishment for the very serious crimes that [ have
committed against my socialist homeland, her people,
the party, and the government. In my soul there is not
a single word of protest. For my crimes I should be
shot ten times over.

I do not say, and would not dare to say, that I could
atone for my guilt. The crimes [ have committed are so
monstrous, so enormous, that I could not atone for
that guilt no matter what I did in the rest of my life.

Not out of fear of death, on the threshold of which I
stand as before a just retribution, do [ ask the
presidium of the Supreme Soviet for mercy and
clemency.

| retain knowledge and abilities, my whole cerebral
machine, whose activity was previously directed in a
criminal direction.

The counterrevolution has been crushed and
rendered impotent.

I am glad that the proletarian power has smashed all
the criminal business that saw in me its leader and
the leader of which I was in reality.
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I have translated Bukharin’s appeals and put them online in
English. They are online in Russian as well.?

Zinoviev's appeal is notable for this phrase:

| beg you to believe me that I am not an enemy any
longer-...

LN. Smirnov, leader of the Trotskyist underground in the USSR,
renounced Trotsky:

At the end of my life I made an enormous mistake: I
followed Trotsky, and for a number of years I
struggled against the party as a Trotskyist.

This struggle, oppositional at first, became
counterrevolutionary...I admit my guilt before the
party and the workers’ state in full measure. For a
long time the party tried to help me correct my errors,
but I stubbornly adhered in them. [ deceived the party
and behaved hypocritically (“two-facedly”).

Natan Lur’e, convicted of plotting to murder some of the Soviet
leaders, repeated his confession:

Following the assignment of Trotsky, the leader of the
terrorist center, [ wanted to deprive the Soviet people
and the whole world proletariat of its leader Stalin
and other leaders of the great Communist party. I
repeatedly prepared terrorist acts against Voroshilov,
Stalin, Ordzhonikidze, Kaganovich, and Zhdanov,
having armed myself for the fulfillment of this
plan.

# In English: https://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/bukharinappeals.html; in
Russian: http://istmat.info/node/45780 (short appeal); http://istmat.info/node/45781

(long appeal).
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Following the assignment of Franz Weitz, a
representative of the Gestapo, | really was preparing
the murder of Voroshilov.

Piatakov:

[ disclosed everything that 1 know about the
counterrevolutionary activities of the Trotskyists,
including about my own activities.

Interpreting this evidence

These reiterated confessions of guilt are further evidence of guilt
and of the genuineness of the confessions made by these
defendants during the Moscow Trials.

One could say: “Perhaps they were made insincerely. Perhaps
these men reiterated their confessions of guilt in a final hope that
doing so might secure a prison sentence instead of the death
penalty. Doesn’t this possibility annul any evidentiary value these
appeals might have?” It is important to respond to such questions,
especially since they are so commonly voiced in respect to the
Moscow Trials.

Any statement, made by anyone, at any time, might be a lie. It is
invalid to assume that a statement is a lie unless there is some
evidence that it is. Doing so would lead to an absurd conclusion: it
would mean that, a priori, no evidence for any historical event
would ever be valid because, after all, “it might be a lie” (a
fabrication, forgery, etc.), even though there were no evidence that
it is. If no evidence of fabrication or fakery can be found, to take
the position, “Because it might be a lie, therefore it is of no
interest,” is invalid. To do so would be to commit the logical fallacy
of petitio principii, “begging the question” - assuming that which
should be proven.

Yet undeniably there are many people who are incapable of
objectively judging the evidence from the Moscow Trials, or
indeed any evidence that tends to show that Stalin and the Soviet
leadership of his day were not guilty of some alleged crime or
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other. The fact that this whole line of thinking is invalid does not
mean that it is not also very common.

Materialists in any field of inquiry - the sciences are the clearest
example - decide truth based upon evidence. History too is an
evidence-based field of inquiry. It is an affront to materialism and
the spirit of the Enlightenment itself to claim to decide upon the
truth or falsehood of any hypothesis other than by the evidence.
Yet when it comes to considering the historical events concerning
Stalin and the Soviet Union of his time such as the Moscow Trials,
many people give their biases free rein and make no serious
attempt to be objective, to decide on the basis of evidence rather
than according to one’s preconceptions.

Let us try to state the problem before us in a more objective way. If
one were to formulate the hypothesis: “Bukharin’s appeal is
insincere, does not represent a genuine confession of guilt,” it now
becomes clear that one must have evidence to support that
hypothesis. A hypothesis that can’t be supported by evidence does
not require refutation. Such a hypothesis “falls of its own weight.”

These appeals support the contrary hypothesis: “The defendants
at the Moscow Trials were guilty of the crimes to which they
confessed.” Moreover, the evidence of the appeals is consistent
with all the other evidence that exists concerning the Moscow
Trials. There is no question of a “preponderance of evidence.”
There is no evidence whatever to support the hypothesis that the
defendants were innocent of the crimes to which they confessed.
The hypothesis that the defendants were guilty is the only
hypothesis that is supported by evidence.

Budyonny’s Letter to Voroshilov

On May 22, 1937, Mikhail Nikolaevich Tukhachevsky, one of the
five Marshals of the Red Army, was arrested in Kuibyshev. Within
two days he had begun to give detailed confessions about his
conspiracy with many other military commanders, with civilian
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Party leaders, with the German General Staff, and - significantly -
with Leon Trotsky, to overthrow the Stalin-led Soviet government.

Tukhachevsky and seven other top military commanders were
tried behind closed doors by a military tribunal on June 11, 1937.
They were found guilty and shot the next day. During the
Khrushchev era Tukhachevsky and the other military commanders
were officially “rehabilitated” - said to have been the victims of a
frame-up by Stalin and his supporters and declared innocent.
From traitors they became regarded as heroes, a status they retain
in Russia today.

Today we have a great deal of evidence that they were guilty. To
discuss all this evidence, as well as the arguments and evidence
that these men were innocent, would take a volume. In the present
study we briefly discuss other important pieces of this evidence:
the Mastny-Benes letter of February 9, 1937, and Genrikh
Liushkov's statements to his Japanese handlers in previous
chapters; and, in future chapters, the Arao document, and Nikolai
Ustrialov’s confession.

Another important piece of evidence is the report to Marshal
Voroshilov, People’s Commissar for Defense and a close Stalin
associate, by Marshal Semion M. Budyonny, a member of the
military court. This document is still top-secret in Russia. It has
been cited occasionally since the end of the USSR in excerpts only.
In the ongoing effort by Russian officials to deny the guilt of these
men - and here they follow the Soviet leadership since Khrushchev
- those excerpts have been carefully chosen to distort the meaning
of Budyonny’s document through significant omission. The thrust
and therefore presumed purpose of these omissions is to preserve
the impression that Tukhachevsky and the others were innocent.

Some years ago | found a copy of the entire text of Budyonny’s
report to Voroshilov in the Volkogonov Papers in the Library of
Congress. In 2012 Vladimir L. Bobrov and I published a lengthy
article in which we study the document and review its dishonest
use by previous writers. At present this article is only available in
Russian.*
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According to Russian law the transcript of the trial itself ought to
have been officially “declassified” in 2012, at the expiration of the
75-year period of classification. Finally, in May 2018, the
transcript has been made available to scholars and put on the
Internet. My colleague Vladimir L. Bobrov is preparing a transcript
and publication of this vital document in Russian. There is, as yet,
no translation.

But in 1990 one person did receive special permission from the
KGB to read the entire transcript: Col. Viktor Alksnis, at the time a
member of the Duma of the USSR.

Col. Alksnis went into the experience convinced that the
commanders were innocent victims of a frame-up. This had been a
fundamental credo in his family for more than 50 years. General
Jan Alksnis, Col. Alksnis’ grandfather, had been a member of the
military tribunal that tried Tukhachevsky and the others and that
passed on them the death sentence. The following year General
Alksnis was arrested, convicted, and executed as a member of a
Latvian nationalist organization.

After studying the transcript, Alksnis changed his mind. On the
basis of what he read, he now insists that the accused must have
been guilty. He published articles in 2000 and again in 2009 about
this experience.® In a 2002 interview with Vladimir Bobrov Alksnis
reiterated his certainty that the generals were guilty. Alksnis said
that the transcript is “a cannon aimed at the present” - that there
are serious political consequences today in finding the generals

guilty:

*Vladimir Bobrov and Grover Furr, “Marshal S.M. Budiennyi on the Tukhachevsky Trial.
Impressions of an Eye-Witness” (in Russian). Klio (St. Petersburg) No. 2 (2012), 8-24.

5 “Poslednii polkovnik imperii,” Elementy No. 3 (2000). Now online at
http://arctogaia.org.ru/article/423 ; “la ne soglasen!” Russkii Obozrevatel’ October 31,
2009. At http://www.rus-obr.ru/opinions/4577
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[Toxoxe, uto TaM, B [19]30-x rojax, CTOMT HeKas NyILUKa,
KOTOpasi MOXeT BbICTPENUTD 110 HaM, 10 HAalleMy BpEMeHH.
WU Bce MOXKeET Torja MOBEPHYTbCH COBEPIIEHHO HHBIM
o6pa3oM. A noka.. Iloka co3faHo oOnpejeneHHoe
npejCTaBleHUe O TeX COBLITHAX W Je/laeTcsl BCe, 4TOObI
HMEHHO TaKoe NpeAcTaB/eHHe NOALEePKHBATh...

Translated:

It seems that there, in the ‘30s, there is some kind of
cannon that could fire upon us, upon our own time.
And then everything would turn out to have been
completely different. And meanwhile..meanwhile a
certain version of these events has been prepared and
everything is being done to maintain this version.

The Tukhachevsky Affair and the Moscow Trials

In the chapter on the Mastny-Benes letter we noted the
importance of the Tukhachevsky Affair to the Moscow Trials. The
military conspiracy figured prominently in the Third Moscow
Trial, where a number of the defendants testified that the military
figures were working in conjunction with their own conspiracies.

In the chapter on Liushkov’s statements to his Japanese handlers
we discussed Liushkov’s matter-of-fact revelations that military
conspiracies did exist in the Soviet Far East and that Marshal
Bliukher had been in contact with Aleksei Rykov, one of the major
defendants in the Third Moscow Trial.

In his letter to Voroshilov Budyonny briefly outlines the role of
these civilian conspiracies, and especially the role of Trotsky, with
the military conspiracy.

Concerning the bloc:

Jpyrumu cJ1I0BaMH TH pasroBOpEI )
HEYAOB/JETBOPHUTEIBHOM PYKOBOJCTBE apMued,
HENpaBW/IbHOM OTHOLIEHHWH CO CTOPOHBI PYKOBOACTBA
NapTHH M [pPaBUTEJNbCTBA K «H3BECTHBIM» «GOJNBLIMM»
JIIOJAM 3UHOBbEBCKO-TPOLKUCTCKON M NpaBod ONIIO3HIHH.
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Taxxxe GbIIM 10JJBePTrHYThl Pe3KOH KPUTHKE MEpPONPHUATUSA
NapTHH U NPaBUTEbCTBA DU KoJlleKTHBU3anuu 1930-31
I.T.

B 1934 roay oT 3THX «BeCHpUHLMUIHBbIX pasroBOPOB»
nepeuniv K o6 beJHHEHHIO €AUHOMBIILJIEHKUKOB M B CBOEM
ka6unere TYXAYEBCKUH 3asiBHJ, 4YTO OT CJOB Mopa
nepexoiUTb K Jesy U TOrjga e OblI0 pEUIeHO, UTO
JIe/IOBBIMH  BOMpPOCAMM  [JOJOKHBI  CTOSAITb  BepOOBKa
eivHOMbIIEHHWKOB B PKKA. /[na 3toro Haubonee
NOAXO/ASIIUHMH B apMHUU ObLIM TPOLKUCTBI, 3MHOBbEBIbI U
npaBble. Bblio  peuleHo  3TUX  JIloAeH  BCAYECKH
HONyJsIpPU3UPOBAThH B 0011eCTBEHHO-apMEHCKOM MHEHHHU H
Npo/JBUraTh MO CAyXk06e Ha OTBETCTBEHHblE MOCTbl MO
CTPOEBOM, MOJUTUYECKOM U XO3AWCTBEHHOH JIMHHH, a
TaKxe no BOOPYXEHUIO H OpraHM3alMCoHHO-
MOOU/IHM3AI{MOHHOM paboTe.

Kak Ha  noauTHYeckylo  Qurypy  3aroBODHIMKH
OpUeHTHUpOBaNUuch Ha TpouUKOro M ero 6J0K, B KOTODBIH
BXOJ WU TPOLUKHUCTHI, 3UHOBLEBLb, npasble,
HALHOHAUCTDI, MEHBLIEBUKH, 3CEPHI U T.A.

Translated:

In other words there were discussions about
unsatisfactory leadership of the army, an incorrect
treatment by part of the party leadership and
government towards “well-known,” “great” men of the
Zinoviev-Trotsky and Right Opposition. The measures
taken by the party and government in the
collectivization of 1930-31 were also subjected to
sharp criticism.

In 1934 from these “unprincipled talks” they went
over to the unification of like-minded persons and in
his office Tukhachevsky stated that it was time to
move from words to deeds and then and there it was
decided that the recruitment of like-minded persons
in the Red Army should become the business of their
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work. For this the most suitable persons in the army
were the Trotskyites, Zinovievites, and Rights. It was
decided to popularize these people in every way in
social and military opinion and promote them to
responsible positions in military, political, and
economic spheres, and also in armament work and
organizing mobilization.

As a political figure the conspirators were oriented
towards Trotsky and his bloc, in which were included
Trotskyites, Zinovievites, Rights, nationalists,
Mensheviks, S-Rs, etc.

Concerning the opposition and its ties to Germany:

Bupumo, npegnosaraer KOPK, pykosoguTenu 3aroeopa, B
aune TYXAYEBCKOTO, oT Hero MHOroe CKpbUIH, Kak,
Hanpumep, paboty T’AMAPHHKA no Boctoky u cBA3b C
Tpoukum, byxapuHbsiM U PoikoBbiM. OgHako KOPK nokasarn,
4TO €My BCe e OblI0 H3BECTHO, 4YTO PYKOBOJAMWTENH
BOEHHO-alIHCTCKOMH KOHTPPEBONIOLUOHHOH
OpraHy{3alnMyd CMOTPAT Ha CBA3b € TPOLKMM W NpPaBbIMH,
KaKk Ha BpeMeHHoe ssjeHue. 06 atom TYXAUYEBCKHH
ropopus KOPKY B TOM CMbIC/le, YTO TPOUKHUCTH, IpaBble H
T.. TOJbKC NONYTYHKH AO NODPBI JO BPEMEHH, a8 KOrja
fyneT coBeplleH BOOPYXXeHHBbIH IepeBOpPOT, TO OH,
TYXAYEBCKHH, 6yzer B poau Bouamapra. U 29 HoaGpa
1934 roga, kak nokaswisaeT KOPK, TYXAYEBCKHH, y Hero
Ha KBapTHpe, 00 3TOM 3asiBHJi COBEPILIEHHO ONpefeseHHO,
IpH BCEX IPUCYTCTBOBABIUIUX TaM.

Translated:

Obviously, Kork suggested, the leaders of the
conspiracy, specifically Tukhachevsky, had hidden
many matters from him, like, for example, Gamarnik’s
work in the East and the contact with Trotsky,
Bukharin, and Rykov. However Kork confessed that he
was aware all the same that the leaders of the
military-fascist counterrevolutionary organization
regarded the contact with Trotsky and the Rights as a

183
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temporary phenomenon. Concerning this
Tukhachevsky had told Kork, in the sense that the
Trotskyites, Rights et al. were only fellow travelers for
the time being, but when the military coup had taken
place then he, Tukhachevsky, would play the role of
Bonaparte. And on November 29, 1934, as Kork
confessed, Tukhachevsky had in his apartment stated
this completely and categorically, in the presence of all
those who were there.

Budyonny continued:

[IPUMAKOB: A oTciooga st Jienard BbIBOZ, YTO MbI,
3aroBOpLUMKH, BOOGPA3UIH, YTO MOXKEM PYKOBOAUTH
BeJMKOH CTpaHOH, COBETCKHUM HapoOAOM H UYTO [AJis]
3TOTO  HYXHO  HOJ-AXXKHUHBl, WM  [IKHHA
HanoneonoB. Mbl 6bi1n HamosieoHamu 6e3 apMuu.
Mpl pabotann Ha dawuncrckyto [epmanuio. Ho
COBEpUIEHHO SICHO, 4YTO M3 3TOH DOJI-AXKHUHBI
HanosieonoB ocTtasica 6bl o4WH HanosieoH U MMEHHO
TOT, KOTOPbIN 6eCIPeKOCJOBHO BBINC/HAN Obl BOJIIO
I'mTiepa u QanincTckol 'epMaHuH.

Translated:

PRIMAKOV: And from this I draw the conclusion that
we, the conspirators, imagined that we would be able
to lead this huge country and the Soviet people and
that to do this we would need a half-dozen or dozen
Napoleons. We were Napoleons without an army. We
were working for fascist Germany. But it is completely
clear that of this half-dozen Napoleons there would
remain only one Napoleon and that would be the one
who most slavishly carried out the will of Hitler and of
fascist Germany.
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According to Budyonny Primakov and Putna said that they had

had special ties to Trotsky.

Primakov:

[TPUMAKOB O4€Hb YIIOPHO oTpuLan TO
06CTOATENBbCTBRO, 4YTO OH PYKOBO/IHJ
TEepPPOPHUCTHYECKON rpynnou NpOTUB TOB.
BOPOWUWJIOBA B anue WMUATA, KY3bMUYEBA u
APYTHX, a Takxe WU To, YTO OH, AKODbLI, /10 apecTa
PYKOBOJAHUJI  JEHUHTPAACKOH  TEPPOPUCTUYECKOH
rpynnoid B suue BAKHIW - 6bIBlIero HadajabHHKA
wraba mexkopnyca U 3I0KA. OTpuuan oH 3ToO Ha TOM
OCHOBaHHHM, 4TO, sAKoOGel, emy, [IPUMAKOBY,
TPOUKHM 6bl1a nocraBieHa 6oJiee cepbe3Hast

3a/a4a ~ NOAHATbL B JIeHHUHIrpaZe BOOPYKEHHOE
BoccTaHue, Ajsi yero oH [TPUMAKOB, pomxkeH 6o
CTporo 3aKOHCMIMPHUPOBATHCSA oT BCEX

TePPOPUCTUYECKHX TpyII, MOpBaTh CBOM CBSI3U CO
BCEMH TPOLKUCTAaMH M TMpaBbIMH M TeM CaMbIM
3aBOeBaTb aBTOPHUTET U aGCOJIIOTHOE JAOBEpHE CO
CTOPOHBI MAPTHH H apMeHCKOTo KOMaH/0BaHHUS.

Translated:

Primakov very insistently denied the allegation that
he had led a terrorist group against com. Voroshilov
made up of Shmidt, Kuz'michev, and others, and
likewise that he had supposedly before his arrest led a
Leningrad terrorist group made up of Bakshi, the
former chief of the staff of the mechanized corps, and
Ziuk. He denied that on the basis that supposedly he,
Primakov, had been entrusted by Trotsky with a
more serious task - to raise an armed insurrection
in Leningrad, for which he, Primakov, must keep
himself strictly apart from any terrorist groups,
break his ties with all Trotskyites and Rights, and
at the same time win for himself authority and
absolute trust from the party and the army command.
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Primakov:

B cBsA3M ¢ 3TUM cneuraabHbIM 3aganueM TPOLUKOTO,
[TPUMAKOB o6pa6atbiBan 25 KaBgUBHU3UIO BO TIJaBe
¢ koMaHaupoM anBusuu 3bIBUHBIM. Ilo ero cioBawm,
3blIBUH pomxeH ©6bl1  BCTPeTHTb Ha TCpaHUlle
TPOLUKOT'O npu OBJIAfleHHHU NOBCTaHLIAMH
JleHuHTpagoM.

Translated:

In connection with this special assignment of
Trotsky’s, Primakov had worked on the 25th cavalry
division headed by the commander of the division
Zybin. According to his words Zybin had been
supposed to meet Trotsky at the border once the
rebels had taken over Leningrad.

Primakov:

A g, TITIPUMAKOB, 4gBidgwcb O0XBOCTbEeM TakK
Ha3blBaeMOH MeJKOH 6YpKya3uH C TPOLKHUCTCKHUMH
HAaCTPOEHUsIMH, NpoUIeAUINHA WIKOJY TPOUKH3Ma OT
Hayaja [0 KOHLa B TedyeHue 18 seT. B 3ToH mkone
COCPEefOTOUYUIUCH OTHPOCH] HeJ10BEYECKOTo 061 eCcTBa.
CaMbIM 3/1bIM M 3asi4/ibIM BparoM fBJsjacb U
SIBJIIETCA TPOUKHCTCKAasl OMIO3WILMA U JAH B HeH
y4acTBYIOLIHE,

Translated:

And I, Primakov, am the tail end of a so-called petty
bourgeoisie with Trotskyite leanings, having passed
through the school of Trotskyism from beginning to
end in the course of 18 years. In this school the rejects
of human society were concentrated. The Trotskyite
opposition and the people who take part in it are the
most evil and confirmed enemy. '
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Primakov:

51 He »Kejal HHUKOMY Ha CBeTe IMONACTb B 3Ty
balMCTCKO-TPOLKHCTCKYIO IMY.

51 fo/mKeH CKa3aTb YECTHO W OTKPBITO INepes CYAOM,
YTO Mbl HAapYUIH/IHM KpAaCHOApPMENCKYI0 MPUCATY H HaC
BCEX HAJO0 PaccTpessiTb U YHUUTOXKMTb, KaK TafioB,
MPeCcTyNHUKOB U UBMEHHHUKOB COBETCKOMY Hapozy.

Translated:

Putna:

I do not wish that anyone in the world should fall into
this fascist-Trotskyite pit.

[ must say honestly and openly before the court that
we have violated our Red Army oath and you should
shoot and annihilate all of us like vermin, criminals,
and traitors to the Soviet people.

[lyTHa B CBOeM 3aK/JWUYUTENBHOM CJOBE CKasaml:
«KoHe4YyHO, HUKAKOH Mouaasl OT CyJa 9 He Npouly, HO
Npouly CyA y4ecTb, 4To g1 — koMaHaup PKKA, Bo Bpem4
peBOJIOUMMN Apajcsad 3a Hee. TeM He MeHee Inociae
IPaXAAHCKOH BOHHBI 51 CTaJl KPENKWM CTOPOHHHUKOM
TPOLIKOTO. 4 cuuTan: To, uTo rooput TPOLUKHUH -
3To Bce mpaBjaa. PasymeeTcsi, s He BHHKa/l B
60JIbLIEBUCTCKYK)  CYILIHOCTb PpEBOJIIOLHUH, XOTS
OpraHUYecKH YyBCTBOBAJ, YTO 5 C 6OJIbLIEBUKAMH, HO
TeM He MeHee OCTaBaJICd TPOLKHCTOM. fl HUKoraa He
33AyMBIBAJCsl O TOM, KyJa MeHs IpHUBELAET Mos
TPOLKHUCTCKAs NO3ULHUS.

Translated:

Putna in his final word said: “Of course, I don't ask for
any mercy from the court, but I do ask the court to
consider that [ was a commander of the RKKA, during
the revolution I fought for it. Nevertheless, after the
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civil war I became a firm supporter of Trotsky. I
thought: everything that Trotsky says is the truth.
Obviously, 1 did not understand the Bolshevik
essence of revolution although organically 1 felt
that I was with the Bolsheviks, but nevertheless |
remained a Trotskyite. [ never thought about where
my Trotskyite position was going to lead me.

Did the Tukhachevsky Conspiracy Exist?

Since Khrushchev, the Soviet leadership, and now the Russian
leadership, have insisted that Tukhachevsky and the rest were
innocent, victims of a frame-up. That is, the situation is the same as
that concerning the Moscow Trials, Trotsky’s conspiracy with
Germany and Japan, and many other events of Soviet history
during the Stalin period.

That mainstream Soviet, Russian, and Western history of the Stalin
period is seriously and deliberately falsified there can be no doubt.
We have published about this in the past and there is much more
to do. In any case, the question in history is not “What is the
consensus of experts?” Much less is it: “What is the consensus of
anti-Stalin experts?” For all honest researchers the question is:
“What is the evidence?”

We have cited only a tiny quantity of the evidence now available
that Tukhachevsky and the rest were guilty. Their testimony
interlocks with that of the Moscow Trials and the allegations of
Trotsky’s ties both to the Soviet-based conspiracies and to his
collaboration with Germany. There is no evidence that this
material has been faked, and every reason to conclude that it is
valid.
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Zinoviev's Statements of 1935-1936

On January 15-16, 1935, Zinoviev, Kamenev, and some of their
Moscow-based supporters were put on trial for maintaining a
clandestine “center” of oppositionists who discussed politics and
remained in communication with a similar center in Leningrad.
The Leningrad center had murdered Sergei M. Kirov on December
1, 1934. A number of its arrested members had named Zinoviev
and Kamenev as their leaders, while not yet implicating them in
the murder itself.

On January 13, 1935, just before the trial took place, Zinoviev
wrote a statement more than 3,000 words in length in which he
confessed that there was indeed a “center.” This statement was
first published in the official journal /zvestia TsK KPSS No. 7, 1989,
and republished in the collection Reabilitatsiia. Politicheskie
Protsessy 30-50-kh godov in 1991,

In it, Zinoviev stated the following:

A yrBeppaan Ha cneAcTBUH, 4TO ¢ 1929 r. y Hac B
MockBe 1eHTpa 6. «<3MHOBLEBLEB» He 6bli0. M MHe
4acTo CaMOMy JyMasoCh: KaKOH e 3TO «UEHTp» —
3T0 TpocTto 3uHOBLeB IIoc KameHeB miioc
EBOKHMOB IIIOC ellle IBA-TPH 4e/0BEKa, Ja U TO OHU
yKe MOYTH He BU/ATCA U HUKAKOM CHCTeMaTH4YeCcKoH
aHTHUNAPTHHHOHN QpaKUUOHHOHN paboThl yKe He BeyT.

Ho Ha nene — 370 6bla LHEHTP.

Tak Ha 3THX HECKOJIbKHX YeJI0BEK CMOTpPEIH OCTATKH
KaZipoB 6. «3HMHOBbLEBLEB», HE CYMEBLIMX MM He
3aX0TEBLIMUX MMO-HACTOSAILEMY PACTBOPHUTHCS B MAPTHH
(npexze BCEro OCTAaTKU «JIEHUHTIPaALEB»).

Tak Ha HUX CMOTpesd BCe ApYyrHe aHTHINApTUHHbIE
Tpynnbl ¥ rpynnku.. Bce aHTHNApTHHHBIE 3/1eMEHTHI
BbI/|BUTa/I¥ ONSATb HAlLM KaHAUJATYPbI.
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Translated:

| stated during the investigation that since 1929 we in
Moscow have had no center of former “Zinovievites.”
And I have often thought about this: What kind of a
“center” is this - it is simply Zinoviev, plus Kameneyv,
plus Evdokimov, plus two or three more persons. And
they practically never see each other anymore and no
longer carry out any systematic antiparty fractional
work.

But, in fact, this was a center.

The remaining cadres of former “Zinovievites”
regarded it as such. They either did not know how to
really dissolve their group into the Party or did not
want to do so (especially the remaining
“Leningradists”).

All the other antiparty groups and grouplets also
regarded it as such. ...All the antiparty elements once
again set forth our candidacies [in discussions about
the Party leadership - GF] (R-PP 160-161)

In an interrogation of December 22, 1934, Zinoviev had denied any
continued oppositional activity and any contact with other
oppositional centers. Zinoviev knew he was obliged, like other
Party members, to inform the Party about oppositional centers but
had not done so. As a result, at the January 1935 trial Zinoviev was
sentenced to five years imprisonment.

On April 14, 1935, Zinoviev wrote a letter to Stalin, parts of which
were published in 1989. In it, Zinoviev wrote as follows:

OpHoro g ao/mKeH AOOGUTHCA Tenepb: YTOOBI 006 3TOM
NocJeHeM BepliKe CKa3ajH, 4YTO s OCO3Ha/J BeCb
yKac CAYYUBLIETOCs, pacKasicss A0 KOHIA, cKasal
CoBeTCKOM BJACTHU abGCONIIOTHO BCe, YTO 3HAJI, IOpPBaJ
€O BCEM U CO BCEMH, KTO 6bL/1 IPOTHB NApTHH, U TOTOB
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Obl1 BCE, BCE, BCE CAe/1aTh, 4YTO6bI AOKa3aTb CBOKO
HCKPEHHOCTD.

B Moel gylie ropuUT OAHO XefllaHMe: [oKa3aTb Baw,
4yTo s GoJsbille He Bpar. Her Toro TpeBoBaHus,
KOTOPOTrO sl HE UCTIONIHHUJI 6bl, 4TOGBI I0KA3aTh 3TO... S
LOXOXKY [0 TOrO, YTO IOAOJITY HPUCTAJIBbHO [JISDKY Ha
Bawr u gpyrux 4sjeHoB [losuT6ipo noptpeTbl B
raseTax C MBIC/AbK: pOJHBIE, 3arJISHUTE KE B MO
OyLIy, Hey»eJsd e Bbl He BUAUTe, YTO S He Bpar
Baiwu 6oJibilie, uTo s Bam aymod U TesoM, 4TO o
MOHAJ BCe, UYTO A TOTOB CAeJaTb BCe, YTOOHI
3aC/YXXUTDb NIPOLIEHHe, CHUCXOXKIEHHE...

Translated:

Now I want to achieve one thing: that about this last
period of my life it be said that [ recognized the whole
horror of what has happened, repented everything,
told the Soviet power absolutely everything that I
knew, broke with everything and everyone who was
against the party, and was prepared to do anything,
anything, to prove my sincerity.

My soul burns with one desire: to prove to you that I
am no longer an enemy. There is nothing that I
would not do in order to prove this...I have come to
the point where I stare fixedly and for a long time at
your portrait and those of other Politburo members in
the newspapers with the thought: Dear friends, please
look into my soul, do you not see that I am no longer
your enemy, that [ am yours body and soul, that I
have understood everything, that I am prepared to do
anything to earn forgiveness and mercy...° (R-PP 184)

6 Originally published in lzvestia TsK KPSS 8 (1989), 89-90.

191
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The highlighted phrase is the same one Zinoviev later used in his
appeal of his death sentence, which we have quoted above.

In 1936 the investigation into the Kirov murder had been
reopened. By July some members of Zinoviev’'s group were
accusing him of involvement in Kirov’s murder. Arch Getty
describes some ensuing parts of the investigation as follows:

By 23 July, Kamenev was admitting membership in a
counterrevolutionary center that planned terror, but
he denied being one of the organizers; he implicated
Zinoviev as being closer to the matter. Three days
later Zinoviev was confronted by one of his followers,
Karev, who directly accused him. Zinoviev asked that
the interrogation be stopped because he wanted to
make a statement that, in the event, amounted to a full
confession of organizing assassination and terror.
{Getty Yezhov, 191)

Zinoviev went on to confess to direct participation in the planning
of Kirov’'s murder and that of other Soviet leaders.

A pgeHcTBUTE/NbHO ABASJICA 4JjleHOM 06'eJMHEHHOI'O
TPOLKHCTCKO-3HHOBLEBCKOTO LeHTpA,
OpraHu3oBaHHoro B 1932 roay.

TpOLKUCTCKO-3UHOBLEBCKUH LEHTP CTAaBUJ I[VIaBHOH
CBOeH 3a/iauyel y6uncTBO pykoBoauTesei BKII(6), u B
nepByI0 odepeab youiicTeo CtasuHa U Kuposa. Yepes
yneHoB ueHTpa M. H. CMupHOBAa M MpauyKoOBCKOIro
UeHTp Obl1 cBsi3aH ¢ TpoUKHM, OT KOTOpOro
CMHUDPHOBBIM GbIJIM MOJIyYeHBl NpAMBIE YKAa3aHUS 10
HoAroToBKe y6uicTsa CTanuHa.

Translated:

I was indeed a member of the united Trotskyist-
Zinovievist center organized in 1932.
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The Trotskyist-Zinovievist center considered as its
chief task the murder of leaders of the VKP(b) and,
first and foremost, the murder of Stalin and Kirov. The
center was connected with Trotsky through its
members [N. Smirnov and Mrachkovsky. Direct
instructions from Trotsky for the preparation of
Stalin’s murder were received by Smirnov.”

Al Tarxe mnpusHaw, YTO y4YacTHHKAM OpraHyd3aldu
BakaeBy u KapeBy oT UMeHH 06'eJUHEHHOTO 1|eHTpPa
MHOI0 I E! nopydeHa OopraHusauus
TEPPOPHUCTHYECKHUX aKTOB HaZ CTaJuHbLIM B MOCKBe H
KupoBbiM B JleHHHTpaje.

JTo mopydyeHHe MHOK 6bLIO JaHO B HAbUHCKOM
ocenbio 1932 roja.

Translated:

I also confess that Bakaev and Karev, members of the
organization, were entrusted by me, in the name of the
united center, with the organization of terrorist acts
against Stalin in Moscow and Kirov in Leningrad.

These instructions by me were given in [l'inskoe in the
fall of 1932.8

193

Zinoviev gave more details in other pretrial confessions - we have
only one of them at present - and at the August 1936 First Moscow

Trial.

By this point Zinoviev had proven himself to be completely
untrustworthy. In his December 1934 interrogation he had denied

7 Getty & Naumov, 251-252; Izv. TsK KPSS 8 (1989) 101; R-PP 198.

& Zinoviev. Transcript of interrogation of July 23-25, 1936; translation by Getty & Naumov,

232 (they omit the words “in [I'inskoe”); Izv. TsK KPSS 8 (1989) 104; R-PP 199.
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any oppositional activity. Exposed by members of his group he had
only partially confessed at the January 1935 trial. In letters to
Stalin in April and May 1935 he had sworn that he had revealed
everything and had completely repented. His July and August 1936
confessions proved that these statements too were lies.

Zinoviev’s duplicity had gone even further. During the eighteen
months of his imprisonment prior to his confessions of july-August
1936 he had composed a 540-page typescript in which he claimed
to confess all of his guilt towards the Party. It was intended to be a
demonstration of the thoroughness with which he had supposedly
examined his anti-Party actions and repented of them.

We have obtained and studied this lengthy document. In it
Zinoviev says nothing about his involvement in the planning of
Kirov's murder and plans for future assassinations. He says
nothing about the secret bloc with the Trotskyists and the Rights,
about which we know from the Sedov-Trotsky correspondence in
the Harvard Trotsky Archive. In essence this is a 540-page attempt
by Zinoviev to cover up his involvement in the bloc of
oppositionists and in Kirov's murder by “confessing” at great
length to a host of lesser misdeeds.’

Ironically, in his post-conviction appeal of his death sentence,
dated August 24, 1936, 4:30 a.m., Zinoviev again used the same
phrase - “I am no longer an enemy” - that he had used in his April
1935 letter to Stalin. Zinoviev had nothing to lose by saying it. But
Stalin would have been a fool to believe him this time.

In addition to evidence of his own guilt Zinoviev's confessions
provide evidence of Trotsky’s involvement in Kirov’'s murder and
in other planned assassinations - “terror.” When Trotsky
indignantly denied this he also denied the existence of any bloc
with the Zinovievites. Like Zinoviev, Trotsky was lying too.

9 “Zasluzhennyi prigovor.”
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Conclusion: The Moscow Trials and the Evidence

The appeals by the Moscow Trials defendants, Budyonny’s letter to
Voroshilov, and Zinoviev’'s statements and pretrial confessions are
consistent with all the other evidence we have reviewed in our
study of the Moscow Trials. They all provide evidence that
supports the hypothesis that the defendants’ confessions of guilt at
these trials were truthful.
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Evidence — The Arao Document

Non-Soviet / Soviet Evidence

The Arao Document

Nikita Khrushchev had Marshal Tukhachevsky “rehabilitated” in
1957. According to the information now public the sentence
passed by the Military Collegium of the Soviet Supreme Court on
June 11, 1937 was set aside on January 31, 1957. All the executed
military leaders were reinstated in their Party memberships by
the Party Control Commission on February 27, 1957. (Viktorov
234)

Normally there was some kind of study or report prepared
beforehand - usually an appeal, or “Protest” by the Soviet
Prosecutor, and a following report by the Supreme Court.
Normally too, he Soviet Prosecutor’s “Protest” was based on some
kind of investigation. Viktorov gives a very general idea of what
kind of investigation took place in 1956. But we can’t tell much

about it.

It's clear that there had been a decision to exculpate the military
leaders beforehand, and that the decision was a political one. We
have the decree of the Presidium of the Central Committee of the
CPSU posthumously reinstating Tukhachevsky and the others tried
with him to their Party membership. The “Molotov Commission”
set up in 1956 by Khrushchev evidently in order to officially
rehabilitate the Tukhachevsky defendants among others, was
sharply divided. Within weeks after it ceased its operation
Molotov, Malenkov, and Kaganovich tried to oust Khrushchev but
failed and were ousted themselves instead.!



Chapter Ten. Non-Soviet - Soviet Evidence - The Arao Document 197

For reasons never made clear, in the months before the 22" Party
Congress in 1961 Khrushchev decided to sponsor another
investigative report on the Tukhachevsky case. A commission was
established under the chairmanship of Nikolai M. Shvernik, an Old
Bolshevik of working-class origins who had spent most of his
Party career as a trade union bureaucrat and was at the time the
Chairman of the Party Control Commission. It is possible that
Khrushchev was hoping that Shvernik’s researchers would
discover some “smoking gun” evidence of, perhaps, a frame-up of
the military men. If so, he was disappointed. The commission
found nothing of the kind. This may account for the fact that the
report was not published during either Khrushchev’'s or
Gorbachev’s tenure.

Shvernik’s Commission issued a report addressed to Khrushchev,
to which Shvernik added the following note:

Topapuwy XpyuweBy H.C. [loceiiaro Bam cnpaBky o
npoBepKe 0OBHHEHHH, IpeAbABJeHHbIX B 1937 rogy
CyflebHbIMH M MApPTUHHBIMM  OpraHaMH  TT.
TyxaueBckomy M. H, flkupy H. 3., Y6opeBuuy U. [1. u
ApYyrMM BOEHHbIM JedATesnsiM B H3MeHe PojnHe,
TEppOpe U BOEHHOM 3arcBope.

MaTepuaJsibl O IpUYHHAX U YCIOBUSIX BOSHUKHOBEHHS
gena Ha T. TyxadeBckoro M. H. u Apyrux BUAHBIX
BOEHHBIX JlesiTesied U3yyeHbl KoMuccue, co3faHHOR
[Tpeanguymom LK KIICC peweHusiMmu oT 5 siHBaps
1961 roga u ot 6 mas 1961 ropa. H. llBepHHK.
26.V1.1964 1.

Translated:

To Comrade N.S. Khrushchev. I am sending to you a
report concerning the verification of the accusations

! The documents available related to the “Molotov Commission” are published in Razdel 111
(Section 3) of RKEB 2, 150-274.
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presented in 1937 by judicial and party organs against
comrades Tukhachevsky M.N,, lakir I.E,, Uborevich L.P.
and other military figures, of treason to the
motherland, terror, and military conspiracy.

The materials about the causes and conditions in
which the case against com. Tukhachevsky M.N. and
other prominent military figures arose, have been
studied by a Commission created by the Presidium of
the CC CPSU by decisions of January 5, 1961, and May
6, 1961. N. Shvernik, June 26, 1964.

The Arao Document

It's reasonable to suppose that the purpose of the Shvernik
commission was to uncover evidence that would justify the
rehabilitation of the Party members convicted in the three public
Moscow trials and the Military purges. The mere fact of such a
study implies that whatever reports had been prepared in 1956
for the official “rehabilitations” had been lacking in such evidence.
No doubt the commission had the additional goals of further
blackening Stalin’s name and, especially, the names of his leading
supporters who were still alive - people like Molotov, Kaganovich,
and Voroshilov.

The Commission duly reached the predetermined conclusion that
Tukhachevsky and those tried and executed with him were
innocent. But rather than proving their innocence, the report
contained evidence that contradicted it. One bit of such evidence is
the “Arao document.”

Here is what we know of it, from the 1964 “Shvernik” report to
Khrushcheyv, first published in 1993.
r) JledcTBUS pa3BefKH SINOHHU U ee poJib B «Jese»
TyxadeBckoro

B xome nmnposepku «gena» TyxaueBCKOro 6bu1
obHapyxeH B lleHTpasbHOM TrocyAapCTBEHHOM
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apxuBe COBeTCKOM ApMHH BaKHbIH [JOKYMEHT,
cnencoobuieHue 3-ro ordena I'YI'B HKBJ CCCP,
KOTOpoe OblJI0 HanpasaeHO EXOBbIM Hapkomy
o6opoHbl BopowuaoBy ¢ noMmeTkoM «indHo» 20
anpens 1937 r.,, To eCTb B MOMEHT, HENIOCPEACTBEHHO
npenlleCTBOBABIIUN apecTaM KpPYNHBIX COBETCKUX
BOeHaya/JbHUKOB. Ha 3TOM [JOKyMeHTe, KpoMme
JWYHOM  moanucH  ExoBa, ecTb  pe3osioLus
Bopownnosa, gatupoBaHHasg 21 anpensa 1937 r.
«/lonoxeHo. PelneHHUs1 IpHUHSATLI, IpociefUTh. K. By,
Cyns no B&XHOCTH  JOKYMeHTa, caefyer
NpeAIoJioKHUTE, YTO J0J0XKeH OH 6b1s1 CTannHy. Huxe
NPUBOJHUTCA 3TO CcHeucooblleHWe B TOM BHJE, B
KaKOM OHO MOCTYyNuI0 K Bopownaosy:

«CIHELJCOOBUEHUE

3-m otaenom I'YTB choTtorpaduporaH JOKYMEHT Ha
SIOHCKOM si3blKe, UAYLIHHA TPaH3UTOM K3 [losbliu B
AnoHUI0 AUNNOYTON U HCXOASAUIME OT SIMOHCKOTO
BoeHHoOro atrtauie B [lonbue - CaBaga Curepy, B afipec
JIMYHO HayaJIbHUKa ['maBHOTO yIpaBJeHHUs
[eHepanbHOro wra6a fAinonuu Hakapszuma Tenyzgso.
[TucbMO HanucaHoO MOYEPKOM MOMOIHHKA BOEHHOTO
aTraule B [loablie Apao.

TeKcT JOKyMeHTa CAeAyIOIIHT:

«06 ycTaHOBJIEHWH CBfI3M C BHAHBIM COBETCKHUM
OesTeJIeM.

12 anpenst 1937 roja.
BoenHbIM aTTalue B [loasue CaBagy Curepy.

[lo Bompocy, yKa3aHHOMY B 3aroJioBKe, Y[Aaj0Ch
YCTaHOBUTb CBfA3b C TalHbIM MNOCAAHILLEM Mapulasia
Kpacnoii ApMmuu TyxaueBCKOTO.
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CyTb 6ecefbl 3aK/1I04a/IaCh B TOM, YTOOb! 06CYAUTE (2
Heporyjuda U OAHH 3HAK HEMTOHSATHbI) OTHOCUTEJIBHO
u3BecTHOro Bam TakHoro mnocnaHua ot KpacHo#
Apmuu Ne 304.”

CnelcoobiieHue NOANHCAHO 3aMeCTUTEeNIEM
HayaJbHMKa 3-ro otaena [IYIB HKBJ CCCP
KOMHCCAapOM TOCY[apcTBEHHON 6e30macHocTH 3-ro
paHra MunaeBbiM. POTON/NIEHKU C 3TUM JOKYMEHTOM
M TMOAJMHHUK nepeBoga B apxuBe HKBJ He
oGHapy»XeHbl.?

Translated:

(c) Actions of Japanese intelligence and its role in the
Tukhachevsky “case”

In the course of verifying the “case” of Tukhachevsky
an important document was discovered in the Central
State Archive of the Soviet Army, a special
communication of the 3" department of the GUGB
[Main Directorate for State Security] of the NKVD
[People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs] of the
USSR, which had been sent by Ezhov to Voroshilov,
the People’'s Commissar of Defense, with the
annotation “personal,” on April 20, 1937, that is at the
time immediately before the arrests of the major
Soviet military commanders. ... We reproduce here
this special communication in the form in which it
reached Voroshilov:

SPECIAL COMMUNICATION

2 Telegram of April 12 1937 concerning Tukhachevsky’s contacts with Japanese. “Tragediia
RKKA,” Spravka of Shvernik report, Voenno-Istoricheskii Arkhiv, No. 2 (1997), 29-31. Also in
RKEB 2, 753.
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The 3¢ department of the GUGB has photographed a
document in the Japanese language that was in transit
from Poland to Japan by diplomatic pouch and that
originated with the Japanese military attaché to
Poland, Savada Sigeru, addressed personally to the
director of the Main department of the Japanese
General Staff Nakazima Tetsudzo. The letter is written
in the hand of Arao, aide to the military attaché in
Poland.

The text of the document is as follows:

“Concerning the establishment of ties with a
prominent Soviet figure.

12 April 1937
The Military Attaché in Poland Savada Sigeru.

On the matter mentioned in the title, we have been
successful in establishing contact with a secret
emissary of Marshal of the Red Army Tukhachevsky.

The essence of the conversation concluded that there
should be a discussion (2 characters and one sign
indecipherable) concerning the secret emissary from
the Red Army No. 304 who is known to you.”

The special communication is signed by the assistant
head of the 3" section of the GUGB NKVD USSR,
Commissar of State Security 3" class Minaev. Neither
the photograph that accompanied this document nor
the original of the translation have been discovered in
the archive of the NKVD.

The authors of the Shvernik report went on to claim that they
believed this document was a “provocation,” faked to incriminate
Tukhachevsky.

Jta pe3uHdopmanua Oblsla TeM HJAH HHBIM OYTEM
noAbpouleHa COBETCKUM opraHaM ANOHCKOM
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pa3BeZiKoH, 6BITh MOXKET, B KOOIepalMH € MOJbCKOH
pa3Be/iKOH, @ BO3MOXKHO, U HEMELKOH.

Translated:

This disinformation was passed by one means or
another to the Soviet organs [of security - GF] by
Japanese intelligence, perhaps in cooperation with
Polish intelligence, or perhaps with the Germans.

The Arao Document evidently presented the researchers on
Shvernik’s Commission with a considerable problem. Here was
documentary evidence that Tukhachevsky was in contact with
Japanese intelligence - was, in fact, a Japanese spy!

The Commission attempted damage control to discredit their
discovery. In 1937 the document had been turned over to a
prisoner, a certain R.N. Kim, an NKVD “worker” - his former job
was not specified - who had been himself arrested as a Japanese
spy. The whole sequence of events merits a careful look.

B cBA3M ¢ TeM, 4TO Ka4eCTBO QOTOAOKYMEHTA GbLIO
MJIOXUM U HHOCTpaHHbIM oTiaen HKB/l, kyxa 6buia
nepesaH Al pacliiPPOBKH 3TOT JJOKYMEHT, HE CMOT
BBLIMOJIHUTDL 3TOH paboThl, 3aMeCTUTEe/Ib HayalbHUKA
3 orgena I'YI'B MunaeB-llukaHOBCKHE npeaaoxua M.
E. CokonoBy, paboTaBuieMy TOI/|Ja HAYaJbHUKOM 7-TO
OTAE/IeHUsI 3TOTO OTAE/A, BbleXaTh C JOKYMEHTOM B
JleGOPTOBCKY0 THOPbMY K HaxOAUBIIEMYCSl TaM
apectoBaHHOMY patothuky UHO HKB/J P. H. Kumy u
NOPYYHUTb eMy, Kak KBaTHPULHUPOBAHHOMY 3HATOKY
AMNOHCKOTO fA3blKa, pacllMpoOBaTh JAOKYyMeHT. Kum
6b11 apecToBaH 2 anpess 1937 r. no nofo3peHHIO B
HINHOHAXKe B MOJb3y fMOHWH, U CAE€ACTBHUE IO €ro
Jejly BeJl anmapaT OTAge/leHWs, BO3IJIABJ/ISEMOT0
COKON0BBIM.

Kak coobuun cewrtyac B LUK KIICC CokoJioB, 3TOT
n10xo  coororpadUpoBaHHbIN  AOKyMeHT Kumy
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yAanoch paciiuppoBaTh [0OC/Ae [ABYX-TpeX BU3UTOB K
HeMy. KuM 6b11 KpaliHe BO36YXK/AeH, KOrAa Coob6LUInI
COKOJIOBY, UTO B AOKyMeHTe Mapmiaj TyxaueBCKHH
YIIOMHHAeTCAd KAk  HHOCTPAaHHBIA  pasBe/yHK.
CokoJsioB yTBEPXKIAET, 4YTO coflepxaHue
CnelucoobIleHus, KOTopoe  ObLIO  HalpaBJ/eHO
BopouiunoBy, coBnajaeTr ¢ coZepxaHueM INepeBo/a,
cAenaHHoro Kumowm, npudeM B ToO BpeMs COKOJIOB U
Apyrie eroc COTPYAHHKY, 3HaBIUHE COJlepKaHue
[OKYMeHTa, ObLIH y6ex/JeHbl B ero NOAJHHHOCTH.
Tenepsn »xe COKOJIOB CUUTAET, UYTC OHH TOTAa r1y6oKo
3abayXKAanucb, U JOKYMEHT, BHJAUMO, SBJSETCS
pesnHbopMalued €O CTOPOHbI IOJBCKOM WJH
AMNOHCKOM pa3BefioK ¢ pacyeToM, 4YTO 3a 3Ty
$aNbUIUBKY YXBaTATCA.

Translated:

Since the quality of the photographic copy of the
document was poor and the Foreign Section of the
NKVD, where it had been sent for the decoding of the
document, could not accomplish this work, the
Assistant Chief of the 3¢ Office of the GUGB Minaev-
Tsikanovskii proposed to M.E. Sokolov, who during
that period worked as the chief of the 7% section of
this Office, to take the document to the Lefortovo
prison to RN. Kim, an arrested employee of the
Foreign Section of the NKVD who was imprisoned
there, and to assign him, as a qualified expert in the
Japanese language, to decode the document. Kim had
been arrested on April 2, 1937, under suspicion of
espionage for Japan and the investigation of his case
was led by the staff of the section headed by Sokolov.

Sokolov has now informed the CC of the CPSU that
Kim succeeded in decoding this poorly photographed
document after two or three visits. Kim was very
excited when he informed Sokolov that in the
document Marshal Tukhachevsky is mentioned as a
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foreign spy. Sokolov confirms that the contents of the
special communication that was sent to Voroshilov
agrees with the contents of the translation done by
Kim. Moreover, at that time Sokolov and other
coworkers who knew the document’s contents were
convinced that it was genuine. Now, however, Sokolov
considers that they were then deeply mistaken and
that the document was obviously disinformation by
Polish or Japanese intelligence who counted upon our
seizing upon this forgery.

There are some issues to consider here.

* Why would a document of this importance be turned over to a
suspected Japanese spy for a reliable translation? If Kim had in fact
been a Japanese agent, the possibilities this presented to him for
creating a havoc of distrust within the Soviet leadership would
have been immense. And were there in truth no experts in the
Japanese language who were at liberty, and not under suspicion of
being Japanese agents, to whom the NKVD could have turned?

B cBoeM o6bsacHenun B UK KIICC npoxuBarouiuy
certyac B MockBe Kum noarBepxaaeT, 4ToO
AedicTBUTenbHO B ampene 1937 r. CokoJsioB, €O
CChIJIKOW Ha NMpHKa3aHWe HapkoMma ExxoBa, mopydus
€My TMepeBeCTH ¢ SANOHCKOTO s3blKa [JOKYMEHT,
KOTOpPbIH HHUKTO U3 pabotHukoB ['VYI'B, crabo 3Has
SIIOHCKHH S3bIK, HE CMOT NIPOYHTAaTh U3-3a J1ePpeKTOB
cHUMKa. Kumy 6b110 ofeuniaHo, 4YTO €CAM OH
pacuiudppyeT JOKYMEHT, TO 3TO 6JaronpUsTHO
OT30BETCS Ha ero cyAbbe.

Translated:

In his explanation to the CC of the CPSU Kim, who is
now living in Moscow, confirms that in reality in April
1937 Sokolov, referring to an order by People’s
Commissar Ezhov, assigned him to translate from the
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Japanese a document that none of the employees of
the GUGB, because their knowledge of the Japanese
language was weak, could read because of the
defective nature of the photograph. Kim was promised
that if he decoded the document, that would have a
positive effect on his fate.

* The Commission claims that it located and questioned Kim, living
in Moscow in the early 1960s. Kim supposedly told them that he
had been given the document at the instruction of Ezhov along
with an unspecific promise that it would “affect his fate in a
positive manner.”

The Kim of 1962, however, did not testify that he had been
pressured to concoct a false reading of the document. Instead he
claimed that he had doubted the genuineness of the document
from the first, and had written a note suggesting that this was
Japanese disinformation.

Kak yTBepkaaet Kum, rnoce nepeBojia AOKyMeHTa OH
HanWca/a eule M 3aK/AOUYEHHEe, B KOTOPOM cjhenasn
BbIBOJI, UTO 3TOT [JOKYMEHT TNoAOpOUIeH HaM
ANOHUAMH. Takoro 3ak/jlo4yeHHs B apXxUBax He
HakipeHo. JJOKyMeHT, C KOTOpbIM HMes Jejo Kum,
COCTOSIJI, C ero CJ0B, U3 OAHOH CTpanHHUbl U ObLI
HallUCaH Ha CAy»eO0HOM 6JlaHKe BOEHHOTr'O aTrTaluaTa
MoYepKOM IOMOIULHHKA BOEHHOro aTtalue B [losblie
Apao (noyepk sToT KuM Xopoluo 3Ha/, TaK Kak paHee
4ydTaa psiZi AOKYMEHTOB, HANHCaHHBIX Apao); B
JOKYMeHTe TOBOPWJIOCH O TOM, 4YTO O TOM, YTO
yCTaHOBJIEHA CBA3b € MapliajoM TyxadeBCKHUM,
JNOKYMEHT TOChlIaeTcsd B ajpec reHwraba. Bce atu
nadHble Kum coobmua B UK KIICC go npeabsapaeHus
eMy TEKCTa CIIel[Co0bUIeHHS.

Translated:

Kim asserts that after he had translated the document
he also wrote a conclusion in which he deduced that
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the document had been passed to us by the Japanese.
This conclusion cannot be found in the archives. The
document that Kim dealt with was composed, in his
own words, of one page and was written on the official
form of the military attaché in the handwriting of the
Assistant Military Attaché in Poland Arao (Kim knew
this handwriting well since he had previously read a
series of documents written by Arao). The document
stated that a document had been sent to the General
Staff concerning the fact that contact had been
established with Marshal Tukhachevsky. Kim reported
all these facts to the CC of the CPSU before the text of
the special report had been presented to him.

This story provides a possible avenue of refutation of the “Arao
document.” Kim, the Japanese language expert, wrote that it was a
fake, disinformation (though not a forgery - see below), but the
NKVD did not pass this on.

That created an opportunity for placing the blame on Ezhov, who
had supposedly directed that it be given to a person who might be
amenable to concluding whatever Ezhov wanted. Blaming Ezhov
would have allowed for blaming Stalin, Khrushchev’s main target,
since Khrushchev had claimed that Ezhov did nothing without
checking with Stalin first. But Kim instead wrote a note
exculpating Tukhachevsky. In this scenario Ezhov did not pass
Kim’s note along to the Politburo, but also failed to punish Kim for
coming to the “wrong” conclusion.

A further difficulty in the Shvernik Commission’s discussion of the
document is that GUGB officer Sokolov, who had brought the Arao
document to Kim, knew nothing about Kim’s “note” in the early
1960s. For if he had known, he would never have given the
testimony that he did give to the Commission.

Cokonos yTBEPXKIAET, 4yTO cozep)kanue
cnelcoobijeHuss, KoTopoe  6bLA0  HaMpaBJ/IEHO
BopolunaoBy, COBMAaZaeT ¢ CO/epKaHWEM NepeBOAa,
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caenaHHoro Kumom, npudeMm B TO BpeMsi COKOJIOB U
ApYyTHe ero COTpPYAHUKH, 3HaBlIMe COJepXKaHue
JOKyMeHTa, Obl1M ybex/JeHbl B ero NOAJAHHHOCTH.
(RKEB 754)

Translated:

Sokolov confirms that the contents of the special
communication that was sent to Voroshilov agrees
with the contents of the translation done by Kim.
Moreover, at that time Sokolov and other coworkers
who knew the document’s contents were convinced
that it was genuine.

Sokolov, who had supposedly dealt with Kim directly, could not
have believed the document was genuine in 1937 if Kim really had
written a note saying that he suspected the document was phony,
disinformation. Obviously Sokolov’'s view about the document
bona fides would have come from Kim. But Sokolov and his
coworkers did believe in April 1937 that it was genuine. Therefore,
at that time Kim must have believed that too.

Moreover, how could Kim, a man imprisoned for suspected
espionage for Japan, have gotten out of prison to “communicate
these matters to the Central Committee” - much less “before he
had been presented with the text”? If he had done this, how could
Sokolov and his coworkers not have known about all this?

The Shvernik Commission report states that Kim was able to
identify the handwriting of the document as that of Arao because
“he had previously read a series of documents written by Arao.”
The Assistant Military Attaché of Japan to Poland would not have
been writing to the Soviets at all, much less in handwritten
Japanese. So we can conclude that Soviet intelligence had
intercepted other handwritten documents by Arao, intended for
delivery to Japan, before this, and had given them to the same R.N.
Kim to translate. This specific Arao Document was indeed a
bombshell, or so it appears to us today. But it must have been far
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from the first document by Arao that Soviet intelligence had
received.

This means that Kim'’s story of the early ‘60s about his “note” was
itself a lie. Everyone concerned - Kim, Sokolov, and no doubt
Ezhov and Voroshilov - had believed the note was genuine.

The Commission chose not to confront these problems, and
dismissed the Arac Document as follows:

OueHuBast uMewLiuMecs SANOHCKHe  MaTepuUabl,
MOXHO CAeJIaTh CAeIyI0LIHe BbIBObI.

Bo-nepBbIX, «A0KyMeHT Apao,” nociaHHblil ExXOBBIM
BopownnoBy, Ha/lo NpHU3HATh NPOBOKALMOHHBIM, 3Ta
AesrnHpopManuss Oblla TEM MJAM  MHBIM NYTEM
noAGpolIeHa  COBETCKUM  OpraHaM  SAANOHCKOH
pasBeAKOH, ObITbL MOXKET, B KOOIEPALHH C MOALCKOH
pa3BeAKOH, a BO3MOXHO, U HeMeL[KOM.

He wuckal04eHO TakkKe, 4YTO 3TOT [JOKYMEHT Obll
chabpukoradn B HKBJ/l ¢ npsmMoill npoBOKaLMOHHOH
LeJIbI0 WJIM YTO TaK HasbiBaeMbil TaliHbIM MOCaaHeL,
ec/il OH Tak oO0baABHA <ceb6ss B Bapuwase, B
LeUCTBHUTE/NbHOCTH ABNsAACS areHToM HKB/.

Bo-BTOpBIX, HECMOTPS Ha COMHUTENBHYIO 1JleHHOCTD B
KayecTBe CBHJeTeNbCTBAa INpPOTUB TyxaueBCKOro,
«1OKyMeHT  Apao,” Jomeamuit Ao ExxoBa,
Bopowunosa u, BeposaTHO, A0 CTaluHa, MOT BCe XKe
UMK 6paThCsl B pacyeT M CbITPATh B YCAOBUSAX anpeJid
- Maa 1937 ropa onpepeneHHyK pojib B
bopMUpOBaHUHM 0GBHHEHUS NPOTHB TyxaueBCKOTO.

BmecTe c TeM, BUAHMO, HMEeHHO
HEIpaBAONOJ06HOCTBI0 3TOr0  JOKYMEHTa Hazo
06BACHUTb TOT PaKT, YTO Ha CIEACTBUH BONPOC O
«TalkHOM nocnaHye TyxXaueBCKOro» W O CBsI3SIX €ro ¢
SAMOHCKOH pa3BeKOH BOOOGIIE HHKaK He
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LOTpallyBascs. B gesie HET HH CAMOT0 JOKYMEHTa, HU
ero kKonuu. Hukakoit omnepaTUBHOH pa3paboTKH
BOKpYT 3TOro nepexBavyeHHOro ANOHCKOTO
JOKYMeHTa He MpOBOAMJIOCh;, €ro HCI0Jib3CBaIH
npotuB TyxayeBCKOro B TOM BHJE, B KaKOM OH
OKasaJicsl B pykax paborHuka HKB/.

Translated:

After evaluation of the available Japanese materials it
is possible to make the following deductions.

First: we must consider the Arao Document that
Ezhov sent to Voroshilov as a provocation. This
disinformation was passed by one means or another
to the Soviet organs by Japanese intelligence, perhaps
in cooperation with Polish intelligence, and possibly
also with German intelligence.

The possibility cannot be excluded that the document
was fabricated by the NKVD with a directly
provocational purpose or that the secret sender, if he
called himself that in Warsaw, was in reality an NKVD
agent.

Second, despite the dubious value as evidence against
Tukhachevsky the Arao Document that reached Ezhov,
Voroshilov, and probably Stalin also, could have been
taken under consideration by them and in April - May
1937 could have played a certain role in the formation
of accusations against Tukhachevsky.

At the same time, the fact that during the investigation
the question about the “secret representative of
Tukhachevsky” and about his ties with Japanese
intelligence played no role in the interrogations could
be explained precisely by the implausibility of this
document. In the [Tukhachevsky Affair} case file there
is neither the document itself nor a copy of it. No
operational work was developed concerning this
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seized Japanese document; it was used against
Tukhachevsky in the same form in which it existed in
the hands of the NKVD worker.

According to the Commission’s analysis, the Document was some
kind of provocation by either Japanese, Polish, or German
intelligence, or some combination of them, or possibly even an
NKVD forgery - despite Kim’s attestation that he recognized Arao’s
handwriting.

The Commission then contradicted itself by claiming that the fact
the document was not used in the investigation and prosecution of
Tukhachevsky at all and that this could be explained by “precisely
the improbability of this document” - and then claims that “it was
used against Tukhachevsky.” But if the case against Tukhachevsky
was intentionally fabricated from the beginning, the
“improbability” of the document - assuming that it was
“improbable” - would not have been an issue. Furthermore, NKVD
man Sokolov, who dealt with Kim, thought it was genuine.

We can best make sense of all the contradictions in the Shvernik
Commission’s report about the Arao Document by recognizing that
its editors were trying to find a reason to dismiss this document,
since they had been tasked to find evidence to exonerate
Tukhachevsky and the rest. One hypothesis would be that those
who compiled the report did not wish to conceal from their
powerful superiors this document that their researchers had
uncovered, so they supplied an explanation that would permit
their superiors to disregard it, if they so wished.

Since the Commission’s report informs us that Voroshilov had seen
the document and, therefore, Stalin knew about it too, the most
likely reason it was not used in the prosecution of Tukhachevsky is
that it was not needed - other evidence was available. We can’t
know for certain, since the Tukhachevsky case file (delo), like
those of all the other military defendants, has only been
declassified in part, and only in 2017-2018. As yet very few
researchers have been able to see even parts of it. The fact that the
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Arao document was not used in the case against Tukhachevsky
does not imply anything about whether it was genuine or not.

We do not know whether the actual Arao Document is still extant
somewhere. We know about it only from the Shvernik Report.
Either it is among the Tukhachevsky investigation materials that
are still top-secret in Russia today, or it has been destroyed. It is
not mentioned by Ilulia Kantor, author of three books on
Tukhachevsky, who was given special permission by the Marshal’s
family to see his investigative file and in whose works a great deal
of evidence pointing not towards Tukhachevsky’s innocence, but
towards his guilt, may be found. Kantor herself, with no pretense
of objectivity, firmly takes the position that all the military
commanders were innocent victims of a frame-up.

The Arao Document represents good evidence that Tukhachevsky
was in direct contact with the Japanese military figures in Poland.
The attempted refutation of the Document contained in that report
is filled with contradictions and should be discarded.

We have documented in another chapter that the Tukhachevsky
Affair features prominently in the Third Moscow Trial. We have a
great deal of documentary evidence that the Tukhachevsky
conspiracy did exist. This evidence 1s relevant to our task of
verifying the Moscow Trials testimony from other, independent
sources.



Chapter 11. Soviet Evidence — Ustrialov’s

Confession

Ustrialov on Tukhachevsky’s Contacts with the
Japanese

The consideration of Nikolai Ustrialov’s confession requires some
explanation. Ustrialov's is a Soviet - NKVD confession-
interrogation. This will raise in the minds of some readers the
possibility that Ustrialov might have been “forced” to falsely
confess, that these confessions might be fabrications, and so on.

In reality, there is no evidence that this is the case and much
evidence against it. Therefore, it may be useful to examine this
issue here.

Ustrialov’s confession cannot have been an attempt to “frame”
Tukhachevsky or even to get additional evidence against him,
since by the date it was given - July 14, 1937 - Tukhachevsky,
executed on June 12, 1937, had been dead for more than a month.

Might it be an attempt to “frame,” or at least get more evidence
against, Bukharin and the Rights? As we shall see, they are in fact
mentioned in the confession. But this is impossible for a number of
reasons:

* The allusions to Bukharin and the Rights are all hearsay.
Ustrialov simply reported what one Japanese journalist-spy
who called himself Nakamura had told him. Nakamura had
no direct knowledge about the Rights. He just repeated what
he had been told by still other parties. Such testimony would
have been useless in any criminal trial, including in the USSR
in the 1930s.

* Why would the NKVD or prosecution fabricate material that
could not be used? When, during the Ezhovshchina or “Great
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Terror” the NKVD fabricated confessions they did so to
falsely incriminate innocent people. In this case they would
have fabricated direct testimony, forced Ustrialov to say that
he had direct knowledge of the Rights’ desires to overthrow
the Soviet government, make deals with Japan and Germany,
and so on. But they did not do that.

* Liudmila A. Bystriantseva, the expert on Ustrialov’s life and
thought who edited and introduced this confession, is
convinced that it is genuine despite the fact that it contradicts
the reigning historical paradigm according to which
Tukhachevsky et al. were innocent, “framed” by Stalin, Ezhov,
or both. At the end of this chapter we will review what she
says.

* The confession might well be useful to the NKVD for further
investigation. But that would mean that the investigators
were in fact trying to discover the truth. That, in turn, would
mean that they did not fabricate Ustrialov’s confession.

* Ustrialov’s confession is consistent with the Soviet charges
against Tukhachevsky and against the Rights. We now have
good corroborative evidence, including non-Soviet evidence,
that these charges were accurate. The prevailing paradigm of
the Moscow Trials and the Tukhachevsky Affair cannot
account for this evidence. Therefore, the prevailing paradigm
must be discarded.

All this suggests that the confession is genuine. We have no
grounds to think that it might be a fabrication by the investigators
or the prosecution, and every reason to think it was not. And the
confession itself is very interesting - in fact, a bombshell. Not
surprisingly, it has been virtually ignored by those who are
committed not to discovering the truth but to what [ have
elsewhere called the “anti-Stalin paradigm” of Soviet history.

These are our grounds for including this somewhat lengthy
discussion of Ustrialov’s confession here.

* % X%
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Nikolai Vasil’evich Ustrialov was a Russian philosopher who had
taught law at Moscow University during World War I. He had been
a member of the Kadet (Constitutional Democrat) Party, the
leading party of businessmen and intellectuals. During the Civil
War he supported the White generals Kolchak and Denikin against
the Bolsheviks.

Eventually he settled in Harbin, China, and worked for the China
East Railroad, jointly owned by China and the USSR. During his
years of exile he visited Japan several times and met with Japanese
government figures. These visits became the focus of interest.
When the railroad was sold to Japan in 1935 Ustrialov returned
voluntarily to the USSR with other Russian nationals.

Once back in the USSR Ustrialov was hired to teach as a professor
of economic geography at two universities in Moscow. Clearly
Soviet authorities believed that he had accepted the Bolshevik
Revolution and his stated desire to support the USSR for
nationalist reasons.

Ustrialov was arrested on June 6, 1937.

B CCCP pa6Goran mnpodeccopoM 3KOHOMHYECKOH
reorpaduu B MOCKOBCKOM HHCTHTYTE€ HHXXEHEPOB
TPAHCIIOPTa ¥ HEKOTopoe BpeMss — B MOCKOBCKOM
rocyaapcTBeHHOM yHUBepcuTeTe. Ho 6 uwHst 1937
roga 6bi1 apecroBadH opraHamu HKBJ CCCP, a 14
ceHTsibps 1937 roma  BOEHHOH  KoOJlJerHed
BepxosHoro cyna CCCP no 06BUHEHHIO B “LINAOHAXeE,
KOHTPPEeBOJIIOLLMOHHOM ZesiTeJIbHOCTH %
AHTHCOBETCKOH arutayuu” (ctaTeu 58-1, 58-8, 58-10,
58-11 YK PCOCP) npuroBopéH Kk paccTpeny.
[IpuroBop npuBesiéH B UCNOJIHEHHE B TOT e AEHb B
Mockge.!

! “Ustrialov, Nikolai Vasil'evich.” {Biographical article). At
http://www.hrono.info/biograf/ustryalov.html
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Translated:

In the USSR he worked as a professor of Economic
Geography at the Moscow Institute of Transport
Engineers and for a time at Moscow State University.
But on June 6, 1937, he was arrested by the NKVD of
the USSR, and on September 14, 1937, he was
sentenced to be shot by the Military Collegium of the
Supreme Court of the USSR for “espionage,
counterrevolutionary  activity and  anti-Soviet
agitation” (articles 58-1, 58-8 and 58-11 of the
Criminal Code of the Russian Republic). The sentence
was carried out on the same day in Moscow.

From another source we learn that Ustrialov pled guilty at trial to
espionage for Japan.

CyzoM YcTpsi 0B NPU3HAH BHHOBHBIM B TOM, 4TO “C
1928 r. ABAAJCA areHTOM SMNOHCKOW pa3BeAKH H
NpPOBOAMJ LIMHOHCKYI0 paboTy. B 1935 r. ycTanoBuA
KOHTPPEBOJIIOUHOHHYIO CBfA3b € TyxaueBCKUM, OT
KOTODOTO 3Ha/ O [OArOTOBKE TEepPPOPUCTHYECKUX
aKTOB NpoTHUB pykoBognuTened BKII(6) u CoBeTckoro
NpaBHUTENbCTBA M O CBSI3W C aHTHCOBETCKOM
TEPPOPUCTHYECKOH opraHusaluveit npasbix. Kpome
TOTO, YcTpanos BeJl aKTHUBHYIO
KOHTPPEBOJIIOLLUCHHY IO nponaraszgy u
pacnpocTpaHsa] KJeBeTy Ha pykoBogcTso BKII(6)”
(u3 mpuroBopa, n1.4. 52). B TOT %e JeHb NPUTOBOD B
OTHOWIeHHH YcTpancBa H.B. 6bi1 npuBeseH B
ucnosHeHue (1.4. 53). ... [O]6BUHeHHe B IUNHOHAXE U
UHOM KOHTPPEeBOJIIOLLUOHHON AesTeNIbHOCTH
OCHOBAaHC TOJIbKO Ha NPH3HATE/bHbIX IOKa3aHHSAX
YcTpsisioBa, KOTOpble OH JAajl Ha NpeABapUTE/IbHOM
CJIeICTBUH U NOATBEPAU B CyeGHOM 3aceJaHUH.2

? Bystriantseva, L.A. “Arkhivnye materialy po N.V. Ustrialovu (1890-1937).”
http://lib.irismedia.org/sait/lib_ru/lib.ru/politolog/ustryalov/documentation.txt. htm
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Translated:

Ustrialov was declared guilty by the court in that
“since 1928 he has been an agent of Japanese
intelligence and has carried out espionage. In 1935 he
established  counterrevolutionary contact with
Tukhachevsky, from whom he learned about the
preparation of terrorist acts against the leaders of the
VPK(b) and the Soviet government and about contact
with the anti-Soviet terrorist organization of the
Rights. In addition Ustrialov conducted active
counterrevolutionary propaganda and slandered the
leadership of the VKP(b)” (from the sentence, p. 52).
“The sentence against Ustrialov N.V. was carried out
the same day (p. 53).” ... The accusation of espionage
and other counterrevolutionary activity was based
solely on Ustrialov’s confessions, which he gave
during the preliminary investigation and confirmed at
trial.

Ustrialov was himself convicted of espionage for Japan. This
constitutes our main interest in him here. It's important to note,
however, that Ustrialov did not confess to everything his
interrogator accused him of Specifically, he rejected the
accusation that he had returned to the USSR at the instruction of
the Japanese.

BOIIPOC: Bbl HanpacHO CBOAUTE CBOK AeATeJbHOCTh
TOJbKO K KOHTPPEBOJIIOLHMOHHONW  NpomnaraHpe.
Craepctrio u3BecTHO, 4To B CCCP BbI Npuexanu 1o
NpsAMOMY NpejJioKEeHHUID SAMNOHCKOW pa3BegKH, CO
CnelnuanbHbIMH 33/laHUSMH — Bbl IPU3HAETe 3TO?

OTBET: l aToro He npx3Ha.?

3 Bystriantseva, L.A. “Ustremlenie k istine. Protokol doporosa N.V. Ustrialova.” Klio (St.
Petersburg) No. 1 (1999), 246-256.
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Translated:

QUESTION: It is useless for you to reduce your activity
only to counterrevolutionary propaganda. The
investigation is aware that you arrived in the USSR
upon the direct proposal of Japanese intelligence with
special assignments - do you admit this?

ANSWER: [ do not admit this.

This kind of differentiated confession -- confession of guilt to some
charges while rejecting other charges - suggests an effort on the
part of the defendant to be truthful at least about the charges to
which the defendant has confessed guilt.

Bystriantseva argues convincingly that Ustrialov did not “spy” in
the ordinary sense of the word, and in the sense that the NKVD
interrogator at first accused him of. But she fails to point out the
obvious: that Ustrialov’s discussion with the Japanese agent
Nakamura (see below) itself constituted a form of espionage - that
is, secret collaboration with a hostile foreign power - if not
reported to the authorities.

The transcript of one of his interrogations, that of July 14, 1937,
was published in 1999. Here we quote only those sections of the
interview that are directly relevant to the question of Japanese
collaboration.

In this interrogation Ustrialov outlined the contents of a
conversation he had with Tukhachevsky at Tukhachevsky’'s own
home sometime in the autumn, probably September, of 1936. He
then summarizes a ninety-minute discussion he had in late
December 1936 with a Japanese agent, one Nakamura, who was
traveling under journalistic cover.

We'll comment on these two sections of Ustrialov’s confession
separately. After that, we’ll consider issues of authenticity.
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Part One. Autumn 1936: Ustrialov discusses his
talk with Marshal Tukhachevsky

BOITPOC: U3noxuTe cofeprkanue 3ToN Gecesbl?

OTBET: A mnocTaparocb AOC/AOBHO H3JI0KUTbH Haly
fecely — NOCKOJIbKY OHa MHE OCTa/lacb NaMsTHOM.
TyxaueBCKHH BHayasie KOCHYJ/ICS OCHOBHBIX NpobJieM
Halleld TOJIMTHKH H HHTepecoBacs MoeH TOUKOH
3peHust. 4 OTBeTUJ, YTO, IO MOEMy MHEHHUIO, B JAHHOU
MCTOPUYECKOH OOCTAaHOBKe BHEWIHSAS TMOJHUTHKa
COBETCKOTO TOCyJapcTBa BeJleTC NO €AWHCTBEHHO
BO3MOXHOMY I/ Hee KypCy, eCJH HMeTb B BUAY
OpUeHTaluI Ha Mup. f NOYYBCTBOBAJ, YTO MOH
cobeceJHHK He pasfesnsieT 3TOM TOYKM 3peHus. B
O4YeHb OCTOPOKHBIX, CKYIIbIX, OKOJIbHBIX BbIpaXKeHHSIX
OH CTaJl TOBOPUTb, YTO OpHEHTALUHUSA Ha MHp
TpeboBasa ©Obl HEKOTOPOro CMAT4YeHHs] HallWX
OTHOWEHHH ¢ 'epMaHUel, HbIHE OTPaBASIOUHUX BCIO
MeXAyHapoAHylo aTMocdepy.

1 HeMenseHHO 3aMeTHJ, YTO OTHIOAb He Mbl
BUHOBAThl B HANpPsHKEHHOCTH 3THX OTHOWEHWH. f
TBEPAO YOEXK/AEH, YTO, NOKyAa ¢aliuaM B [epMaHuu y
BJIACTH, HHKaKHe yJyylleHHUs HaLUlMX OTHOLIEHUH He
BO3MOMHBI.

JKcnaHcuss Ha BocTok — KpaeyroJ/ibHbIH KaMeHb
BHEIIHEeNOoJUTHYeCKOH nporpamMmel 'uTiepa. «/a, HO
Ha BOCTOKe ['epMaHud aeXUT [losblia, — 6pOCUa
pemnuky  TyxaueBckuH. —  TeppHUTOpHa/bHBIE
BONPOCbl  AONYCKalT  pas/iMuHble  BapHaHTHI
pelwtenuf.” U3 pganbHeWlNHX, BeCcbMa, BIpOYEM,
OCTODOXHBIX €0 BbICKa3blBaHHUH, MOJYYHIOCH, YTO
OH  MBbICAIMT cebe  COBCEM  WHOW  PHUCYHOK
€BPONEHCKOr0 paBHOBECHs, HEXeJHW TOT, KOTODbIH
CyllecTBYeT Telepb. B ero cjaoBax BoOCKpec/a
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H3BeCTHas! KOHLEeNnuus TakK Ha3blBaeMOH
«TePMaHCKOH OpHUeHTalUu», O KOTOPOW TaK MHOrO
TOBOPHJIOCH M NTHCA/IOCh B CBOE BpeMsl.

BblI0  COBEpLIEeHHO OYeBUJHO, 3a 4YeH cyeT
MBICJMJIOCH B TaKOM CJly4dae VyperyjupoBaHHe
CTIOPHBIX TeppUTOpHaibHbIX npobaem «He kaxpgas
NoJbCKasi KAMIIAHUSA KOHYaiach PUKCKHUM AOTOBOPOM
— ObLJ BeJIb B UCTOPUH «BeHCKHI KOHTpeccy»».

3toT adopusMm moero cobeceiHUKA Obll Hosiee 4eM
SICHbIM HaMEKOM.

1 — «Ho Begp Hawu npoTtUBopevus ¢ 'epmaHuell He
HUCUEpTIbIBAIOTCS TEPPUTOPHATIBHBIMU MpobieMaMu.
Henv3a  ynyctuTe W3 Buja  ray6ouaduive

NPOTUBOIOJIGKHOCTH COUHANbHO-TIOJTUTHYECKHX
pexumoB.”
TyxaueBCcKHH — «/la, KOHEYHO, HO PpEXHMbI

Pa3BUBAKOTCH, 3BOJOLMOHUPYIOT. B No/IMTHKE HyXHa
rH6KOCTb.  BcAkHME  KOHOAMKT  ecThb  HayaJlo
cornaileHusa.”

<c.253>

A — «OpgHaxko ecTb OCHOBHble, QyHAAMeHTalbHble
YCTAaHOBKH,  KOTOpblE€  COCTaBJAIT  CyLIHOCTb
MOJHUTHUYECKOro CTposl. Y Hac 3TH YCTAHOBKH
onpe/iesieHbl NPOrpaMMoOi NpaBsLLEH IAPTHHU.

TyxayeBCKMH — «J/la, HO KpOMe INpOrpaMmbl eCTb
awoad. Ilaptus — 3TO JAKAW. B nNapTuu  ecTb
peaJjibHble NOJIMTUKH, U UM IDHHALJIeXKNT OyAyliee.

W3 ganbHERIINX er0 BbICKAa3blBAHUH IBCTBOBAJIO, UTO
OH He TOJIbKO «TEOPETH3HUPYEeT», HO M yiKe Hallynas
KOe-KaKyl T[o4YBy T1ojJ Horamu. «PeasibHble
MOJTMTHKH» B MapTUH He QUKILHS, a peaJbHOCTh. He
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bUKIUA — U C10Ba O HOBOM KypcCe [0 OTHOLIEHHIO K
['epmaHuu

M3 3THX C/10B, HECKOJBKO OTPBIBOYHBIX, HO BCe Xe
AOCTaTOYHO SICHBIX, MHe He TpPyAHO ObLIO IIOHATb
OCHOBHbIE MOJIMTHYECKUE YCTPEMJIEHHS  MOEro
cobecegHrKa. MHe oCTaBajoCh 33JaThb JHLIb €My
O/JUH BONpPOC O KOHKPETHOW BHYTPUNOJUTHYECKOH
nporpaMMe Tex «pea’lbHbIX MOJUTHKOB» B NMapTHY,
0 KOTOpbIX OH ymnoMHHal. Ha 3ToT Bonpoc
TyxadeBCKUU OTBETHJ, YTC UX BHYTPHUNOJMTHYECKAS
nporpamma HCXOJUT M3 Heo6XOAMMOCTH CrJIajUTh
OCTpOTY NMPOTUBOpEUYUH MEeXAy COBETCKUM
rocyAapCTBOM M BHEIUHUM MHUPOM, XOTs Obl JaXe 3a
CYeT HEKOTOPOro OTCTYIJIEHHS OT IPOBOAUMOH HbIHE
napTved noAUTHYeCKOH JAMHUU. JIOCKOJBKY Takoe
CMSIr'Y€HHe MPOTHBOPEYUH JUKTYyeTCs 006CTAaHOBKOH
— Ha Hero Hy»HO UATH.

[locne aToro oTBeTa 1 OKOHYATENbHO MTOHSJI, UYTO NOJA
KJIHWYKOH «peajibHbIX MNOJIMTUKOB» TyXayeBCKHUM
uMeeT B BUJY IpaByl MNapTHHHYIO ONMNO3ULHIO,
6yXapHHCKO-PbIKOBCKYIO IPYMMY.

Translated:
QUESTION: Describe the contents of this conversation.

ANSWER: [ will try to present our conversation word
for word insofar as I am able to remember it
Tukhachevsky first touched upon the main problems
of our politics and expressed interest in my point of
view. I told him that, in my opinion, in the current
historic situation, Soviet foreign policy is being
conducted upon the only possible line, if we bear in
mind the orientation toward peace. | felt that my
companion did not share this point of view. In very
careful, laconic, roundabout terms, he began to say
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that the orientation towards peace would require
some mitigation of our relations with Germany, which
now poison the whole international atmosphere.

I immediately remarked that we are not to blame for
the tensions in these relations; that [ firmly believed
that as long as fascism is in power in Germany no
improvement of our relations is possible.

Expansion to the East is the cornerstone of Hitler’s
foreign policy. “Yes, but to the East of Germany is
Poland - replied Tukhachevsky. - Territorial questions
allow for a variety of solutions.” From his further,
although cautious, statements it turned out that he
had a very different picture of the European
equilibrium than the one that now exists. In his words
the well-known concept of the so-called “German
orientation” was revived, about which so much was
said and written at one time.

It was clear at whose expense in such a case the
settlement of the disputed territorial problems was
conceived. “Not every Polish campaign ended in a Riga
Treaty. History also knows the ‘Congress of Vienna.”

This aphorism by my interlocutor was a more than
clear hint.

[ - “But our contradictions with Germany are not
limited to territorial problems. We cannot lose sight of
the profound opposition of our social and political
regimes.”

Tukhachevsky - “Yes, of course, but regimes develop,
they evolve. # In politics we need flexibility. Every
conflict is the beginning of the agreement. “

* Ustrialov was a central figure in the “Smenovekhist” movement. He believed that the USSR
would “evolve” towards a more bourgeois capitalist form of state. This fact may explain
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<p.253>

| - “However, there are basic, fundamental conditions
which constitute the essence of the political system.
With us these conditions are defined by the program
of the ruling party.”

Tukhachevsky - “Yes, but besides the program there
are people. The party is people. In the Party there are
realist politicians®, and the future belongs to them.”

From his further remarks it was clear that he was not
only “theorizing,” but already felt a certain amount of
ground under his feet. The “realist politicians” in the
Party were not a fiction but a reality. Not fiction either
were the words about a new course towards Germany

From these words, somewhat disjointed but still quite
clear, it was not hard for me to understand the basic
political aspirations of my interlocutor. It only
remained for me to ask him one question about the
specific domestic program of those ‘realist
politicians” in the Party that he had mentioned. To
this question Tukhachevsky replied that their internal
political program was based on the need to smooth
the acuteness of the contradictions between the Soviet
state and the outside world, even at the cost of a
certain retreat from the political line currently being
carried out by the Party. Since this lessening of
contradictions is dictated by the situation - it was
necessary to take this path.

Tukhachevsky's interest in him. According to Bystriantseva, Ustrialov had abandoned these
views by the mid-1930s, but he was - and is - still famous for them.

31 have put the phrase “realist politicians” in boldface in both Russian and English in order
to draw the reader’s attention to it.
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After this response | finally realized that under the
nickname of “realist politicians” Tukhachevsky had
in mind the Right opposition in the party, the
Bukharin-Rykov group.

Analysis

A significant point for our purposes is that the main subject of
Ustrialov’s interrogation was Marshal Tukhachevsky. At the date
of the interrogation, July 14, 1937, Tukhachevsky and the seven
other high-ranking military leaders who had been arrested with
him had all been tried and executed. What would have been the
purpose of fabricating an interrogation that implicated a person
already dead and other minor figures some of whom, as we shall
see, were never repressed?

Ustrialov had been arrested on June 6, 1937, a few days before the
trial and execution of Tukhachevsky and the rest and during the
continuing investigation of the military conspiracy. We don’t know
what led to Ustrialov’s arrest.

As an attempt to investigate networks of Japanese espionage the
interrogation makes perfect sense. The NKVD was also gathering
further information on the Rights, on their connection to the
military conspirators and others. Bukharin had already begun to
confess about this in his first confession of june 2, 1937. (Furr and
Bobrov Bukharin) So had lagoda, Krestinsky, and others who
would eventually figure in the March 1938 Moscow Trial.

Ustrialov knew that Bukharin and Rykov had been arrested - their
arrests had taken place on February 27, 1937, during the
February-March 1937 Central Committee Plenum. But he could
not have known how closely the confessions they had already
made were consistent with what Ustrialov reported about
Tukhachevsky's views.

As Ustrialov described his conversation with Tukhachevsky, it
began by his professing his loyalty to the Soviet “orientation to
peace” - no doubt the attempted rapprochement with the Western
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capitalists, entry intc the United Nations, the new Constitution,
and other reforms. Tukhachevsky immediately began to question
this policy, which was also predicated on an attempt to build
“collective security” - a set of alliances - against Hitler’s Germany.

The Marshal said that “some degree of softening” (nekotorogo
smiagcheniia) of Soviet opposition to Nazi Germany was needed.
He said that the hostile relations between the USSR and Nazi
Germany were “poisoning the whole international atmosphere.”
That is, Tukhachevsky was telling Ustrialov that he thought the
whole policy of anti-Fascism and collective security against Nazi
Germany was wrong.

In Ustrialov’s words Tukhachevsky was “resurrecting” the notion
of a “German orientation.” The two “losers” of the Versailles peace
after World War 1, the USSR and Weimar Germany, had
collaborated secretly under the provisions of the Treaty of Rapallo.
Tukhachevsky and many other Soviet officers, including most of
those executed along with him, had trained in Germany. Such ties
had been terminated at Hitler's rise to power.

When Ustrialov referred to Hitler's Drang nach Osten, the
cornerstone of his foreign policy since the beginning and
enshrined in his credo Mein Kampf, Tukhachevsky replied that
Poland, not the USSR, could satisfy Hitler’s territorial ambitions.
He referred to the Treaty of Riga (March 1921) in which Poland
had acquired much of Ukraine and Belorussia at the expense of the
newly-socialist Russian Republic.

To that treaty Tukhachevsky counterposed the Congress of Vienna
at which in 1815 Russian imperial control over Poland had been
established with a fig-leaf of Polish independence which was
snuffed out by the Tsar in 1832. In effect Tukhachevsky seemed to
be hinting that under a new political leadership the USSR could be
a German ally once again and help to put an end to the Polish state.

To this Ustrialov objected in surprise that the socio-political
differences between Germany and the USSR were “deeply
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contradictory to one another.” Tukhachevsky’s response was that
“regimes develop and evolve.” But the only “evolution” he spoke of
was of a change in the Soviet regime and Party, guided by “realist
politicians”  (real’nye  politiki). According to  Ustrialov
Tukhachevsky said nothing about Nazi Germany’s “evolving.”
Tukhachevsky then said that the “internal political program” of
these “realist politicians” would flow from the “necessity to
remove the sharpness of the contradictions between the Soviet
state and the outside world.” Given what he had already said,
however, it is clear Tukhachevsky meant the contradictions
between Nazi Germany and the USSR, on the one hand, and the
existence of the Comintern on the other. By the autumn of 1936
there were already serious and deepening contradictions between
France and Germany. But all the capitalist countries were in
agreement in their hostility to the Comintern.

The exact same term “realist politicians” (real’nye politiki) was
used by Karl Radek in the Second Moscow Trial of January 23-30,
1937, in the same way that, in Ustrialov’'s account Tukhachevsky
used it in speaking to Ustrialov in the autumn of 1936.

Radek:

A1 cxazan r. K., 4TO 0XXMAATb YCTYNOK OT HbIHEIIHero
paBUTE/NbCTBA - [ie/I0 COBEPLIEHHO 0eCnojie3Hoe, U
YTO ... NpaBHUTEJNbCTBO MOXeT pacCUUTbIBATh Ha
YCTYNKH “peasibHbIX moJauTHKOB B CCCP,” T. e. oT
6/10Ka, KOT/Aa oC/AeAHHN HPHUAET K BJAACTHU.

Translated:

“I told Mr. K. that it was absolutely useless expecting
any concessions from the present government, but
that the .. government could count upon receiving
concessions from the realist politicians in the U.S.S.R,,
i.e,, from the bloc, when the latter came to power.

(1937 Trial 9)
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Radek:

3To 6bi0 B Mae 1934 roaa. Ocenblo 1934 ropga, Ha
OQHOM AWIIOMATHYECKOM IIpueMe H3BECTHbIH MHe
AUIJIOMAaTHYeCKUH npeACTaBUTENb
CpefHeeBpONEeHCKON JAepaBbl INpHUCEJS KO MHe H
HauaJ pasroBop. OH ckasas: “Hamu pyKkoBoauTeH
(oH 3TO CKa3a/1 KOHKpeTHee) 3Hal0T, YTO roCNoJUH
Tpoukuii CTpeMUTCA K COAMMKEeHHUIO ¢ ['epMaHuei.
Ham BOXKAb cHOpalivBaeT, 4YTO O3HayaeT 3Ta
MbIC/Ib rocnoguHa Tpoukoro? MoxeT GbITb, 3TO
MbIC/Ib 3MMFPAHTA, Korjga emMy He cnutca? Kro
CTOUT 32 3ITUMHU MBICJIAMHA?”

flcHO 6B1J10, YTO MeHsl CIpaliXBalOT 06 OTHOLIEHHHU
6a0kKa. Sl ckasasn eMy, YTO peasibHble NOJHUTHKM B
CCCP noHHMalOT 3HaudeHHe TrepMaHO-COBETCKOro
COMMKEHUsT M TOTOBbl MOWTH Ha  YCTYIKH,
HeoGXoAUMBbIEe AN 3TOr0  COJMMMKEeHHs.  ITOT
npe/iCTaBUTE/b [OHSAJ, YTO pa3 s TOBOPWI O
peajbHbIX MNOJMTHKAX, 3Hayut ecrb B CCCP
peanbHble NMOJATHKH M HepeasibHble MOJMTHKM;
HepeajbHble - 3TO COBETCKOE IPaBUTEJILCTBO, a
peanbHble - 3T0 TPOUKHCTCKO-3UHOBbEBCKMIA
6J10K. Y moHATeH ObLI CMBICA TOPO, YTO S CKasas:
ec/iu 6JI0K NpUJIET K BJAACTH, OH NMOHAET Ha YCTYNKH
OJs1 CONMMMXKEeHHsT C BallXM INpPaBUTEJbCTBOM H CO
CTPaHO0, KOTOPYIO OHO IIpe/icTaBJiseT.

Translated:

RADEK: This was in May 1934. In the autumn of 1934,
at a diplomatic reception, a diplomatic representative
of a Central European country who was known to me,
sat down beside me and started a conversation. Well,
he started this conversation in a manner that was not
very stylish. He said (speaking German): “I feel | want
to spew. ... Every day | get German newspapers and
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they go for you tooth and nail; and [ get Soviet
newspapers and you throw mud at Germany. What
can one do under these circumstances?” He said: “Our
leaders” (he said that more explicitly) “know that
Mr. Trotsky is striving for a rapprochement with
Germany. Our leader wants to know, what does
this idea of Mr. Trotsky’s signify? Perhaps it is the
idea of an émigré who sleeps badly? Who is behind
these ideas?”

It was clear that I was being asked about the attitude
of the bloc. I could not suppose that this was an echo
of any of Trotsky’s articles, because [ read everything
that was written by Trotsky, watched what he wrote
both in the American and in the French press; | was
fully informed about what Trotsky wrote, and | knew
that Trotsky had never advocated the idea of a
rapprochement with Germany in the press. If this
representative said that he knew Trotsky’s views, that
meant that this representative, while not, by virtue of
his position, a man whom his leader treated
confidentially, was consequently a representative who
had been commissioned to ask me. Of course, his talk
with me lasted only a couple of minutes; the
atmosphere of a diplomatic reception is not suited for
lengthy perorations. 1 had to make my decision
literally in one second and give him an answer, and |
told him that altercation between two countries, even
if they represent (diametrically opposite social
systems) is a fruitless matter, but that sole attention
must not be paid to these newspaper altercations. |
told him that realist politicians in the U.S.S.R.
understand the significance of a German-Soviet
rapprochement and are prepared to make the
necessary concessions to achieve this rapprochement.
This representative understood that since 1 was
speaking about realist politicians it meant that there
were realist politicians and unrealist politicians in
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the U.S.S.R.: the unrealist politicians were the
Soviet government, while the realist politicians
were the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc. And he also
understood that what | meant was: if the bloc comes
into power it will make concessions in order to bring
about a rapprochement with your government and the
country which it represents. (1937 Trial 108-109)°

Radek:

U yepes Hecko/nbKC MecsileB, NpUOJN3UTENBHO B
Hosa6pe 1935 roma, Ha OJHOM M3 O4YepeHbIX
JUIUIOMAaTHYeCKUX INpUWEeMOB [Mojouiesl KO MHe
BOEHHbI! NpeCTaBUTE/b 3TOM CTPaHBI...

[lpencepaTenpcTBywOIIMH:  He  HasplBalTe  HU
daMunUH, HU CTPaHBI.

Papek: ..M Hayan »XaJioBaTbCA Ha MOJHOE U3MeHeHUe
armocdepsl Mexly o6eumu crpaHamu. [locsie nepBbIxX
CJ10B OH CKa3ajl, 4YTO BO BpeMs rocrnoguHa TpolKoro
Mexy 06eMMH apMUAMU 00eHUX CTPaH CyLecTBOBaIH
Jydilde OTHolieHus. B masbHeumieM OH CcKa3sas,
yrg Tponmkuii ocrajicA BepeH CBOUM CTapbIM
B3I/IAJaM Ha HE0GX0AUMOCTh COBETCKO-HEMELIKOH
ApPYyXKObl. [locie paga ero Takdx JAajJbHEHIIUX
BbICKA3bIBAHHHM OH Haya/ HalWpaTbh Ha MeHSs, KakK Ha
NpPOBOAMBIIEr0 paHee panNaibCKyo JUHHIO. f eMy Ha
3TO OTBETHJ TO# Ke camMol QOPMYJHUPOBKOH,
KOTOPOM OTBETUJI Ha NIepBbIi 30HAAXK, YTO peajibHble
nosuTUKU B CCCP 3HalT 3HayYeHHE COBETCKO-
HeMelKOW ApyX6bl U TOTOBbI HTTH Ha YCTYIKH,
Heob6xoauMble AJA obecnedeHuss 3ToH Apyx6bl. OH
MHEe OTBETHJI, YTO HaJ0 OblA0 6bl, HAKOHEL, Korpaa-

¢ The English transcript of the January 1937 Second Moscow Trial is much longer than the
Russian transcript.
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HUbyaAb  cobpaTbcs, COBMECTHO NMOTOBOPUTb
NOAPOGHO K KOHKPETHO 0 My TAX CONMIKEHHS.

A ckaszan omy, 4TO KOorga OyAeT COOTBETCTBYHOILASA
06CTAHOBKE, S OXOTHO NPOBOAY C HUM Bedep. 3TOT
BTOpOH pa3roBop IOKa3ajJ MHe, 4YTO TYT eCTh
MONbITKA MepexBaTa TeX OTHOLIeHHH, KOTopble
Havyaauch MexJy TpOoUKHM ¥ COOTBETCTBEHHBIMH
kpyramu [epMaHUH, pyKaMH BOEHHBIX KDPYroB, WJIH
’Ke  [poBepKa  peanbHOro  COAEpPXaHHUA  Tex
NeperoBOPOB, KOTOpPblE Be/JHCb. DbITH MOXET, Aes0
JI0 TaKXe O MNpOBepKe, 3HAaeM JHW Mbl TO, YTO
KOHKpPeTHO npeasarai TpouKuH.

Translated:

RADEK: Several months Ilater, approximately,
November 1935, at one of the regular diplomatic
receptions, the military representative of that country. ..

THE PRESIDENT: Do not mention his name or the
country.

RADEK: .. approached me and began to complain
about the complete change of atmosphere between
the two countries. After the first few words he said
that during Mr. Trotsky's time the relations between
the armies of the two countries were better.

He went on to say that Trotsky had remained true
to his old opinion about the need for Soviet-
German friendship. After speaking in this strain for a
little while longer he began to press me hard as one
who had formerly pursued the Rappalo line. I replied
to this by uttering the same formula which 1 had
uttered when I was first sounded, namely, that the
realist politicians of the U.S.S.R. appreciate the
significance of Soviet-German friendship and are
prepared to make the necessary concessions in order
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to ensure this friendship. To this he replied that we
ought at last to get together somehow and jointly
discuss the details, definitely, about ways of reaching a
rapprochement.

I told him that when the circumstances permitted I
would be glad to spend an evening with him. This
second conversation revealed to me that there was an
attempt on the part of military circles to take over the
connections which Trotsky had established with
certain circles in Germany, or that it was an attempt to
verify the real content of the negotiations that were
being conducted. Perhaps, also, it was an attempt to
ascertain whether we knew definitely what Trotsky
had proposed. (1937 Trial 444-445)

In his summing-up statement to the court Prosecutor Vyshinsky
referred repeatedly and sarcastically to Radek’s use of the term
“realist politicians.” (1937 Trial 480).

Ustrialov concludes this part of the interrogation with the remark
that he realized this was the plan of the “Rightist Party opposition,
the Bukharin-Rykov group.” Evidently enough information about
the political program of the Rights had been published by this
time, or at least bruited about in conversations, perhaps at
Izvestiia of which Bukharin was the editor and where Ustrialov
himself was to publish an article in December 1936. The program
of the bloc was shared by both the Trotskyists and the Rights.
Ustrialov would have naturally been drawn more to the Rights.

If there were any reason to think that Ustrialov’s confession were
an NKVD “fabrication” we might attribute the use of the term
“realist politicians” to an NKVD attempt to falsely link the
confession, and thereby the Rights, with the Trotskyists of the
Second Moscow Trial of January 1937, which had taken place only
a few months earlier. But, as we have seen, there is no reason to
think that Ustrialov’s confession is a fabrication.
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Therefore the recurrence of the term “realist politicians”
represents what Radek meant by it: a coded reference to the bloc
of Trotskyists, Zinovievists, Rights, and other oppositionists that,
in collaboration with the Tukhachevsky group and Germany,
planned to overthrow the Stalin leadership.

Part Two. Late December 1936: Ustrialov Meets
with a Japanese Agent

Ustrialov:

OpHako BCKOpe sl y3HaJ ropaszo 6o/iee KOHKpETHbIe
BelllM, 3acTaBHUBILWE MeHd [AyMaTb O BO3MOXHO
Kap/IMHA/IbHbIX M3MeHeHUAX B pykosoAcTBe BKII(6)
M Bcell mnpoBoguMoH COBETCKUMM TOCYJapCTBOM
MOJIUTUKH: A y3Hal1 O HeNoCcpeACTBEHHOM CBA3M
Mex Ay rpynnoi byxapuHa-PbeikoBa u TyxaueBCKOToO.

BOIIPOC: OT Koro Bbl 3TO y3HalH?

OTBET: 06 3ToM MHe npH BCcTpeue B KoHIe 1936 roxa
pacckasan OJUH siIoHeL,

BOITPOC: O kakoM sinoHue uaet peus? ['Ae Bbl C HUM
BCTPETHUJIUCH?

OTBET: Bckope mocjie Hame4yaTaHHsi MoOeH CTaTbH
«CaMoMno3HaHHWe coUuanu3Ma» B  AeKabpbCKOM
HoMmepe (1936 roa) «M3BecTHH» MHe MO3BOHWUJO MO
TeslepOHY HeHM3BeCTHOE JIMIO ¢ IPOCBOOH O CBUAAHUH,
nepefaB MNpH 3ITOM [OpPHBET OT «XapOUHCKUX
3HaKoMbIx». Ha MoO¥M BOIpoC, ¢ KeEM f HMeK 4eCTb
TOBOPHTb, MOCAE0Ba OTBeT: «Bbl MeHsI He 3HaerTe,
nosatoMy ¢aMuins BaM 0e3pas3/ihyHa, OJHAKO MHe
KpaHHe HeOOGXOAMMO C BaMH JIMYHO MOBHUJATLCS H
nepeaaTh BaM NPHUBET OT «XapOUHCKUX py3ei».”

[loce HeKoTOpbIX KOJeGaHUW 51 U3BABUJ COrJacue
Ha BCTpeYy, U Mbl JOTOBOPUJIUCH BCTPETHTBHCA B TOT
)Ke JleHb OKOJIO AeCsiTH 4acoB Beudepa B JIOCHHKE,
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Henogasneky oT HMHctuTyta HKIIC. B HasnadeHHoe
BpeMsl d Npuiles B yCAOBJeHHOe MecTo. B Hauane
OJIMHHA/ILIATOr0 K UHCTUTYTY Mojoluia mMamuHa. U3
Hee BbllIeJ OKyTaHHbIH B Wyby 4YeaoBeK, IO
BHELIHOCTH AnoHel. [logoAas Ko MHe H Ha3BaB MeHs
no ¢paMuiIuy, gMoHel oTpeKoMeHgoBajIcsa daMuinet
Hakamypa, 3asABUI, q9TO OH SIBJISIETCS
KOppPEeClnoHAEHTOM CJHOH M3 TOKMHCKHX raseT, uTo
OH cJjeflyeT TpaH3uTOM M3 fnoHud B EBpony u
3a/lepasicsd Ha HECKOJIbKO AHel B MockBe.

Hakamypa nepesan MHe npuBeT oT TaHaka H
BbIDA3uJ  MOXejaHHe  OOMeHsATbCE CO  MHOH
MHEHUSMH TI0 HEKOTOPbIM HHTEPeCyKIIHM €ro
BOIIpOCaM.

<c.254>

Becb pasrosop Besics MexJy HaMH Ha QpaHLYy3CKOM
SI3bIKE.

BOIPOC: O6cTosTenncrBa BCTpeud ¢ HakaMmypa, Kak
Bbl Ux U3Jaraere, c HECOMHEHHOCTbIO
CBHAETENbCTBYET O TOM, 4YTO MoJ06HAs BCTpeda
3apaHee BaMH 06yC/0BJIeHa TIpU 0The3/le U3 XapbuHa
B CCCP, uHaye coOBeplUIeHHO HENOHSATHbl MOTHBBI,
nobyAuBIIME BaC BCTPETUTbCE B MoCKBe ¢
COBEpILIEHHO HEU3BECTHBIM BaM siNOHUeM. [IpU3HaeTe
JIY BbI 3TO?

OTBET: Bbl coBepulleHHO TmpaBbl, s BOBCE HE
co6Upalch CKpbIBaTh, YTO elje B KoHule 1934 roja
Tanaka npu pasroBope co MHOH B XapO6uHe
npeaynpeins MeHs, YTO B CJyuae HeOOXOAUMOCTH
NOJY4EHHSA OT MeHsI KOHCYJbCKHH MO TOMY HWJIH
MHOMY BOIpOCY, CBSI3aHHOMY C TaK Ha3blBaeMOH
pyccKoH npo6JsieMOH, SIMOHLBI MOMNBITAIOTCA HCKaTh
BO3MOXHOCTEH JJs1 yCTaHOBJ/IEHHsI CO MHOM CBsI3€H B
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MockBe. f yTBepxkjaw, OJHAKO, 4YTO HHUKaKOH
OKOHYaTeJbHOH AOTOBOPEHHOCTH 06
06CTOSITE/ILCTBAX 3TOM  BCTpeYd MEXAy HaMu
YCTaHOBJIEHO He ObLIO.

BOIIPOC: BepHemcsi K 06CTOSITeNbCTBAM BaileH
BcTpeyn ¢ Hakamypa. ['me # 0 4eM Bbl € HHM
pasroBapuBaan?

OTBET: Haxkamypa npuriacun MeHsS K cebe B
aBTOMOOHWJIb U B TeUeHHe NPUMEPHO NOJAYTOpa 4acoB
pasbeszxal co MHOH mMexay MockBodl U JIOCHHKOH, u
BCce BpeMs OecesoBasiv. BHayane OH TOBOpHUJ O Moel
ctatbe B «M3BecTusix», CHOpPOCUI, JABHO JH 4
COTPYAHHYAIO B 3TOM raseTre U 3HAKOM JM 51 C
ByxapuHbIM U ero Apy3bsMH, HAa UYTO § OTBETUJ
oTpulatesnbHo. OH HHTEpecoBaicd Aaliee, B KaKUX
Kpyrax s BpaljaiChb, U CHOBa TOBOPHUA O Cpeje
OYXapUHCKO-DBIKOBCKOM  [pyNNbl, HasblBasg  ee
Irpynnoid peajbHbIX MNOJHUTHUKOB, ropasfo 6oJsee
JAJbHOBHUAHLIX U 6oJiee CHabXeHHbIX COLMaJbHOMH
OMOPOH, HeXeJu HeAaBHO NpPOBaJMBIIASCA Tpynna
3rHoBbeBa -KameHeBa . Ha MO penuiuky, 4To Tenepb
e/lBa JIM MOXHO Cepbe3HO TOBOPHUTb O pOJH
OYXapUHCKO-DBIKOBCKOW TIpynnbl, OH 3aMeTHJ, 4TO
3Ta I'pyIIa, 10 ero MHEeHHI0, BOBCE He Tak €1aba, Kak
KaXKeTcsl, U 4YTO Y Hee HMEITCS HeMano SBHLIX U
TaWHbIX CTOPOHHHUKOB B  Ppas/IMYHLIX 3BeHbX
COBETCKOTO amnnapara. 3aTeM OH CIPOCHJ MeHs O
HAacTPOEHHSX COBETCKOM MHTEe/NJINTEeHUHH U O
COGCTBEHHOH Moei OlleHKe HOJIMTHYECKOTO
NOJOXKEHUsA. 51 BKpaTue COOOGLIUT eMy CBOK TOYKY
3peHUs.

BOITPOC: YTo BbI coobmunu Hakamypa?

OTBET: 4 wusnoxua Hakamypa CBOKW  OLieHKY
CYLIECTBYIOLIEr0 B CTPaHe TNOJIOXKEHHS 10/, YKJIOHOM
3peHusa Moel TeopHH «6oHanapTu3mMa,” — s roBOpHJI,
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YTO PEBOJIIOLHUSA HEYKJIOHHO YCTPeMJISIeTCA I
6OHANapTUCTCKOMY  NYTH,  pa3BHBAETCH  3TOT
foHanapTU3M 0co60r0 NOPSAKA — MPeXJe BCero Kak
PUHLUI 6e3TPaHUYHOr0 € JHHOBJIACTHS BOX/S.

3aTteM s ofpaTHa BHUMaHUe Hakamypa Ha Takue
MEPONpPUSATUST HPABUTENBCTBA, KaK YCTAHOBJIEHHE
3BaHUH, OpPJIEHOB, BBEJEHUE WHCTHUTYTa Mapllajos,
BOCCTAHOBJIEHHE KazayecTBa M T.A. .. llosiBjieHHe
«3HATHBIX JIOAEN» Kak 6bl NOAYEPKUBAAC CO3/laHHE
HOBOH 3HATH, T.e. ONATb-TAKU HABOAHUT MBbICAL Ha
aHa/oru ¢ 3noxod boHamapra. 1 roeopua, 4Tto
Ka3Hb 3UHOBbLEBLUEB — eCTb INEpBOE€ B HCTOPUHU
PYCCKOM peBOJIKLUMH NpHUMeHeHde SKOOUHCKHX
MeTOJ0B 60opbObl € peBOJIIDIHMOHEPAMU: MOKpast
FUJABOTHHA — BMeCTO CyxoH. B TakoM e ayxe g gan
OLEHKY H [ApPYrMM COOBITHAM BHYTpPeHHeH >XH3HH
CTpaHBbl.

BOIIPOC: Kak pearupoBaJs Hakamypa Ha H3J10KeHHble
BaMH BONpPOCHI?

OTBET: Kak 6bl B OTBeT Ha 3TU «GOHANApPTHCTCKHE
HOTKH» MOMX 3aMeuyaHui, MoH coBeceHUK
HEOXHU/JIAHHO [/ MeHd Iepelles K TeMe KpacHOH
ApMHH H OTMETHJI, YTO, TI0 €r0 CBe/IeHUSAM, Y NpaBbIX
eCTb CTOPOHHUKH U B €e Cpejie, TOUHee, B Cpefie ee
BepxyIllKH. [IpaBbie BOBCce He TaK OGECCHJbHBI, Kak s
rnoJjaraio. AnoHum! HMEIoT HacyeT 3TOTO0
JOCTOBEPHYI HHOOpPMAlHIO He TOMIbKO COOCTBEHHYIO,
HO W TOYEpHHYTYK U3 COIO3HOI0 MM HCTOUHHKA,
CTOJIb K€, KaK OHH, 3aUHTepecoBaHHOTO B Gophbe ¢
KomuuTtepHoM. 7 EcTb OCHOBaHWe yTBEPX/ATh, YTO
HaZeXJbl U NJIaHbl paBbIX BOBCe He 6ecrouBeHHbl. U
yTOGbl HEe OBbITh TOJIOCAOBHbLIM, OH JAa)e MOXeT

7 Presumably Germany.
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Ha3BaTb OAHO MMA. INpeACTaBiadioUlee B 3TOM
OTHOLIEHWM JOCTATOYHO BECKHM: [0 eroc [JaHHBbIM,
«rocnoArMH  TyxadyeBCKHUI»  CBfI3aH  TECHBIMHU
NOJIMTHYECKHMH CHMIIATUSAAMH C TPYINOH IpaBbixX
KOMMYHUCTOB. A TyxadueBcKkHH — UM
HMIOHHUPYIOLLEE: ero XOpOLWOo 3HalT MNOJUTUYECKHE
KpYT'H BCEX HMHOCTPAHHBIX FOCYAapCTB, U elle pyccKas
3MHUIpalHs NpoYMJa ero B «pycCcKkHe HamoseoHbi».
Bmecre ¢ TeM, Kak O4MH U3 MaplIaJiOB, OH NONyJisipeH
B CCCP.

Ha Moit Bonpoc MoeMy cobecelHHUKY, KaK Ke MbBICJUT
OH TMNOJUTHYECKyl0 [pOorpaMMy TaKOTO [paBo-
BOEHHOT0 6JI0Ka, OH pasBUJ MHe psf cooOpareHUH,
HanOMUHAIUX H3/J0KEeHHble BbIle CYXAEHUs
TaHaka, B 1934 roay.

B ciy4ae noaMTHYeCKOro ycmexa, IpaBUTENBCTBO
OYXapUHCKO-PbIKOBCKOH TpPYINbl, B KOpHE H3MEHUJIO
Obl KypC COBETCKOH NMOJUTHKH B CTOPOHY COJIMKeHHUS
C TOXeJIaHUSIMH HHOCTPaHHbIX T[OCYyAapcTB. B
YaCTHOCTH, fimonus OXHUJaeT oT 3TOTO
NpaBHUTE/NbCTBA NpeKpalleHUs paboTel KomuHTepHa
B Kurtae u npepocrasieHuss HANOHUH [OJIHOH
cBo6oasl pyk B Kurtae. Bmecte ¢ TeM HAnoHus
paccuuTbhlBaeT Ha 3HA4YUTe/bHOE  pacliHpeHue
pa3/iM4HbIX KOHUeccMH B npefenax CoOBeTCKOro
[lanbHero BocToOka, a BO3MOXHO, [JaXe © Ha
noAOOBHOE COrJalleHHe O T[pOoAaXe el Ha
NpUeMJIEMBIX YCAOBUAX ceBepHOW 4actu (CaxajauHa.
Bce 3ro paaukasbHO  CMATYHT  HBIHELIHIOK
HANpPSDKEHHOCTb OTHOLeHUH Mexxay Anonuei v CCCP.

Ha Mo¥ BOmpoc 0 MO3MI UM TAKOTO NPaBUTENLCTBA B
chepe eBponeiickoil BHelwHed nonuTuky Hakamypa
OTBETUJ, YTO [JO/DKHO THPOM30HTH pe3Koe
yJAydllieHUe COBETCKO-TepMAaHCKHX OTHOUIeHMI.
M3MeHeHHe peXXMMa MOHONOJIMH BHEIUHEH TOProBJIH
BBI3OBET OXHBJIEHME TOPrOBbIX CBsI3eH Mexay
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oberuMu CTpaHaMH, repMaHCKYo TOPTOBYIO
skcnaHcu B CCCP. TeppUTOpHANBHO-TIONUTHYECKHE
TPYAHOCTH MOTYT ObITh pa3pellieHbl B 3HAYUTENbHOM
Mepe 3a cuet [losbwin. CBepThIBaHHE AESATENBHOCTH
KoMuHTepHa HAeT HABCTpedy OCHOBHBIM YCTAaHOBKaM
'uraepa. CnoBoM, 37ech MOXHO OXHUAATb
pelluTe/IbHOM  nepeMeHbl  BCeH  COBpeMEHHOH
MEXAYHApOAHOW  CUTyaMHd H¥  yCTaHOBJIEHUA
MHPOBOTO paBHOBECHsI Ha HOBbIX 0CHOBax. COBETCKHH
Cow3 mpo4yHO BOIAET B 06GIIECTBO «HOPMAAbLHBIX»
rocy/iapcTB, BeyUIUX MOJIMTHKY  340pOBOro
HallMOHAaJbHOTO 3TOH3Ma.

[Ipowasicb o MHOH, siNOHel, JaJl MHe IOHSATb, YTO
6511 6B BeCbMa 3aMHTEPECOBaH YC/AbIIaTh OT MEHS
fponee noApobHblE U KOHKpPETHbIe COOGpaXKeHHUS M0
3aTpoHyThIM (B Halled ©6eceae) BonpocaMm. OH
BbIpa3uJI HaJeXy, YTO Ha [TI0OYBe COTPYyAHUYECTBA
Moero B «H3BeCcTHUAIX» MHe yJacTcA MNOBUAATH
ByxapuHa J/H60 elle KOro-ju60 H3 MNpaBbIX
KOMMYHHUCTOB, a TakKXe IMpU HUX HOCpPeACTBe
BCTpeTUTbCST ¢ TyxadyeBckuM. OH [A06aBUJ, UTO
yepe3 HECKOJIbKO MecsiieB Ha 06paTHOM MNyTH U3
EBponsl B iNOHUIO OH XOTeJ 6bl CHOBA BCTPETUTHCH
co MHOH. Ha 3TOM Halwa 6ecefia, NpoAc/KaBIIAsACA
OKOJI0 NOJTyTOPA 4aCOB, 3aKOHUYHIACK.

BOIPOC: I[locne Bamied BcTpeud ¢ Hakamypa BbI
NbITAJIMCh  CBAA3aTbcA € DByxapuHbiM W €ro
OKpy»XeHHeM?

<c.255>

OTBET: Hert, a1 He cBsasbiBancs. BecTpeua ¢ Hakamypa
COCTOsJIaCh B KOHIE feKabps, a B cepeAuHe fHBaps
1937 ropa yXe ObLIO U3BECTHO O NOpPEACTOALLEM
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npolecce MapaaJiebHOTO LEeHTpa, a elle COycTs
Mecsil, npotuena ciyx o6 apecte ByxapuHa 4 PrikoBa.
Bce nocnegHue cobbITUA 3aCTaBU/IM MEHSI 3aHUMATb
BBDKHU/JATENBHYI0 MO3ULHUIO, U Ha 3TOM MeHs 3acTall
apect.®

Translated:

[USTRIALOV]: However, soon | learned much more
concrete things that forced me to think about possible
cardinal changes in the leadership of the VKP(b) and
of the whole political line of the Soviet government,
and learned about the direct connection between the
Bukharin-Rykov group and Tukhachevsky.

QUESTION: From whom did you learn this?

ANSWER: A Japanese man told me about this when |
met him at the end of 1936.

QUESTION: What Japanese man? Where did you meet
with him?

ANSWER: Soon after my article “The Self-Awareness
of Socialism” appeared in the December issue (1936)
of Izvestia a person unknown to me called me on the
telephone and asked for a meeting, giving me
greetings from “Harbin acquaintances.” When I asked
to whom | had the honor of speaking the latter
answered: “You do not know me, so my name is
irrelevant, but it is essential for me that I meet
personally with you and transmit to you greetings
from ‘Harbin friends.”

After some hesitation I consented to a meeting and we
agreed to meet each other the same day around ten
o’clock in the evening in the Losinka [probably the

8 Bystriantseva, “Ustremlenie...” 252-254.
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park of that name, GF], not far from the Institute of the
People’s Commissariat of Transportation. At the
agreed-upon time [ arrived at that place. Soon after 10
p.m. an automobile approached the Institute. Out of it
stepped a man, Japanese in appearance, wrapped in a
fur coat. The Japanese man approached me, called me
by my name, said his name was Nakamura, and stated
that he was a correspondent of one of the Tokyo
newspapers and that he was in transit from Japan to
Europe and was staying for several days in Moscow.

Nakamura gave me greetings from Tanaka and
expressed the desire to exchange views with me about
a few questions that interested him.

<p. 254>
Our whole conversation was carried on in French.

QUESTION: The circumstances of your meeting with
Nakamura, as you describe them, unquestionably
show that this meeting had been arranged by the two
of you when you left Harbin for the USSR. Otherwise
the motives that prompted you to meet in Moscow
with a Japanese man completely unknown to you are
incomprehensible. Do you admit this?

ANSWER: You are quite correct, I do not at all intend
to conceal the fact that at the end of 1934 Tanaka,
during a conversation with me in Harbin, warned me
that if it became essential to receive a consultation
from me about one or another question connected
with the so-called Russian problem, the Japanese
would try to seek the possibility of establishing
contact with me in Moscow. | assert, however, that no
final agreement about the circumstances of this
meeting between us had been agreed upon.
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QUESTION: Let us return to the circumstances of your
meeting with Nakamura. Where and about what did
you talk with him?

ANSWER: Nakamura invited me to sit in his
automobile and for about an hour and a half we drove
between Moscow and the Losinka, talking all the while.
At the outset he spoke about my article in “lzvestiia,”
asked whether I had worked at this newspaper long
and whether | was acquainted with Bukharin and his
friends. To this | answered in the negative. He was
further interested to learn what circles [ frequented,
and again spoke of the milieu of the Bukharin-
Rykov group, which he called the group of realist
politicians, much more far-sighted and possessing
more social support than the Zinoviev-Kamenev
group that had recently failed. To my reply that now
it was scarcely possible to speak seriously about any
role for the Bukharin-Rykov group, he noted that this
group, in his opinion, was not at all as weak as it
seemed, and that it had many overt and secret
supporters in the different links of the Soviet
apparatus. Then he asked me about the mood of the
Soviet intelligentsia and about my own evaluation of
the political situation. | briefly informed him about my
point of view.

QUESTION: What did you tell Nakamura?

ANSWER: I set forth to Nakamura my evaluation of the
situation in the country from the viewpoint of my
theory of “Bonapartism.” [ said that the revolution was
steadily moving along a Bonapartist road, that this
Bonapartism of a certain sort was developing - above
all as the principle of the limitless personal power of
the leader.

Then I turned Nakamura's attention to such measures
of the government as the establishment of titles,
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awards, the institution of the rank of Marshal, the
reestablishment of the Cossacks, etc. ... The emergence
of "notable people” as it were emphasized the creation
of a new aristocracy, that is, it once again reminded
one of the analogy to the Bonaparte epoch. [ said that
the execution of the Zinovievites was the first example
in the history of the Russian Revolution of the
acceptance of the methods of the Jacobins in struggle
with revolutionaries: the “wet” guillotine instead of
the “dry.” In this spirit [ gave him my evaluation about
other events of the internal life of the country.

QUESTION: How did Nakamura react to the questions
you laid out?

ANSWER: As though in answer to these “Bonapartist
notes” of my remarks my interlocutor, unexpectedly
for me, began to speak on the topic of the Red Army
and mentioned that, according to his information,
the Rights had supports in its ranks also, more
precisely in the milieu of its high command. That
the Rights were not as powerless as I believed. The
Japanese had reliable information about this, not
only their own, but also that obtained from an
allied source, just as interested as they were in the
struggle against the Comintern.® There were
reasons to affirm that the hopes and plans of the
Rights were not at all baseless. And, so as not to be too
vague, he could even name one name that was, in
relation to this, rather weighty. According to his
information “Mister Tukhachevsky” was
connected by close political sympathies with the
group of the Right communists. And Tukhachevsky
was an impressive name, well known to political

9 Presumably Germany.
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circles of all foreign governments, and that even the
Russian emigration predicted that he was a “Russian
Napoleon.” Moreover, as one of the marshals, he was
popular in the USSR,

To my question how he imagined the political
program of such a Right-Military bloc he developed to
me a series of conceptions that reminded me of the
judgments expressed by Tanaka in 1934.

In the event of political success, the government of
the Bukharin-Rykov group would fundamentally
change the course of Soviet politics towards the
side of coming closer to the desires of foreign
states. In particular, Japan expected that this
government would stop the work of the Comintern in
China and would give Japan full freedom of action in
China. At the same time Japan was expecting the
significant expansion of various concessions in the
Soviet Far East, possibly even an amicable agreement
about the sale to it on acceptable terms of the
northern part of Sakhalin. All this would radically
lessen the current tense relations between Japan and
the USSR.

To my question about the position of such a
government in the sphere of European foreign policy
Nakamura answered that a sharp improvement in
Soviet-German relations would take place. A
change in the system of the monopoly of foreign trade
would reinvigorate commercial ties between both
countries and German commercial expansion in the
USSR. Territorial-political difficulties could be decided,
to a significant extent, at the expense of Poland. The
decommissioning of the activities of the Comintern
would meet Hitler’s basic conditions. In a word, here
we could expect a decisive turn in the whole
contemporary international situation and the
establishment of a peaceful equilibrium on a new
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basis. The Soviet Union would firmly enter the society
of “normal” states that carry out the politics of healthy
national egoism.

As he said goodbye to me the Japanese man gave me
to understand that he would be very interested to
hear more detailed and concrete thoughts from me
about the questions touched upon in our talk. He
expressed the hope that on the basis of my
collaboration on “Izvestiia” 1 would succeed in
seeing Bukharin or some other Right communists,
and also with their help meet with Tukhachevsky.
He added that in a few months on his way back from
Europe to Japan he would like to meet with me again.
On this note our conversation, which had lasted about
one and a half hours, ended.

QUESTION: After your talk with Nakamura did you try
to get in touch with Bukharin and his circle?

<p. 255>

ANSWER: No, I did not. The meeting with Nakamura
took place at the end of December [1936], and in the
middle of January 1937 we already knew about the
upcoming trial of the parallel center [the Second
Moscow Trial of January 23-30, 1937], and a month
after that there came the rumor of the arrests of
Bukharin and Rykov. All these events impelled me to
take a position of waiting, and during this period came
my arrest.

Ustrialov believed there was a connection between his publication
of a philosophical article in Izvestiia in December 1936 and his
being contacted by a Japanese agent and subsequently meeting
with him at the end of that month. At this time Bukharin was
editor of Izvestiia and was publishing articles by well-known
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former oppositionists. Ustrialov was a former leading member of
the Kadet (Constitutional Democrat) Party, the main capitalist
party at the time of the Revolution, and former minister in the
white Russian government of Admiral Kolchak. He had returned to
the USSR when the Soviet share in the Chinese-Eastern Railway
had been sold to Japan in 1935.

Though by this time he had “accepted” the Soviet regime as a
Russian patriot he was also known as a right-winger in politics,
founder of the Smenovekhist movement of exile Russian
intellectuals who believed that the Soviet regime would “evolve”
into something less radical. In essence this was a political
perspective that counted on the Russian Revolution’s evolving
along similar lines to the French Revolution. Ustrialov saw in
Stalin the “new Napoleon,” or “Caesarism,” as he put it.

Harbin, the city in Heilongjiang Province occupied by the Japanese
from February 1932 was the largest settlement of White Russians
in the world and teemed with agents and spies from all over the
world.?® Ustrialov lived there between 1920, when it was still an
outpost of the White Russian military resistance to the Bolshevik
Revolution, and 1935, when Russian employees of the railroad
were permitted to repatriate to the USSR if they wished, as
Ustrialov chose to do.

In the course of this second part of his interrogation Ustrialov
admitted that he had been contacted by Tanaka, whom
Bystriantseva identifies as a member of the Upper House of the
Japanese Diet (Parliament), an expert on Russian affairs, and as
such, an agent of the Japanese government. Ustrialov had met
Tanaka as early as 1926.

1 “Harbin was a nest of the world’s intelligence services and secret operations of the
1930s.”(«Xap6us — 3TO rHe340 MHPOBBIX Pa3BEJOK M TaHHbIX onepauuii 30-x roA0B.»)
Mikhail Vishliakov, “Faces of the Transbaikal.” Muxaun Buiruskos, «/luku 3a6asikanbsi».
Cubupuckue Oznu: Tumepamypro-Xydoxcecmeennuili Xypran. Ne 2 (2004).

http:/ /www.hrono.ru/text/2004/vish_0204.html



244 The Moscow Trials As Evidence

Tanaka had told Ustrialov in 1934 in Harbin that the Japanese
government would try to reestablish contact with him in Moscow
in order to ask his advice “on the so-called Russian problem.”
Nakamura, the Japanese correspondent and, obviously,
intelligence agent who contacted Ustrialov and met with him in
late December 1936, gave an introduction - “greetings” - from
“Harbin friends” and, when they met in person, from Tanaka,
“Harbin friends” would have either been anti-Soviet Russian
émigrés who had refused to repatriate or the Japanese themselves.

Ustrialov agreed to meet him in a clandestine manner. Ustrialov
also did not volunteer this information, but only divulged it when
his interrogator suggested that he knew this already. In the eyes of
the NKVD and prosecution this would have been another mark
against him. Citizens were supposed to report to the proper
authorities any attempts by suspected agents of foreign powers to
meet with them. The ninety-minute talk also took place in
Tanaka’s automobile. This was obviously an attempt at secrecy
too.

Failure to contact the Soviet government at this point to inform
them of the attempt by an obvious Japanese agent to contact him
would certainly have put Ustrialov outside the law. The Soviet
government would have regarded this as an agreement by
Ustrialov to be a Japanese spy. Ustrialov did not notify the
government, but was evidently found out anyway. He was in fact
convicted and executed in September 1937 for espionage for
Japan.

Nakamura asked about Bukharin “and his friends,” showed much
interest in them, and called them “realist politicians, much more
far-sighted and having more social support than the Zinoviev-
Kamenev group that had recently failed.” He called them “not at all
as weak as it seemed” and said they had much open and secret
support within different areas of the Soviet Party and apparatus.

Nakamura then revealed that support for the Right opposition
existed in the highest echelons of the Red Army, saying that the
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Japanese knew this not only from their own information but from
“another anti-Comintern ally.” This was certainly Germany. The
“anti-Comintern pact” between Germany and Japan had been
formed in November 1936 and no other countries had joined it by
July 1937 (Mussolini’s Italy did not join it until November 1937).
We have a great deal of evidence of collaboration of Tukhachevsky
et al. with Germany. One small bit of it, the Mastny-Benes note, is
discussed briefly earlier in the present volume.

The Program of the Rights

Nakamura named Tukhachevsky as one of those who were very
sympathetic to the Rights. He outlined the political program of the
Rights in the same way Tanaka had done in 1934. According to
Nakamura the Bukharin-Rykov group would, if they came to
power, sharply change Soviet policy in the following ways.

* Halt Comintern work in China. That would mean stopping
all support for the Chinese Communist Party of Mao Testing.

* Let Japan have “a free hand” in China, to make it a Japanese
colony.

* Give Japan “significant concessions” in the Soviet Far East,
including perhaps selling back to Japan the northern part of
Sakhalin Island.

* Effect a sharp improvement in Soviet-German relations.

* Expand trade with Germany and German markets in the
USSR.

* Stop supporting the Comintern. This presumably meant in
Axis and pro-German countries at least, unless it meant
“shutting it down entirely.”

* Enter into some kind of alliance with Germany against
Poland.

This outline of the program of the Rights corresponds closely to
that given briefly by Bukharin in his first confession of June 2,
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1937, and that emerges from the testimony of Bukharin, Rykov,
and the other defendants at the March 1938 Moscow Trial. It
would mean that the USSR would then, in Ustrialov’s words,
“enter the society of ‘normal’ states,” promoting national, rather
than internationalist and class, interests.

Nakamura expressed the wish that Ustrialov should meet with
Bukharin or other Rightists and hopefully, with their help, with
Tukhachevsky again. This confirms that the Japanese government
believed the possibilities for a Rightist - Military seizure of power
was still very much alive in December 1936. And this is consistent
with the information surrounding the Trauttmansdorff-Mastny
talks only a few weeks later in early 1937. We have much evidence
that at this time Hitler was still hoping the Rights and military
could still take power.!!

Bystriantseva’s Analysis

In her introduction to the text of this interrogation Bystriantseva,
an expert on Ustrialov’s life and works, admits that she is unable to
establish that the remarks in it were forced upon Ustrialov by the
interrogators. Despite whatever doubts she has, she goes on to
take the interview seriously anyway and, in her other remarks,
assumes it does indeed express Ustrialov’s own views.

She states:

XoueTcsl IOAYEPKHYTh, Ka3a10Ch Obl, 0011eU3BECTHOE,
HO CJIMUIKOM 4acTO HapyulaeMoe IpaBWJIO: aHa/IM3
[OKYMeHTa NpeanoJsaraeT o6s3aTesbHOe 3HAHHE He
TOJIBKO BCel feATesibHOCTH H.B.YcTpsioBa, HO # €ro
LeJI0CTHOTO MUPOBO33peHus. (246 col. 2)

1 See, for example, our discussion of the Mastny-Benes note in a previous chapter.



Chapter Eleven. Soviet Fvidence — Ustrialov’s Confession 247

MoXHO CKazaTh, YTO JAHHbIH NPOTOKOJ SABJSETCS
nocAeAHUM pas3roBopoM, OGecegol YcTpsaoBa C
OyAyW UM noKoseHueM. (248 col. 2)

Translated:

I wish to emphasize a rule that it seems, should be
generally understood but is frequently broken: the
analysis of this document presupposes the obligatory
knowledge not only of all of the activity of N.V.
Ustrialov but also of his world-view as a whole.

It can be said that his transcript represents the final
conversation, by Ustrialov with the generation of the
future.

This argues strongly for the genuineness of Ustrialov’s confessions
in two ways. For one thing, how would an NKVD interrogator
know Ustrialov’s views so well that he could forge or “script” the
transcript of an interrogation to sound genuine to an expert like
Bystriantseva? For another, Bystriantseva herself is expert in
Ustrialov’s works and worldview. Yet she admits that she is unable
to conclude the transcript of the interview with Tukhachevsky was
faked.

Bystriantseva herself obviously believes that the interrogation was
not falsified. She writes that she considers this interrogation
Ustrialov’s “last thoughts, his hopes, his words to the future.” Her
words are further evidence that the interrogation is genuine, and
that the remarks attributed to Ustrialov in it were, in fact, his own.

But if the interrogation was not falsified in those parts of it where
Ustrialov expresses his political and philosophical views, then this
is additional strong evidence that the rest of the interrogation is
genuine as well, including the sections that interest us.

Elsewhere in the article Bystriantseva notes that in the transcript
Ustrialov’s friend, the jurist Nikolai Pavlovich Sheremet’evskii, is
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called Nikolai Borisovich - an error that the real Ustrialov could
not possibly make in the case of a friend. She is undoubtedly right
that Ustrialov would not have made such a mistake. But this is an
error that a typist working from a shorthand transcript could
easily make. It proves nothing in itself.

Ustrialov’s cousin Ekaterina Grigor’evna Shaposhnikova did in fact
tutor Tukhachevsky's daughter in the Russian language, as
Ustrialov states elsewhere in the transcript. Bystriantseva notes
that Shaposhnikova’s son’s denial that the meeting took place has
no significance,.

Ustrialov states that his cousin Shaposhnikova was “an elderly
woman of about fifty” and completely apolitical. As Bystriantseva
suggests, Ustrialov undoubtedly said this to keep suspicion away
from her. In fact Shaposhnikova was born in 1896 and would have
been no more than forty-one at the time of the meeting with
Tukhachevsky. She did in fact escape arrest and lived until 1983.
In any event, this detail seems to be genuine.

Bystriantseva also published notes on the “rehabilitation hearings”
held in Ustrialov's case in 1988. This was a time when
rehabilitations of the “victims of Stalinism” were proceeding at a
high rate and in large numbers. But the military prosecutor failed
to recommend Ustrialov’s rehabilitation based on the evidence he
had. The documents reveal that a previous rehabilitation
investigation in 1955-56 also failed to reach any conclusive
results, and left a number of unanswered questions. This earlier
study confirmed that Ustrialov had been a leading member of the
Kadet Party and had been personally singled out by Lenin as an
enemy of the Soviet regime. Ustrialov had certainly been an
outspoken opponent of the Soviet regime in this period.

Ustrialov confessed as well to long contact with Japanese
intelligence. In effect this made him a Japanese agent. The
Khrushchev- and early Gorbachev-era rehabilitation commissions
must have considered this in their decisions not to rehabilitate
him. Although Ustrialov was at length rehabilitated on October 17,
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1989, the materials Bystriantseva cites suggest that these points
were not cleared up even at that time. By the late Gorbachev
period almost every application for rehabilitation was being
accepted.

The earlier rehabilitation study of Ustrialov’s criminal case file
reveals that Ustrialov confirmed his guilt at his trial, while it states
that no other inculpatory materials were presented at the trial
other than his own confessions in the preliminary investigation
and again at his trial on September 14, 1937, We would expect that
the indictment would state the grounds on which the suspicion of
“counterrevolutionary activity” was based - that is, what
circumstances had excited the interest of the NKVD and led to
Ustrialov’s arrest.

Ustrialov named a number of his friends among whom, he said, he
had “set forth his counterrevolutionary views.” Some of them were
repressed between 1937 and 1940. But others were evidently not
repressed in any way and lived into the ‘50s, ‘60s, ‘70s and even
‘80s.

Haspanuble  YcrpsiioBbiM  (YCTPSI0BBIM  JiH7?)
daMuiuM He ObLIM TaWHOW AJd OpraHos (M Mbl
CUMTaeM HEOOXOAHWMBIM 0CO00 NOAYEPKHYTb, YTO
foJsiblliasi 4acTb M3 3THX JIHML He TOJbKO He
NocTpajana, HO U NpoJo/pKana paboTaTb, Mmosyyas
Harpajibl OT COBETCKOrO NpaBUTeNbCTBA). (248 col. 1-
2)

Translated:

The names named by Ustrialov - if it was he - were no
secret to the “organs” (and we consider it essential to
specially emphasize the fact that most of these
persons not only were not repressed, but even
continued to work and received awards from the
Soviet government.)

This suggests that the names were not suggested by the
interrogators in order to find a pretext to arrest and repress these
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people. The only logical conclusion that remains is that Ustrialoy
did in fact name them himself.

Ustrialov’'s statement is consistent with Tukhachevsky’s
confessions; with the pre-trial confessions we have from
Bukharin and Krestinsky; and with the testimony at the March
1938 Moscow trial. Both Tukhachevsky and Nakamura
referred to the Rights, or Bukharin-Rykov group, as the
“realist politicians.” Radek said that he used the same term for
the bloc of Rights and Trotskyists in his discussions with the
German military attaché General K. (evidently German
military attaché General Ernst Késtring).

In this context there seems little reason to doubt the
genuineness of the Arao document, since it is obviously
compatible with Nakamura’s knowledge of Tukhachevsky's
political orientation against the Soviet government and
towards the Axis.!? Ustrialov’s confession also argues in favor
of its being genuine.

The Ustrialov Evidence and The Moscow Trials

The relevance of Ustrialov’'s confession to our evaluation of the
Moscow Trials, including the accusations made there of Trotsky’s
collaboration with the Germans and Japanese, are very clear. The
bloc of Rights and Trotskyites was accused of working with
Tukhachevsky and his military co-conspirators and confessed to
doing that.

In a previous chapter we have reproduced passages from the
testimony of Rozengol’ts, Rykov, Grinko, Krestinsky, and Bukharin
concerning the Tukhachevsky conspiracy. In them the defendants
at the Third Moscow Trial admit collaboration with Tukhachevsky
and his group of military men, and indicate that Trotsky was
involved in this collaboration also.

12 We discuss the Arao document in an earlier chapter of this work.
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Ustrialov’'s confession is thus strong evidence in support of the
essentially reliable nature of Moscow Trials confessions as
evidence, as well as of Trotsky’s involvement in the conspiracy of
the bloc - something we know from the Trotsky Archive is true in
any case.

* % %

During the Khrushchev and Gorbachev years “rehabilitations”
were often justified by the statement that the only evidence
against the defendant presented at trial was the defendant’s own
confessions. Works by anticommunist scholars repeat this charge
as though it represented some kind of tyrannical practice.

This is deliberately misleading. In the American criminal justice
system and, perhaps, others as well, the prosecution does not go to
the expense and trouble of presenting a case, calling witnesses,
and presenting evidence, if the defendant has pled guilty. A
defendant’s guilty plea does not imply that the prosecution did not
have evidence and witnesses in case the defendant pled innocent.
[n the Soviet criminal justice system in the 1930s a defendant had
to confirm his confessions of guilt (if he had made any) at trial.
Many defendants confessed before trial, confirmed their
confessions to the investigation before trial, and then refused to
confirm them at trial. In those cases the prosecution presented the
evidence it had. This happened in the case of Nikolal Ezhov in
February 1940. Despite the fact that he refused to confirm his
many confessions at trial Ezhov was convicted on the testimony of
others who testified against him.



Chapter 12. Conclusion — The Moscow
Trials As Evidence

Moscow Trial Defendants Who Lied

We can establish that some of the Moscow Trial defendants lied
deliberately to the court.

A few words of caution are needed lest the reader mistakenly
conclude: “If a witness tells a lie once, he must be lying all the
time.” Of course this is not so. The fact that someone has made one
verifiably false statement does not in the least mean that all his or
her statements must be false. Likewise, someone who had made a
verifiably true statement does not necessarily tell the truth all the
time. Each statement must be checked. Historians should verify,
not “believe.”

The fact that in example after example we have shown that
Trotsky lied while defendants at the first two Moscow Trials told
the truth does not mean that all the testimony and accusations in
the Moscow Trials were true. Verifiable falsehoods can be found in
them - but not, as is commonly believed, in the form of false
accusations by the prosecution or false confessions of guilt by
innocent defendants. Rather the falsehoods we can now
demonstrate were told by guilty defendants who continued to
deceive the prosecution and court.

Sokol'nikov

For example, we can now confirm that the following statement
made by Sokol'nikov in his final statement at trial, is false:

I can add nothing to the information and the
evaluations which were here given by the members of
the centre - Pyatakov and Radek. [ think that these
evaluations have been sufficiently frank, and 1 fully
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share them. But I cannot add anything of my own,
because I was not in direct communication with
Trotsky, I was not directly connected with him,
and received information through third persons.
(1937 Trial 555)

Getty found a certified mail receipt of a letter to Sokol'nikov in
London that Trotsky mailed sometime during 1932. The receipt is
strong evidence that Sokol'nikov did receive the letter. Assuming
the letter reached him - a similar letter did reach Radek - it
follows that Sokol'nikov falsely denied having been in contact with
Trotsky in 1932 although Radek admitted he had received
Trotsky’s letter in the same year.

We don’t know why Sokol'nikov did this. Possibly Sokol'nikov
believed that direct contact with Trotsky would be considered a
more serious crime.

Radek

Some Moscow Trial defendants withheld more substantive
matters from the prosecution. During the first part of his
testimony Radek mentioned the name of Marshal Mikhail
Tukhachevsky {105). Later Vyshinsky asked Radek why he had
done so. Radek replied “Of course, Tukhachevsky had no idea
either of Putna’s role or of my criminal role,” adding

| say that | never had and could not have had any
dealings with Tukhachevsky connected with counter-
revolutionary activities, because [ knew
Tukhachevsky’s attitude to the Party and the
government to be that of an absolutely devoted man.
(146)

These passages in which Tukhachevsky’s name is mentioned are
omitted from the published Russian-language transcript, which is
less than half the length of the English transcript. We don’t know
why. It is possible that the much shorter Russian transcript was
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published soon after the trial while the fuller English version was
published later in the year after Tukhachevsky and other top
military leaders had been arrested, tried, and convicted of
espionage and treason in May-june 1937,

Radek must have known about Tukhachevsky’'s conspiracy.
Bukharin knew about it, and he was closely in touch with Radek.
Maybe Radek was still hoping in January 1937 that Tukhachevsky
and the other military men would be successful in overthrowing
the Stalin regime. Even Bukharin waited to mention
Tukhachevsky’s participation in the conspiracy until June 2, 1937,
a week after Tukhachevsky had been arrested and had begun to
confess.

Similarly, Bukharin concealed the involvement of Commissar of
the NKVD Nikolai Ezhov with the conspiracy. We know that
Bukharin knew of Ezhov's role by 1935 at the latest. In his first
pretrial confession, again at his trial, and finally in his two appeals
to the Soviet Supreme Court Bukharin claimed that he had
completely “disarmed,” confessed everything he knew. He said the
same thing in his letter of December 10, 1937, to Stalin in which he
retracted all his previous confessions, and whose content he then
later retracted in turn. Perhaps Bukharin too was still hoping that
Ezhov would be successful where Tukhachevsky and his own bloc
of Rights and Trotskyists had failed.

If Bukharin had named Ezhov as a co-conspirator the Soviet
government could have dismissed him from his post as Commissar
of Internal Affairs - head of the NKVD - as much as 18 months
before he was finally induced to resign in November 1938. The
hundreds of thousands of murders of innocent Soviet citizens
carried out under Ezhov’s leadership in 1937-1938, often called
the Ezhovshchina or “Great Terror,” could have been greatly
reduced in number and perhaps prevented altogether.!

! Grover Furr and Vladimir L. Bobrov, “Verdikt: Vinioven” [Verdict: Guiilty]. In 1937.
Pravosudie Stalina. Obzhalovaniiu ne podlezhit! Moscow: Eksmo-Algoritm, 2010, 13-63.
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Zinoviev and Kamenev

Zinoviev and Kamenev knew about NKVD Commissar lagoda’s
involvement in the conspiracy of Rightists but did not reveal that
fact before or at their August 1936 trial. We know this now
because in 1997 eight pretrial interrogations of lagoda were
published in Russia in the provincial city of Kazan’ in a tiny press
run of only 200 copies. In 2004 a semi-official volume of
documents published by the right-wing anticommunist
“Memorial” organization also published one of these
interrogations, making it clear that they are genuine.

lagoda testified as follows:

[lo oTHolleHU K 3WHOBbeBy W KameHeBy y MeHs
6bl1a ABOUCTBEHHAS [IOJIMTHKA.

51 He MOT JO0NYyCTUTb, 4TOOBI C/eACTBHE M0 UX ey
Janexo 3auto. A Bosicd  HMX  OTKPOBEHHBIX
noxasaHui. OHH MOrJIK 6bl BbIJIJAaThb BECb 3arOBOP....

Hapsaay ¢ atTuMm nosoxeHue 3MHOBbeBA M KameHeBa,
OCYX/AEHHBIX H HAaXO[SALIHXCA B H30/1TOPE, BCe BpeMA
MeHsA 6ecrnokKouso. A BJpyr OHU TaM 4YTO-JH60
HaJyMalOT, HaZ0eCcT UM CHAETb U OHH pa3pasAaTcs
OOJHbBIMH M OTKPOBEHHBIMH TIOKa3aHUSIMH O
3aroBope, o IieHTpe, 0 Moedl poau (KameHeB, Kak
y4acTHHK 0611ero neHTpa 3sarosopa, HeCOMHEHHO
3HaJ1 060 MHE H 0 TOM, YTO A IBJIAIOCH YYAaCTHUKOM
3aroBopa). 5l ropopio, UTO 3TO 0OGCTOSITESILCTBO BCE
BpeMs MeHs TpeBoXHJIO. [IpaBaa, 1 IPUHA BCe MEPhI
K TOMy, 4TOGbl co3jaTb 3HMHOBbeBY H KameHeBy
HauboJsiee B1aronpUATHbIE YCI0BHS B TIOPbME: KHHUTH,
fyMary, muTaHHe, IPOTYJIKHU - BCe 3TO OHH NOJYyYaIn
6e3 orpaHudeHud. Ho yeM dyepT He wyTUT? OHU 6bLIH
ONaCHbIMH CBHUJIETE/SIMH.
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[losTomy, poknazaeiBasg pgeno B UK, 4, 4Tob6bI
NOKOHYWUTb C HHUMH, Tpensaraj 3UHOBbEBA H
KameHeBa paccTpensTn.

3TO He NPOULIO MOTOMY, YTO AAHHBIX AJs paccTpesa
JEeUCTBUTENBHO He BbLJIO.

... Jletom 1936 r. U3 N0JAUTU30JATOPOB B MOCKBY A5
IpUBJIeYEeHU K CHAEeACTBHI0 MO Jeay LeHTpa
TPOLKUCTCKO-3UHOBbLEBCKOTO 6JI0Ka ObLIH
JocTaBaeHbl 3UHOBbeB M KaMeHeB. MHe, Kak s yxe
TOBOPUJ, HYXHO 6blJI0O C HUMH NMOKOHYMUTL: OHU BCe
paBHO ObLIM  yKe [pOBaJieHbl, TpeTUuH pas
NPUB/IEKANNUCh, U S O4eHb GEeCrnoKOU/ICs, YTOGBl OHU
rae-HUbyab Ha CJeACTBUH He GOJITHYJIU JIMUIHErO.
[TosToMy 5 cuyes HEO6XOAUMbBIM MOTCOBOPUTL C HUMH.
flcHo, 4TO HHU Ha JOINpocax, HU BbI3bIBATH HUX B
KabGUHeT AJs pa3roBopa s He Mor. [losToMy 4 cTan
NpPaKTHKOBATb obxop, HEKOTOPBIX Kamep
apecTOBaHHBIX BO BHYTpeHHeH TiopbMe. [lo4TH BO
BCe Kamepbl s 3ax0AMJ BMeCTe C Ha4yaJbHHUKOM
TIopbMbl  [lonoBbiM. K <c. 199:> 3uHOBbEBYy U
KameHeBY (B OTAE/JBHOCTH K KO)XKJOMY) f1 TOXe 3alilel,
npeaynpeaus [lonoBa, 4To6bl OH OCTaJICS 33 ABEPLIO.

3a Bpems 5-10 mMuHyT a8 ycnesn npeaynpeauTb
3uHOBbeBa U KaMeHeBa 0 TOM, KTO apecTOBaH, Kakue
UMEIOTCSI IOKa3aHus. 3asiBUJA UM, YTO HHKaKHUX
JlaHHBIX O APYTUX LUeHTpax, IPUHUMABUIUX Y4acTHe B
3aroBope, TeM 6oJee 06 06UieM LieHTpe, C/Ie/ICTBHE He
3Haer.

"He Bce elie MOTepsiHO, HUYEro He BhlAaBaiTE CaMu.
llenTp 3aroBopa paeicTByeT. BHe 3aBUCUMOCTH OT
NPUroBOpa CyAa Bbl BEPHETECH KO MHe,” - FOBOPUI
uM. U 3uHoBbeB W KamMeHeB Ha C/1eCTBUH U Ha CYe,
KaK Bbl 3HaeTe, BBINOJHUIH MOH yKa3aHus. A nocie
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NpUTroBOpa OHU ObIM PacCTpeisiHbl. JTO ObLIO B
aBrycte 1936 r.

Translated:

In relation to Zinoviev and Kamenev my policy was
twofold. | could not permit the investigation of their
case to go too far. 1 was afraid of any frank
confessions from them. They could give up the
whole conspiracy. ...

At the same time [ was still troubled by the situation
of Zinoviev and Kamenev who had been convicted and
were in prison. Lest, suddenly, they get to thinking too
much, get tired of sitting in prison, and suddenly burst
out with full and frank confessions about the
conspiracy, about the center, about my role
(Kamenev, as a participant in the general center of
the conspiracy, unquestionably knew about me
and about the fact that I was a participant in the
conspiracy). [ say that this situation was troubling me
all the time. True, I took all means to obtain for
Zinoviev and Kamenev the most agreeable conditions
in prison: books, paper, food, walks - all this they
received without limit. But what the devil! They were
dangerous witnesses. Therefore when [ reported on
this case to the Central Committee, in order to be
finished with them, I proposed that Zinoviev and
Kamenev be shot. This was not accepted because the
facts necessary for their execution [to convict them of
a capital crime - GF] really did not exist.

... In the summer of 1936 Zinoviev and Kamenev were
sent from the political prisons to Moscow in order to
be brought to trial in the case of the Trotskyist-
Zinovievite bloc. As | have already said, | needed to
finish them. They were already doomed, about to be
tried for the third time; and [ was very worried lest at
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some point in the investigation they let drop
something they should not. Therefore [ began to make
rounds of some of the cells of arrested suspects in the
inner prison. 1 dropped in to almost all the cells
together with Popov, the chief of the prison. | also
dropped in on Zinoviev and Kamenev (separately on
each of them), after telling Popov to remain outside.

In the space of 5 - 10 minutes | succeeded in
informing Zinoviev and Kamenev about who had been
arrested and what kind of confessions they had made.
| told them that the investigation did not know any
facts about the other centers that were taking part in
the conspiracy, much less about the general center.
“Everything is not lost, do not give up anything
yourselves. The conspiratorial center is still
functioning. No matter what sentence the court
hands down you will return to me,” I told them.
And Zinoviev and Kamenev, as you know, carried
out my instructions during the investigation and
at the trial. And after their sentencing they were
shot. This was in August 1936. (Genrikh lagoda 192;
198-9)

lagoda rushed Kamenev and Zinoviev to execution before they
could expose yet more of the conspiracy.

It appears that Nikolai Bukharin felt the same way:

We now have some of the letters that Bukharin wrote
to Party leaders after the Zinov'ev-Kamenev trial. In
his letter of August 27, 1936 to Stalin, Bukharin wrote:

Excellent that these scoundrels have been
executed; the air became immediately cleaner.

In a letter to Voroshilov of a few days later, September
1, 1936, Bukharin calls Kamenev “cynic and
murderer,” “most loathsome of men,” “human
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carrion.” It had been Kamenev who at the August 1936
Moscow Trial implicated Bukharin as one of the
leaders of the Rights as late as 1934, something
Bukharin loudly denied. Bukharin added that he was
“fearfully glad” (strashno rad) that “the dogs” - he
means Zinov'ev and Kamenev - “have been shot.”

Bukharin’s words have the sound of someone who
“doth protest too much.” Sure enough, in these letters
Bukharin is trying hard to convince Stalin and others
that what Zinov'ev and Kamenev said about him at
their 1936 Trial was false. In fact, it was anything but!?
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From other similar events Stalin concluded that the Oppositionists
had an agreement to kill any of their number who named names.
In reply to a remark by Bukharin Stalin explained this at the
December 1936 Central Committee Plenum.

A 4TO Ke Tenepb 0Ka3anoch, Bbl norasauTte! Hocie
3TOrO Mbl YesioBeK 50, o kpaliHel Mepe, ONPOCHIIH.
Beab oHU Bce HYTpo IliTakoBa BBIBODOTHIIN. 3TO Xe
YyAOBHUIHBIN Yes0oBeK oKasascsa! [louemy OH 1les Ha
TO, YTOGBI BLICTYNIUTL 06LeCTBEHHBIM OOBUHHATENEM?
[ToueMy OH 1LlIes1 Ha TO, YTOOBI CAMOMY paccTpe/lnBaTh
cBOMX ToBapuuieii? OKasplBAeTCs, ¥ HHUX MPABUJIO
TaKoe: eXeJqd TBOH eJHHOMBIIJIEHHHK-TPOLKHUCT
apecToBaH M CTaJ BblJaBaTb JMOAeH, €ro Hajao
YHUYTOXKHTb. Bbl BHAMTe, Kakas ajicKag WTyKa
noay4yaetcs. Bepp 1noc/ie 3TOrc B HCKPEHHOCTb
OBIBLIMX OoNnno3uuroHepos! Hesb3s BepuTh Ha C/0BO
ObIBUIMM OIMO3MIHOHEPAM Jaxe TOrAa, Korja OHH
fepyTca  CcOBCTBEHHOPYYHO  paccTpesssTb  CBOMX

Apy3eH.

2 Furr, Grover and Vladimir L. Bobrov. "Stephen Cohen’s Biography of Bukharin: A Study in

the Falsehood of Khrushchev-Era 'Revelations.” In Cultural Logic 2010. At
http://clogic.eserver.org/2010/Furr.pdf
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Translated:

But as for how things have turned out, you can see
yourself! After that we questioned about 50 people, at
least. They really turned Piatakov inside out. It turns
out that he’s a monster of a person! So why did he
agree to be the public prosecutor? Why did he agree to
shoot his comrades himself? It turns out that they
have a rule like this: If your fellow Trotskyist is
arrested and has begun to give up the names of others,
he must be destroyed. You can see what kind of hellish
joke this comes to. Believe after this in the sincerity of
former oppositionists! We can't take former
oppositionists at their word even when they volunteer
to shoot their friends with their own hands. (Voprosy
Istorii 1,1995, pp. 9-10.)3

Bukharin, lagoda and others

Like Bukharin, lagoda certainly knew about Ezhov's participation
in the conspiracy as well, and like Bukharin he did not tell “the
whole truth” at his trial.* In another chapter we have quoted the
remarks by Mikhail Frinovsky in which he states that Bukharin,
lagoda, Bulanov, and perhaps others knew about Ezhov's
conspiracy and did not reveal it.

In the “mercury affair” {rtutnoe delo), which we mentioned in
Chapter 1, Ezhov told Bulanov to lie in order to build up his own,
Ezhov's, credibility. It was discovered after Ezhov’s arrest.

3 For Stalin’s whole remarks see
http://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/stalinonoppsvil1995.htmi

* This is confirmed both in lagoda’s confessions in the 1997 volume Genrikh lagoda. Narkom
vnutrennikhdel SSSR, General’niy komissar gosudarstvennoi bezopasnosti. Sbornik
dokumentov. Kazan’, 1997, and in the April 11, 1939 confession-statement by Ezhov’s right-
hand man Mikhail Frinovskii, a translation of which may be consulted at
http://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/frinovskyeng.html
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Results Beyond Trotsky: The Moscow Trial
Testimony

The conclusion of our verification of the Moscow Trials testimony
is this:

* Whenever we can check independent evidence concerning a
contradiction between Moscow Trial testimony and Trotsky’s
responses, it is the Moscow Trial testimony, not Trotsky’s
denial, that proves to have been truthful.

* As far as we can now determine, on the basis of the evidence
we now possess, none of the Moscow Trial defendants gave
false testimony that was wrung from them by the NKVD, the
Prosecution, or anyone else, including Stalin.

The present study too adds credibility to the Moscow Trials
themselves, while casting doubt on Trotsky’s denials and on the
Khrushchev-era and Gorbachev-era “Rehabilitation” reports.

In Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’ and in Leon Trotsky’s Collaboration with
Germany and Japan we examine further evidence that Trotsky did
urge “terror” against the Soviet leadership and did collaborate
with Germany and Japan. These were among the most important
and most dramatic charges made at the trials. The evidence that
Trotsky was guilty of spurring his Soviet followers to the use of
“terror” or assassination against the Stalin leadership goes a step
farther towards confirming the basic trustworthiness of the
testimony given at the Moscow trials.

As far as we can now determine, on the evidence now available the
Moscow Trial defendants:

(a) were guilty of at least those crimes to which they confessed;
(b) said what they themselves chose to say in their trial testimony.

This conclusion will be ideologically unacceptable to those who cut
their historical conclusions to fit their political prejudices. There is
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no lack of such persons in and around the field of Soviet history
and in politics. In the present case neither ideological
anticommunists nor, of course, Trotskyists will be persuaded by
this or any conceivable evidence. “Political correctness” -
ideological acceptability to influential forces motivated not by the
search for historical truth but by political agendas is, of course, not
a category of historical evidence and has no place in the struggle to
discover the truth.

In the eyes of many persons the evidence that Trotsky really did
urge his followers in the USSR to employ “terror” would appear to
justify the Moscow Trials. By the same token the evidence that the
defendants in the Moscow Trials were guilty will appear to justify
the actions of Stalin and the Soviet government of the day. After
all, no country would fail to pursue and deal harshly with persons
and groups who were guilty of the crimes to which the Moscow
Trials defendants confessed.

Powerful forces both within the field of Soviet studies and beyond
it will find this conclusion to be intolerable on political grounds.
The Cold War in historical studies against communism continues
with a vengeance. The histories of most if not all of the new post-
Soviet states are constructed upon a demonization of communism,
especially of Stalin and the USSR during his time. The academic
study and teaching of Soviet history is dominated by a tacit
requirement that Stalin and the USSR during his day be
condemned.

Meanwhile Trotskyism is not just tolerated but accorded an
honored place in the field of Soviet history. Two avowedly
Trotskyist journals, Revolutionary History and Critique, publish
articles in the field of Soviet history. The latter is published by
Taylor and Francis Ltd., a major publisher of mainstream academic
journals in the U.K. Pierre Broué was eulogized by Bernhard
Bayerlein, editor of the anticommunist Jahrbuch fiir historische
Kommunismusforschung. Broué worked with Bayerlein on a
number of anticommunist research projects. Broué was a member
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of the board of Bayerlein’s “International Newsletter of
Communist Studies.” >

Knowledge that the Moscow Trials were honest and the
defendants guilty will do much to debunk other harmful “cults”
that are still thriving. In some countries the “cult” around Trotsky
remains influential on the anti-imperialist and pro-working class
Left. The “cult” of the demonization of Stalin is even more
widespread, not only geographically but ideologically, its
adherents raging from anarchists and Trotskyists, to liberals, to
conservatives and fascists.

These “cults” are nourished by the myth that Trotsky and the
Moscow Trials defendants were “framed” in the Moscow Trials.
They persist only through ignoring the evidence that we have and
through misinterpretation, often flagrant, of the evidence that is
not ignored.

The Moscow Trials Testimony as Evidence

Whenever we can check a fact-claim made by a defendant in the
Moscow Trials against independent evidence we have found that
the defendant was telling the truth, in that the fact-claim in
question can be verified independently.

In a few cases a defendant chose to deceive the prosecution,
apparently with a view to concealing his responsibility for acts of
which, he hoped, the prosecution was unaware, or of preserving
what remained of the conspiracy, or both.

Since the defendants’ fact-claims that we can check have turned
out to be truthful, we have no basis to dismiss other fact-claims
whose truthfulness we cannot check. The success of this
verification process means that researchers may properly use the
fact-claims made by Moscow Trial defendants as evidence.

® See details at http://www.dr-bayerlein.eu/boocks.html
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The importance of this result for our further investigation of Leon
Trotsky’s conspiratorial activities during the 1930s should be
obvious. We now have no reason to reject the statements made by
defendants concerning Trotsky’s conspiratorial activities.

However, we now possess much more evidence of Trotsky's
conspiratorial activities than that contained in statements by
Moscow Trials defendants. In Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’ we examine
other evidence of Trotsky’s conspiracies. Much of this evidence
comes from Trotsky’'s own false statements, through which he
carelessly or unconsciously revealed, in part, that which he wished
to conceal. Leon Trotsky’s Collaboration with Germany and Japan
examines more evidence concerning Trotsky’s collaboration with
Germany and Japan.
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