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AUGUST 19 (MORNING SESSION)

The Court Session of the Military Collegium of the Supreme

Court of the U.S.S.R. opens on August 19, 1936 at 12:10 p.m. in the-

- October Hall of the House of Trade Unions. The Court is presided

l over by Army Military Jurist V. V. Ulrich. Members of the Court:

Army Corps Military Jurist I. O. Matulevich and Divisional Military

Jurist I. I. Nikitchenko; reserve member of the Court: Divisional

Military Jurist I. T. Golyakov; and secretary: Military Jurist of’
First Rank A. F. Kostyushko.

The prosecution is conducted by Comrade A. Y. Vyshinsky,
State Attorney of the U.S.S.R.

The President, Comrade Ulrich, declares the session of the
Court open, establishes the identity of the accused, and inquires of
them whether they take exception to the composition of the Court
or of the State Prosecution. After receiving the reply that there is
no such cbjection, the President announces that all the accused
having declined the services of counsel for defence, all righis of the-
defence are extended to them personally, i.c., the right to put ques-
tions to the witnesses and to the other accused, to petition the:
Court in all matters of procedure, to deliver speeches in their
own defence, etc. In addition to this, they retain the right of last
ER pleas.

T The Secretary of the Court reads the indictment.

Yranslated into Englisk from the report as pubia‘xheéﬁ in the [
IZVESTIA TsIK SSSR

INDICTMENT

in the case of G. E. Zinoviev, L. B. Kamenev, G. E. Evdokimov,
# I N. Smirnov, I. P. Bakagev, V. A. Ter-Vaganyan, S. V. Mrachkov—
sky, E. A. Drcitzer, E. S. Holtzman, 1. 1. Reingold, R. V. Pickel,
V. P. Olberg, K. B. Berman-Yurin, Fritz David (1.-1. Kruglyansky),.
M. Lurye and N. Lurye, accused of crimes covered by Articles 585,
19 and 589, 58! of the Criminal Code of the R.S.F.S.R.
9




On Jan. 15-16, 1935, the hilitary Collegium of the Supreme
Court of the U.S.S.R. at a special session in the city of Leningrad
iried the case of the underground counter-revolutionary group of
Zinovievites calling itsclf the “Moscow centre,” the principal lead-
ers of which among the others convicted in that case were G. E.
Zinoviev, L. B. Kamenep, G. E. Evdokimov and I. P. Bakayev.

The preliminary and the Court investigation of that case estab-
lished that for a number of years this so-called “Moscow centre”
guided the counter-revolutionary activities of diverse underground
groups of Zinovievites, including the counter-revolutionary activ-
ites of the Leningrad group of Nikslayev-Kotolynov which on
Bec. 1, 1934, foully murdered Comrade S. M. Kirov.

The {ria} established that the so-called “Moscow centre,” being
the ideological and political leader of the Leningrad group of
Zinovievites, knew that this group was inclined towards terrorism
and did all it could to fan this inclination.

This had io be admitied alse by the accused Zinoviev and Ka-
menev, who denied that they tock any part in the murder of Com-
rade 5. M. Kirov, hypocritically stating at the frial that they bore
only moral and poliiical responsibility for the assassination of
Comrade Kirov.

It now transpires that eighieen months age, during the inves-
tigation of the case of the assassination of Comrade 8. M. Kirov,
the investigating and judicial anthorities were not in possession of
all the facts revealing the true role of the Zinovievite leaders of the
so-called “Moscow cenire” on the cne hand and the ieaders of the
“Trotskyite underground organization on the other, in the white-
guard, terroristic underground activities.

On the sirength of newly revealed circumstances ascertained by
the investigating aunthorities in 1936 in connection with the dis-
covery of a number of terrorist groups of Trotskyites and Zinov-
ievites, the investigation has established that Zinoviev, Kamenev,
Evdokimov and Bakayev, who were convicted in the “Moscow
<centre” case, actually not only knew that their adherents in Lenin-
grad were inclined fowards terrorism, but were the direct or-
ganizers of the assassination of Comrade S. M. Kirov. :

The investigation alse established that Zinoviev, Kamenev, Ev-
dokimov, Bakayev, and a number of other accused in the present
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case, who will be mentioned later, were the initiators and organ-
izers of attempts which were being prepared on the lives of
other leaders of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and of
the Soviet Government as well.

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.

These newly revealed circumstances establish without a douht
that:

1) At the end of 1932 the Trotskyite and Zinovievite groups
united and formed a united centre consisting of Zinoviev, Kamenev,
Evdokimov, Bakayev (from the Zinovievites) and I. N. Smirnov,
Ter-Vaganyan and Mrachkovsky (from the Trotskyites),
charged in the present case.

2) The principal condition for the union of these counter-
revolutionary groups was their common recognition of individual
terrorism against the leaders of the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet
Government.

'3) Precisely from that time onwards (end of 1932) the Trots-
kyites and Zinovievites, acting on direct instructions from L. Trots-
ky, received by the united centre through special agents, con-
cenirated their hostile activities against the C.P.S.U. and the
Soviet Government mainly on the - organization of terrorism
against the most prominent leaders of the Party and the Gov-
ernment: )

*4). With this end in view the united centre organized specxal
terrorist groups, which prepared a number of practical meastires
for the assassination of Comrades Stalin, Voreshilov, Kaganovich,
Eirov, Orjonikidze, Zhdanov, Kossior, Postyshev and others.

:8)- One of these terrorist groups, consisting of Nikolayev,
Rumyantsev, Mandelstamm, Levin, Kotolynod and others, -who
were convicied by the Military Collegium of the Supreme Court
of the U.S.S.R. on Dec. 28-29, 1934, carried out the foul murder
of Comrade S. M. Kirov on Dec. 1, 1934, on the direct instructions-
from Zinoviev and L. Trotsky, and under the direct guidance of
the united centre.

11



1. The Trotskyite-Zinovievite Uniled Terrorist Centre

The testimonies of Zinoviev, Kamenev, Fodokimov, Mrachkoo-
sky, Bakayev and a number of other 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, and that the sole and decisive means chosen for this pur-
pose was the organization of terroristic acts against the most pro-
minent leaders of the Party and the Government.

Lacking all support in the working class and the toiling mass-
es of ihe people of the U.S.S.R., having lost all their ideological
possessions, having no political program and imbued with bitter
hatred toward the Socialist viclories of our country, the leaders of
the Trotskyite-Zinovievite counter-revolutionary bloc, Trotsky,
Zinoviev and Kamenev, sank definitively into the swamp of white-
guardism, joined forces and merged with the most inveterate ene-
mies of the Soviet Power, and became the organizing force of
the last remnants of the exploiting classes which had Leen routed in
the U.S.8.R. In their desperation and hatred they resorted to the
" most despicable means of fighting the Soviet Government and the
leaders of the C.P.S.U., namely, political assassinatioms.

At first, in the face of the first successes ‘of Socialism in the
U.S.S.R., they held to their hopes that difficulties would arise, with
which, in their calculations. the Soviet Power would not be able
to cope. But later, seeing that these difficuliies were being sue-
cessfully overcome and that our country was emerging victoriolis
from these difficultics, they frankly banked on the cowplication of
international relations, on war and the defeat of the Soviet Power.

Seeing ne favourable prospects for themselves, they resorted
to the gun; they mganizeﬁ underground terrosistic groups and
made use of the most detestable method of fighting, namely
terrorism.

At present the Trotskyite-Zinovievite conspirators, as a reason
for their fight against the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet Government, no
longer advance the claim that the Party and the Soviet Govern-
ment are pursuing an allegedly wrong policy, or that the C.PS.U.
and the Soviet Government are leading the country to its doom, as
they lyingly and slanderously asserted in the past. As their prin-
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cipal motive for resorting to terrerism they now advance the
successes of the building of Socialism in the U.S.S.R., the successes
in the cultural and economic growth of the country, which suc-
cesses, demonstrating the ideological and political bankruptcy of
the Trotskyites-Zinovievites, fan their hatred of the Soviet Gov-
ernment still more and intensify their desire to avenge themselves
on the Soviet Government for their political failure by resorting to
terrorism.

In spite of cbdurate denials, the accused Zinovier was com-
pelled by the weight of evidence which was laid before him by the
investigating authorities to admit that:

“ ,.The main object which the Trotskyite-Zinovievite
centre pursued_was the assassination of the leaders of the
C.P.S.U., and in the first place the assassination of Stalin and
Kirov.” (Vol. XII, p. 16.)

Another member of this centre, the accused 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 con-
solidating all forces to capture the Party leadership. 1 must
admit that the fundamental aim of the Troiskyite-Zinovievite
bloc was to remove by viclence the leadership of the C.P.S.U.
and the Soviet Governzaeni, and Stalin in the first place. At
the end of 1932 the centre adopted a decision to crganize
the fight against the leadership of the C.P.S.U. and the Gov-
ernment by terroristic means. I know that the Trotskyite
section of the blec received instructions from L. D. Trofsky
to adopt thg path of terrorism and o prepare attempts on
the life of Stalin.” (Vol. XXVII, p. 52.)

Exhaustive evidence on the same point was also given during
{he examination en July 23, 1936 by the accused Kamenev. The
accused Kamenev stated:

“, .. The emergence from the difficulties, the victory of the
policy of the Central Committee of the C.P.5.U. caused in us |
a new wave of animosity and hatred towards the leadership
of the Party, and primarily towards Stalin.”

13



‘...We, i.e., the Zinovievite centre of the counter-revolu-
tionary organization, the members of which I have enumer-
ated above, and the Trotskyite counter-revolutionary organi-
zation in the persoms of Smirnov, Mrachkovsky and Ter-
Vagangan, negotiatéd in 1932 to unite both the Zinovievite
and Trotskyiie counter-revolutionary organizations for joint
preparation of terroristic acis against the leaders of the Central
Commitiee and in the first place against Stelin and Kirop.”

. The main thing is that in 1932 both Zinoviev and we,
namelv, myself (Kamenev), Evdokimov,. Bakayev and the
Trotskyite leaders, Smirnov, Mrachkovsky and Ter-Vagar-
yain, decided that the only means by which we could hope o
‘comte to power was to organize ferroristic acts against the
ieaders of the C.P.S.U., and primarily against Stalin. It was
precisely on this basis of a terroristic struggle ‘against the
teaders of the C.P.S.U. that negotiations for the union were
conducted between ourselves and the Trotskyites.”

(Vol. XV, pp. 16, 12, 13}

The accused Kamenev further stated that:

. However, our banking on the insuperability of the

difficuliies which the couniry was experiencing, on the state

of crisis of its economy, on the collapse of ihe economic
policy of the Party leadership had obvicusly failed by the
second half of 1832,

“Overcoming the difficulties, the wuntry, under the lead-

ership of the Ceniral Committee of the C.P.8.U, was sue- - -

cessfully advancing along the road of economic growth. We
could not hielp seeing this. N

“One would have thought that we should have stopped
fighting. But the logic of the counter-revolutionary struggle,
the nakedly unprincipled striving to seize power led us in the
other direction. The emergence from the difficulties, the vic-
tory of the policy of the Ceniral Commitiee of the C.P.S.U.,;
caused in us a new wave of animesity and hatred towards the
leaders of the Party, and primarily towards Stalin.”

. (Vol. XV, p. 271}
14

This was confirmed also by the accused Evdokimov who, om
Aug. 10 this year, gave detailed evidence on the organization of
the united centre and the ierroristic position adopied by it. In
reply to the question put to him by the investigating authorities on
what basis the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc arcse, the accused Ev-
dokimov stated:

. Mrachkovsky said: ‘The hopes we have placed om
the collapse of the Pariy’s policy must be considered
doomed. The methods of struggle uséd up io now have mot
produced any positive resuits. There remains only one path
of struggle, and that is the removal of the leadership of the
Party and the Government by violence. “Seeing that I
agireed with him, Mrachkovsky, no 1011061 havmg any fear
that I would not support him, went on to say: ‘Stalin and the
other leaders of the Party and the Government must be re-
moved. This is the principal task.’

“Right there, Mrachkovsky informed me that ihe Trot-
skyites had received instructions from Trotsky on the me-
cessity of organizing ferroristic attempis on the lives of the
leaders of the Party and the Government, that Trotsky, being
outside the Soviet Union, correctly defined the tasks of the
fight against the leadership of the C.P.5.U. At the same time,
by the logic of the struggle, Mrachkovsky himself and other
Trotskyites had come to the conclusion that terrorism was
the only road of struggle remaining. . Smirnov expressed
the same views as Mrachkouvsky. . In conclusion Mrach-
kovsky and Smirnov proposed to umte the forces of the
Trotskyites and Zinovievites and to proceed fo create secret
terrorist groups for the purpose of committing terroristic
acts against the leaders of the Party and the Government.

’ (Vol. XXXVI, p. 10}

Similar evidence was also given by a member of the Moscow
terrorist centre, I. I. Reingold, who testified as follows:

. I met Kamenev in the second half of 19§3 and alse in
1934 in his apariment in Karmanitsky pereulck, in Moscow.
1%



Kamenev appraised the situation in approximately the same
way as Zinoviev and backed his conclusions by an analysis
of the economic and political sitnation in the coun.try.
Kamenev arvived at the conclusion that after all, things
were not moving toward catastrophe but were on the up-
grade; therefore, 2l expectations of an automatic collapse
were groundless, and the leadership that had grown up ‘was
made of tco hard a granite to expect that it would split of
itsclf. From this Kamenev drew the conclusion that the ‘ledd-
ership will have to be split’ '

“Kamenev repestedly quoted Troisky as saying: ‘the whole
matter is in the top, therefore the top must be removed.’

«Famenev advocaied the necessity of a terrorist strug-
gle and primarily the necessity of killing Stalin, peiniing
out that this was the only way of coming to power. 1
particularly remember his cynical remal:k ’that ‘heads are
peculiar in that they do net grow on again. )

“Ramenev proposed that terrorist gunmen be trained. He
said that the distinguishing feature of the new bloc com-
pared with the previous opposition bloc was the .adopﬁon of
energetic terroristic action.” (Vol. XXVTi, p. 61.)

He further said:

« .1 have already stated above that the Trotskyite-Zinov-
sevite wunited Bloc had no mnew political program.
It based itseif upon the old threadbare platfor‘mz and
none of the leaders of the bloc occupied themselves with, or
were inferested in the guestion of drawing up any kind of
political program that was o any degree complete and con-
sistent. The only thing that united this heierogeneous bloc
was the idea of a terrorist fight against the leaders of the
Party and the Government. ‘

“As a matter of fact the bloc was a counter—revolutlf)nary
terrorist gang of assassins who sirove {o seize power 1 the

<ouniry by any means whatever.”
o {Vol. XXVIL pp. 72-73)

i8

The accused I. N. Smirnov, during examination on Aug. 5, 1936,
also admitted that he had met Sedov, L. Trotsky’s son, while he
was in Berlin as far back as 1931.

I. N. Smirnov stated:

“...In the course of our conversation, L. Sedov, analysing
the situation in the Soviet Union, expressed the opinion that
under the present conditions only the removal by violence
of the leading persons in the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet Govern-
ment could bring about a change in the general situation in
the couniry....” . ' o :

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

“I admit that Ter-Vagangan, who with my knowledge eon-.
ducted negotiations with the Leftists and the Zinovievites in
the name of the Trotskyite group, formed in 1932 a bloc.with
Kamerlev, Zinoviev and the Lominadze group for joint strug-
gle against the C.P.S.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 wére made the basis of
this bloc.” ~ (Vol. XXIX, pp. 93, 104.)

The accused V. A. Ter-Vagangan confirmed this evidence of
the accused Smirnov, admitting his participation in the united
centre, as well as the participation in this centre of the accused .

-ss_ 1. N. Smirnov, Mrachkovsky, Zinoviev and Kamenev.

The accused Ter-Vaganyan admitted that:

“The Trotskyite organization headed hv I N Smirnov,

in its counter-revolutionary activities, particularly fostered

£ hatred and animosity against the leaders of the CP.S.U. . . .
It was on this hatred that the bloc was founded. . . .”

(Vol. XXXVIII, p. 11.}

The accused Ter-Vaganyan also admitted that as far back as

1931— ‘ E ‘
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«Sedov teceived from Trotsky special imstructioms for.

§. N. Smirnov and the underground Trotskyites in the
U.S.S.R. to adopt the most active and sharp methods of
struggle against the Party and its leadership.”

(Vol. XXXVIII, p. 27.}

Confirming the evidence of the accused Mrachkovsky on this
- point, the acoused Ter-Vaganyan testified:

“Mrachkovsky is tight when he says that the Trotskyite-
Zinovievite bloc iiself was really organized on the basis of the
recognition that i was necessary to fight the leadership of the
Party and the Government by terroristic methods.”

(Vol. XXXVIII, p. 32.)

Thue, there is mo doubt left that the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc
bad 2 mto a group of unprincipled, political adventurers
snd assassins striving at only one thing, namely, fo make their way
o power even through terrorism. o

Sueh is the sole and exhaustive “program” of this association
of political assassins. )

Concerning terrorism as the sole basis on which the .umon
of #he Trotskyites and Zinovievites took place in 1932, evidence
was given ai the preliminary investigation also by the zfccused
R. V. Pickel. During the examination on July 23, Pickel testified:

« . According to the information conveyed to us by Rein-
gold in ihe beginning of 1934, the all-Union united counter-

revolutionary centre of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc decided

by the efforis of the Trotskyites and Zinovievites to strike
a crushing blow at the C.P.S.U. by committing a number of
terroristic acts with the aim of beheading the leadership and
seizing power. .

“The all-Union centre of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc
then bluntly raised the question of the necessity of ‘surgical
intervention’ (meaning terrorism) in order o bring al')out a
decisive change in the situation in the country. For this pur-
pose the centre gave instructions to stari selecting people
‘who nursed particularly bitter feelings against the Party
leadership, who had very strong will power and were capable

18
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of carrying out ferroristic attempts on the lives of the leaders
of the C.P.S.U.” - (Vol. XXV, p. 65.)

In conformity with the course taken by the Trotskyite-Zinoviev-
ite underground bloc of seizing power by any means, the members
of thisbloc widely practised double-dealing as the special and main
method in their relations towards the Party and the Government.
They brought this double-dealing. to monstrous dimensions, and
transformed it into a system that might rouse the énvy of any
Azef and Malinovsky, of any secret service with all its spies, pro-
vocateurs and agents for diversive activities.

Oneé of the principal aims of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc was
in every possible way to conceal and mask its counter-revolution-
ary activities and the organization of terroristic acts.

On this point the accused Reingold testified:

“...Tn 1933-34 Zinoviev told me when I was alone with
him in his-apartment that: ¢ ... The principal practical task
is to organize the terroristic work so secretly as to preclude
our being compromised in any way....’

“¢ .. When under examination the main thing is per-
sistently to deny any connection with the organization. If
accused of terroristic activities, you must emphatically deny it
and argue that terror is incompatible with the views of
Bolsheviks-Marxists.” ” (Vol. XXVII, pp. 110, 112.}

Similar instructions were given by L. Trotsky, who recom-
mended that when terroristic acts were committed they should be
disavowed and “a position should be taken up analogous to that
taken up by the Central Committee of the Socialist-Revolutionaries '
toward Madame Kaplan” who shot at V. I. Lenin.

Another reason why the united centre resorted to profound
secrecy and carefully masked its terroristic activities was that one
of its aims was to beiray the vigilance of the working class and
the masses of the toilers. While preparing the assassination of Com-
rade Stalin and other leaders of the C.P.S.U., the united centre simul-
taneously strove by all means in its power to give assurances of its
loyalty and even devotion to the Party and the Soviet Power, of
its repentance of past mistakes and of its readiness to serve

19



the Proletarian Revolution honestly. The leaders of the united cen-
tre figured that having been “forgiven” they could, after killing
Comrade Stalin, utilize this “forgiveness” to come into power. On
this point the accused Reingold testified:

“. . . They believed—I am speaking of the leaders,of the
TrotsKkyite-Zinovievite centre—that the fact that we were for-
given while Stalin was still alive, the fact that confidence was
placed in us, would ensure our coming mnearer to the Ieader-
ship and to power; and following this, after Zinovieyv, Ka-
menev and their sapporters had come into power, they would
ensure the refurn also of Troisky to the leadership and to
power.” (Vol. XXVII, p. 168.)

This was also testified to during examination by the accused
Kamenev:

“. .. We discussed this guestion more than once. We out--

lined and decided on two possible ways for the leaders of the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc to come to power.

“The first, and what secemed 1o us to be the most feasible
way, was that after a terroristic act had been commit-
ted against Stalin, there would ensue confusion in the leader-
ship of the Party and the Government, and negotiations
would be opened with us, the leaders of the Zinovievite bloc
and in the first place with Zinoviev, Xamenev and Trotsky.

“We assumed that in these negotiations; myself and Zinov-
iev would occupy the leading positions in the Party and the
country, for even with Stalin we, by our policy of double-
dealing, had obtained, after all, forgiveness of our mistakes
by the Party and had been taken back into its ranks, while
our participation, that is mine, Zincviev’s and Trofsky’s, in
the terroristic acts would remain-secret from the Party and
the .country.

“The second way by which we could seize power, and
which seemed fo us to be less reliable, was that after a
terroristic act had been commitied against Stalin, the leader-
ship of the Party and the country would be thrown into a
state of uncertainty and disorganization.
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“The leaders of the Tretskyite-Zinovievite blo¢ would be
able to take advantage of the confusion to compel the remain-
ing leaders of the Party to admit us to power or else to yield to
us their places.

“Trotsky’s appearance and his active participation in the
struggle for power were taken as a matter of course.”
(Vol. XV, pp. 33-34.)

The united Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre took the path of ter-
roxism under the direct influence of L. D. Trotsky, who personally
gave the members of the united cenire a number of verbal and.
written insiructions to this effect.

During examination on July 20, 1936 the accused S. V. Mrach-
kovsky testified:

“. . . We Trotskyites adopted the policy of terrorism long
before the bloc with Zinoviev and Kamenep was formed. In
1931, whenr I. N. Smirnov was in Berlin and established
contact with L. Trotsky, instructions were received from the
latter to proceed to the organization of action groups of
Trotskyites.” (Vol. XVIII, pp. 40, 41.)

This same Mrachkovsky stated:

“... According to the instructions of L. Trotsky received
in 1931 by . N. Smirnov, we were to kill Stalin, Voroshilov
and Kaganovich. Stalin was to be killed first.”

{Vol. XVIII, p. 42}

On Trofsky’s attitude towards forming, a united Trotskyite-
Zinovievite bloc and adopting tdrroristic methods of struggle, 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 organ-
ization with the Zinoviev-Kamenev and Shatskin-Lominadze
groups. .. It was then decided to consult L. Trofsky on this
question and to obtain his directions. L. Trotsky replied,
agreeing to the formation of a bloc on the condition that the
groups wniting in the bloc would agree to the necessity of
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removing by violence the leaders of the C.P.S.U. and Staiin
in the first place.” (Vol. XVIII, pp. 44, 45.)

This evidence of Mrachkovsky was fully confirmed by the ac-
cused Dreitzer who during examination testified:

“...On the direct instructions of L. Trotsky, our all-Union
centre.of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc was to prepare and
carry out the assassination of Stalin and Voroshilov for the
purpose of beheading the leadership of the C.P.S.U. and the
Red Army.” (Vol. X, p. 99.)

In 1934, the accused Dreifzer personally received written in-
structions from Trotsky, through L. Trotsky’s son, Sedov, to pre-
pare and carry out a terroristic act against Comrade Stalin. This
letter was written personally by Trotsky. According to Dreitzer's
testimony the contents of this letter were as follows:

“Dear friend. Convey that today we have the following
main fasks before us:

“1} To remove Stalin and Voroshilov.

“2) To unfold work for organizing nuclei in the army.

“3) In the event of war, to take advantage of every setback
and confusion to capture the leadership.” o

The accused Dreitzer stated that “the letter ended with instruec-
tions to keep Trotsky informed of the progress of the work done in
fulfilment of the above instructions. I must add that these instrue-
tions of Trotsky fully confirmed the instructions I received from
Mrachkovsky in May 1934.”

This letter was addressed by T'rotsky to Dreitzer personally as
to one of the people most.devoted to him, and whe at one time was
chief of his personal bodyguard.

Dreitzer handed this letter to Mrachkovsky, who, according to
the testimony of Dreitzer and of Mrachkovsky himself, eventually
destroyed it for reasons of secrecy.

In addition to the above-mentioned letter, Trotsky sent ioc the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre 2 number of other verbal and written
instructions concerning terrorism. In particular, he handed to the
accused Holtzman instructions of this nature when he met him per-
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sonally. Heltzman, served ss a ligisor man between L. Trotsky and
the Trotskyite-Zinovievile centre. '

The investigation has established that after the smash-up of the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre in connection with themurder of Com-
rade Kirov, L. Troisky himself assumed the leadership of terroristic
activities in the U.S.S.R. awd began strongly to press forward the
organization of the assassinations of Comrades Stalin and Voroshi-
{ov. For this purpose he took steps to restoré the terrorist groups
in the U.S.8.R. and to stimulate their activity by sending a number
of hisiried agents to the U.S.S.R. from abroad and also by using
for this purpose persons belonging to underground Trotskyite or-
gamizations in the U.S.S.R. who went abroad ostensibly on official
business.

The investigation has established that at various times the fol-
lowing accused persons were sent from Berlin to Moscow as such
agents: V. Olberg, Berman-Yurin, Fritz David ( Kruglyansky),
Moissei Lurye, Nathan Lurge and several others who received di-
rectly from L. D. Troisky and his son Sedov (L. L. Trotsky) in-
structions fo organize at all costs the assassinations of Comrades
Stalin, Voroshilov, Kaganovich and other leaders of the Party.

One of these Trotskyite agents, V. Olberg, who arrived in the
U.8.S.R. with the passport of a citizen of the Republic of Henduras,
stated when arrested and examined:

“...As I have already testified, I began active Trotskyite
work at the heginning of 1930. In addition ta the per-
sons I have enumerated, I was personally connected with
Trotsky and bis son Lev Sedov; I carried out a number of
assignments given to me personally by Trotsky in connection
with the Trotskyite organization, and I was his emissary in
Germany. As Troisky’s emissary in Germany, I carried on
work in the Trotskyite organization in Berlin and also main-
tained secret connections with the Soviet Union. I mainiained
connections with the Soviet Union using addresses and places
which Lev Sedov indicated to me.” (Vol. XXI, p. 24.)

Wi

V. Olberg admitied that he arrived in the U.S.S.R. illegally for
ihe purpose of carrying on Trotskyite counter-revelutionary work -
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and of organizing a terroristic act against Comrade Stalin.

During examination on February 2i of this year, V. Olberg
testified that during one of his meetings with L. Troésky’s son, Se-
dov, the latter showed him a letter from Trotsky in which Trotsky
proposed that Olberg be sent to the Soviet Union with a grolfp' of
‘German Troiskyites for the purpose of preparing and organizing
the murder of Stalin, ’

“ ..In this letter,” V. Olberg goes on to say, “Trotsky
wrote to Sedov stating that he fully agreed with his proposal
that I be sent fo the Soviet Union. Trotsky wrote that he con-
sidered me fo be an absolutely suilable person who could be
fully relied upon in se perilous a matter.”

“Po this Olberg added:

“Sedov said to me that it was my duty to conceal by every
possible means Trotsky’s vole in the organization of a terror-
istic act against Stalin, and that even if I were arrested in
circumstances in which my role of a terrerist would be abso-
lutely obvious, I was {o conceal the fact that I was a Trotsky-
ite and was committing the terroristic act on Trofsky’s in-
structions.” {Vol. XXI, pp. 77, 78.)

As the investigation has established, V. Giberg arrived in the
U.8.S.R. with the passport of a citizen of the Republic of Honduras
obtained with the aid of the German Secrei Pelice (Géstapq}.

" On this point V. Olberg, during examination in the office of the
State Attorney of the U.S.S.R., testified

“. .. Sedov promised to help me to obtain a passport to re~ -

turn to the UJ.S.5.R. once more. But I succeeded in obtaining
a passport with the help of my younger brother, Paul Oi-
berg. Thanks to my connections with the German police and
their agent in Prague, V. P. Tukalevsky, I, by medns of a
bribe, obtained the passport of a citizen of the Republic of
Honduras. The money for the passport—13,00¢ Czechoslo-
vakian kronen—1! cbtained from Sedov, or rather, from the
Trotskyite organization on Sedov’s insiructions.”

(Vol. XXT, p. 262.)
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Re-exémined on the question of his connection with the Ges-
tapo, V. Olberg on July 31 of this year testified:

- “Confirming also my testimony of May 9 of this year, I
emphasize that my connection with the Gestapo was nof
at all an exception, of which one could speak as of
the fall of an individual Trotskyite. It was the line of the
Trotskyites in conformity with the instructions of L. Trotsky
given. through Sedov. The connection with the Gestapo
followed the line of organizing terrorism in the U.S.S.R.
against the leaders of the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet Gov-

_ ernment.” '

“...Several times I met a prominent official of the Ge-
stapo, whose name was not mentioned to me, and I did not
consider it convenient to inquire. With this official I dis-
cussed my first journey to Moscow and my plans concerning
the preparation of a terroristic act.. This official knew my
brother as an agent of the Gestapo to whom he advised me
to apply for help whenever necessary.”

' (Vol. XXI, pp. 263-264.)

s

This testimony of V. Olberg was fully confirmed by Pauf
Olberg, ‘also an agent of the German Secret Police, arrested in
connection with another case, It was Paul Olberg who put his
brother V. Olberg, as both of them testify, in touch with the Ges-+
tapo and helped V. Olberg to obtain from the Gestapo the passport
of a citizen of the Republic of Honduras, which figures as an
exhibit in the present case. ‘

Paul Olberg also confirmed the fact that V. Olberg’s journey to
the U.S.S.R. was organized with terroristic purposes. During exa-
* mination on May 16 this year, Paul Olberg testified:

“... Valentine Olberg informed me that an official of the

German Secret Police told him that all persons taking part in

& preparing and committing terroristic acts would be given re-
fuge in Germany.” ' (Vol. XX1V, p. 231.)

Another Trotskyite agent, sent o the U.S.S.R. with terroristic
tasks, namely Berman-Yurin, testified:
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“ ..My own role was that I arrived in\the USSR, as
a pefson particularly trusted by Lev Davidavich Trotsky
with a special mission and instructions from him.”

' {Vol. IV, p. 30.)

As the investigation has established, this “special mission ar.ld
imstructions” were to organize the ‘assassination of Comrade Stalin.
Tihjs was admitted by the accused Berman-Yurin, who testified ﬂmt,
on mesting L. Trotsky in Copenhagen, he received from Trotsky di-
reciions to kill Comrade Sialin,

“...During this conversation,” said the accused Berman-
Yurin, “Trotsky openly said to me that in the fight against
Stalin, one must not hesitate to resort to extreme ineasures,
and that Stalin must be physically destroyed.”

‘ (Vol. IV, p. 36.)

«...Trotsky emphasized that the, attempt must be'pre—
pared very carefuily and circumspectly and should be timed
with some big political event of international importance. It
would be most preferable, if the opportunity arose, to make
the attempt coincide with some plenum or the con-gress of the
Comintern, Trotsky stated that such a terroristic act com-
mitted at a congress or plepum would immediately assume
the nature of an international political event; jt would rouse
the masses far beyond the frontiers of the U.S.SR. and
would give rise to 2 powerful movement. ) .

“T'rotsky told me that this terroristic act against Stalin
must not be committed secrefly, on the quiet, but that the
assassination must be comsmitted publicly, befere an in-
ternational forum.”

Simultanecusly with Berman-Yurin, L. Trotsky sent also the
accused Fritz David (1. I. Kruglyansky) to the U.S.S.R. to prepare
terrorisiic acts. ,

In the autumn of 1932, Fritz David (I. I. Kruglyansky) also
had a meeting with L. Trotsky, arranged for him by Se.dov. In
conversation with him, Trofsky proposed that Fritz l?avzc_i ( 1. {:
Kruglgansky) undertake, as he expressed it, the “historic mission
of killing Stalin, .
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(Vol. IV, pp. 38, 39.) - =

Fritz David (1. 1. Kruglgansky) testified:

“... When i)roposing that I go to the U.S.S.R. to kill Stalin,
T'rotsky advised me, for the sake of secrecy, not to maintain
open connections with the Trotskyites but outwardly to ad-
here to the policy of the Central Committee of the Commun-
ist Party of Germany.

“This conversation with Trotsky took place in Ngvember
1932 and I accepted his proposal to kill Stalin.”

(Vol. VIIL, p. 73.)

On arriving in the U.S.S.R. Berman-Yurin found Fritz David
(1L Kraglyansky) at an address given him by Sedov. Fritz David
(1. L. Kruglyansky) and Berman-Yurin decided to carry out the as-
sassination of Comrade Stalin at the Seventh Congress of the Com-
intern. This, however, they failed to do owing to the fact that
Berman-Yurin was unable to get into the Congress, while Fritz
David (1. 1. Kruglyansky), ‘although he got into the Congress, could
Dot carry out his criminal intention because he sat far away from
the presidium and had no opportunity of getting' near to Com-
rade Stalin.

As both of the accused admitted during the investigation, Fritz
David (1. 1. Kruglyansky) was to have shot Comrade ‘Stalin at the
Seventh Congress with a Browning pistol which he had received
from Berman-Yurin. (Vol. VIII, p. 77.

The investigation has also established that the terrorist group
headed by Trotsky’s agent, Moissei Lurye, whom Trotsky sent into

- the U.S.S.R. from abroad, was actually organized by the active

German fascist Franz Weitz, the representative of Himmler, at that
time the leader of the fascist S$ Detachments and now the director
of the German Secret Police {Gestapo).

* On this point M. Lurge, examined on July 21, stated:

“Nathan Lurye replied that he was still, as before, a con-
vinced Troiskyite,. and he reporied that a terrorist group,
small in number, hut very reliable, had been organized here
in Moscow in April 1932....
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“...When I asked oh whose instructions and at whose
initiative this action group had been organized, N. Lurye
answered that the action group was created by ‘a certain
Franz Weitz...”

“ .. When I asked who was Franz Weitz, N. Lurye, at
first very unwillingly, answered as follows: Franz Weitz is
an active member of the National-Socialist Party in Ger-
many and a'vh.-'us_ted man of Himmler (the present director
of the Gestapo in Germany). At that time Himmler was the
leader of the ‘SS’—Blackshirt Guards. ..”

“,..The main task of the group, according to Weitz, was
to prepare terroristic acts against Stalin, Kaganovich, Voro-
shilov and Orjonikidze. , . .7  (Vol. XXXII, pp. 243, 244.},

The accused M. Lurye communicated to Zinoviev in detail N.
Luijye’s report, desiring to ascertain Zinoviev’s attitude towards
connections with the fascists and the German Secret. Police.

After listening to M. Lurye’s communication, Zinoviev replied:

“What is there in this to disturb you? You are a historian;
Moissei Ilyich, you know the case of Lassalle and Bisma_rck,
when Lassalle wanied to use Bismarck in the interests of the
revolution.”

. By means of this historical parallel,” added M. Lurye;
“Zinoviev wanted to prove the possibility and the necessity
‘of utilizing an alliance with the National-Socialists in the
fight against the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet Government.”

(Vol. XXXII, p. 252§ -

M. Lurye’s testimony was fully confirmed by N. bLurye, who;
during examination on July 21 testified as follows:

“I must admit that from the autumn of 1932 to the end
of 1933 the terrorist action group of ‘which I was the head,
was actively preparing a terroristic act against the People’s
Commissar of Defence, Voroshilov....”

.. I was comniissioned to do this by Franz Weitz, a Ger-
man engineer-architect, member of the National-Socialist
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Party of Germany, representative of Himmler, now director
of the Gestapo.”

“...In August 1932, leaving for Germany for his vacation,
Franz Weitz put me in charge of the terrorist action group
and set before me the task of preparing and carrying out ter-
roristic acts against Stalin, Kaganovich and Voroshilov.”

(Vol. XXXI11, pp. 141- 142)

Thus the accused M. Lurye and N. Lurye, by establishing direct
organizational contact with the German fascists and the Ger-
man Secret Police, betrayed the inferests of the Soviet State and
committed treason against their country,

Finally, the circumsiances established by the investigation
show that L. Trotsky, Zinoviev, Kamenev and others, the leaders
of ilie Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc, in their fight sgainst the Soviét
Govemment sank so low that their morals proved to be more con-
temptible than those of gangs of the most hardened criminals,
‘While organizing terroristic acts against the léaders of thé G.P.S.U,
and the Soviet State, the leaders’ of the united centre, simulta-
neously were preparing to exterminate their own terrorist: agents in
order completely to wipe out all iraces of their crimes.

On this point the accused Reingold testified as follows:

“Zinoviev and Kamenev did not exclude the possibility
that the O.G.P.U. was in possession of the threads of the con-
spiracy against the State which was being prepared by them.
Therefore they regarded it as their most important fask to
destroy every possible trace of the crimes committed. For
this purpose it was proposed to appomt Bakayev chairman
of the O.G.P.U. He was to be charged with the function of
physically exterminating the persons who directly carried out
terroristic acts against Stalin and Kirov, as well as those
workers of the 0.G.P.U. who might be in possession of the
threads of the crimes committed.”

(Vol. XXVII, pp. 163-164.)
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. Thie United Troiskyife-Zinovievite Centre and the Assassination
of Comrade S. M. Kirov

It was already established'in the case of Nikolayev, Rumyants-
v, Kotolynov and others shot by sentence of the Military Colle-
ghum of the Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R. on the charge of mur-
dering Comrade $. M. Kirov on December 1, 1934, that direct con-
nhiéctions existed between the group of Zinovievites in Leningrad
who committed the murder, and the accused Zinoviev, Kamerneo
and Bekdygen,  already convicted in. the case of the so-called
“Moscow centre.”

At the present time, the investigating anthorities are in posses-
sion of facts establishing beyond doubt that the murder of S. M.
Kirew was committed in accordance with the decision of the united
Trotskyite-Linovievite centro. o

This was admitted at the praliminaty irivestigation by the ma-
Jerrity of active membeis of various terrerist Trotskyite-Zinovievite
‘gtoaps, imuluding the decused Ziaoview, Kamenev, Evdokimov,
Bukagev, Mrachkovsky and others.

The ntoused Evdokimov fully confirmed this by declaring
at the examinuation on Aug. 10 of this year the following:

®....At the trial of the Kirov murder case, I—FEuvdo-
kimov, with Zinoviev, Kameney, Bakagev, Gertik and others,
doceived the Government guthotities and the Court by con-
cealinig that the murder of Kirov wis prepared and carried
out by us, the members of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc.

“The murder of Kirov was comniitied by the Leningrad

terrorist centre on the direet instfuctions of the united cen- - .

tre of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc.  (Vol. XXXVI], p. 6.

“...In 1884, Zinoviev, acting in the name of the Trotsky-

ite-Zimovievite organization, gave Bakayev direct instructions
to orgamnige the mrarder of Kirov.

In addition to Zinozlev those taking part in the decision to

" aomirdeg  Kirov, included Kamenev, myse'f—Evdokimov,

Bakayev, and also representatives of the Troiskyites in the

persons of Mrachkovsky and Ter-Vaganyan. In order to pre- -

pare the munder, Bakayev went to Leningrad in the autumn
of 1934 and there established coniact with the active mem-
0
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bers of our orgenization: Kofolynes, Levin, Rumpuniser,
Muandeistamm and Myasnikov, who fotmhed the so-calied Len-
ingrad terrorist cemire. The Leningrad cenire had an active
group of terrovists, directly engaged in preparations for the
murder of Kirov.” (Vol. XXXVL, p-8.) -

After obdurate denials, the accused Zinoviev, convicted by the
testimony of 2 number of other accused, had to admit that as
far back as 1932 the united Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre had de-
cided to organize terroristic acts against Comrade Stalin in Moscow
and against Comrade Kirev in Leningrad, '

“In the autumn of 1032, stated the aceused Zinowied, “in
my villa at Ilyinskoye, in the presence of Eameney, Baltdgde;
Evdokintor and Karev, 1 instructed Bakayev to prepire &
terroristic aei ugainst Stelin, snd Karey to prepare & {eprens
istic act against Kirov.” {(Vol. XTI pr 883

The accused Zinoviev festified:

“In 1934, I do not remember the sxzact month, in the
middle of the year, Evdokimov informed me of cne of Ger
tik’s trips to Lemingrad during which Gerfik estehlished
coatact with Kotolynov. As 2 result of this meeting Kololy-
a0b told Gertik that he was taking a direct pert in the prep-
-arations for the assassination of Kirev.” (Vol. XI1, pp. 27, 33.).

This was also testified by the accused Kamenew, whe confirm-
¢d the faci that a conference had taken place in Ilyingkoye at
which it was decided to commit terroristic acts against Comirades
Stalin and Kirov. The accused Kamenev testified:

1 must admit that before the confevence in liyitiskoye,
EZinoviev informed me of the preposed decisions of the cen-
ire of the TrotskylteZinovievite dloe to organire terroristic
acts against Stalin and Kirow, declaring that the representa-
tives of the Trotskyites in the centre of the boe, Smirnov,
B raRhkovsky and Ter-Vagongan, emphaticallyinsistedon thie
decision, that they had direct instructions oh Bs mater from
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Trotsky, and that they demanded that a start be made in put-
ting these measures into practice in pursuance of those prin-
ciples which formed the basis of the bloc.”

(Vol. XV, pp. 15, 16.)

To this the accused Kamenev added:

“I joined. in this decision being in full agreement with. it.”
(Vol. XV, p. 16.)}

.As the investigation has established, the practical fulfilment of
the plan to orgamize the murder of Comrade Kirov was assigned
by the united centre to I. P. Bakayev, a2 member of that centre.

‘Direct evidence on.this is given by the accused Zinoviev, who
admitted that it was precisely Bakayer who had’ been instructed
by Zinoviev, in the name of the united centre, to organize the
erroristic acts against Comrade Stalin in Moscow and. against
€omrade Kirov in Leningrad. (Vol. XII, p. 36.)

Detailed evidence on the role played by Zinoviev, Bakayev and
the whole of the united Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre in the mur-
der of Comrade S. M. Kirov was given by the accused Reingold,
who ‘stated the following:

“I learned personally from Zinovier that the assassination
of Kirov in Leningrad was prépared on his direct instruc-
tions and on the instructions of the centre of the Trotskyite-
Zinovievite bloc. During this conversation with Zinoviev,
which took place in his apariment in August 1934, he, as I

have already stated, reproached the Moscow action group

for being slow and not sufficiently active.
“In giving the reasons for the necessity of committing a ter-
- roristic act against Kirov, Zinoviev said that Kirov must be
physically destroyed as Stalin’s closest assistant. He also
added: ‘It is not enough to fell the oak; all the young oaks
growing around it must be felled too.’ Another argument
Zinoviev used in support of the necessity of murdering Kirov
was that Kirev was the leader of the Leningrad organization
and ‘was personally responsible for the rout of the opposition
in Leningrad.
82

“As 1 have already stated, the Leningrad fighting organ-
ization was under the direct leadershlp of Bakagév. Organ-
izational connection with th15 organijzation was also main-
tained by Faivilovich.” (Vol. XXVIT, p."70)

After persistent denials of his participation in the organization.
of the assassination of Comrade Kirov, the accused Bakagev,
under the weight of evidence brought against him, testified:

“I admit that Zinoviep persona}ly instructed me to organ-
ize the assassmation of Stalin in Moscow, and Karev 1o or-
ganize the assassination of Kirov in Lenmgrad For ‘this pur-

- pose I'instructed Karev to establish contact in ‘Leningrad
with Vladimir Levin and Anisheo, members of the organiz-
atlon, while Zinoviep instructed me to put Karev in touch also.
with Rumyantsev in Leningrad.” (Vol. 1, p. 89.)

Evidence on.the role played by Ba.kayep as one of the prin-
cipal-organizers of the assassination of Comrade Kirov was alse’
givenby N. A. Karev, who is under arrest in connection with another
case. At the exammahon held on July 5, 1936, N. 4. Karev s{ated

“Zinoviev said fhat Bakayev had- ‘béen charged with, the’
preparatlon of terroristic acts against Stalin and Kiroo and
that for this purpose he was to utilize his connections with'
the Zinovievite groups in Leningrad and Moscow

To this Karev added:

“In ‘conversation with Bakayev, I learned that the latter
mbended to utilize the Zinovievite groups of Rumyanisev and
Kotolynov in Leningrad with which he, Bakayep, had con-
tact, for the organization of a terroristie act against Kirov.”

- (Vol. III p. 11)

This was also fully .confirmed during the -investigation by the
accused Evdokimov, who stated the follawing:

“I learned from Bakapev that in-the autunm of 1084, he.
Bakayev, together with one Trotskyite “terrorist, whose name
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1 do mot know, wefit to Leningrad o establish contact with
the Leningrad ferrorist cenire and to organize the -assassin-
ation of Kirov, :
“While in Leningrad, Bekagev and the above-mentioned
Trotskyite terrorist met Nikolagev and arranged with him
that he would assassinate Kirov.”
{Vol. XXXVI, pp. 7, 8}
And further:

“Bgkayev stated that the terrorists had expressed con-
fidence in the success of the terroristic act; they considered
themselves to be safe. The reason for this was that all of
them, including such active Zinovievites as Rumyanisev, Le-
vin, Myasnikov, Mandelstamm and others, enjoyed the confi-
dence of a number of leading Party workers and officials of
Soviet organizations in Leningrad. This ensured them every
possibility of pursuing their preparations for a terroristic act
against Xirov without the least fear of being discovered.”

(Vol. XXXVI, p. 9.}

The investigation has established that after the united Zino-
vievite-Trotskyite centre had adopted the decision to ass‘assinz?e
Comrade S. M. Kirov, Kamenev made a special journey to Lenin-
grad in June 1934 for checking up on the progress of the work of
organizing the terrozistic act against Comrade Kirov. o

Zinoviev also pressed forward in every way the assassination of
Comrade Kirov and, as testified by N. M. HMatorin, formerly Zinov-
jev’s privaie secretary, who is now ander arrest in connection with
snother case, Zinoviey reproached the members of the
group for being dow and .irresolute.

Matorin testifled:

¢ Yinoviep told me #hst the preparstions for the terroristic
aet must be pressed forward to the utmost and that Kirov
must be killed by the winter. Zinoviev reproached me ;for not
displaying sufficient determination and energy. He ?ald that
with regard to terroristic methods of siruggle prejudices must
be dropped.” {Vol. XIV, pp. 63, 84.)

terrorist _
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II. Organization by the United Trotskyite-Zinovievite Centre of
Terroristic Acts Against Comrades Voroshilov, Zhdanov, Kagano-
vich, Kossior, Orjonikidze and Postyshev

The materials of the investigation have established that the
united Trotskyite-Zinovievite terrorist centre, after it had killed
Comrade Kirov, did not confine itself to organizing the assassina-
tion of Comrade Stalin alone. The terrorist Trotskyite-Zinovievite
centre simultaneously carried on work to organize assassinations of
other leaders of the Party, namely, Comrades Voroshilov, Zhdanov,
Kaganovich, Kossior, Orjonikidze and Postyshev.

The accused Reingold testified that Zinoviev, while speaking of
the necessity of assassinating Comrade Kirov as Comrade Stalin’s
closest assistant, added:

“It is not enough to fell the oak; all the young oaks grow-
ing around it must be felled too.” (Vol. XXVII, p. 70.)

According to Reingold’s testimony:

“Zinoviev’s main instructions amounted to the following:
the blow must be directed against Stalin, Kaganovich' and
Kiron.” (Vol. XXVII, p. 63.)

The accused Reingold confirmed that:

“The expectations of the united centre were based on a
plan to cause complete confusion in the Party and in the
‘country by a stunning simultaneous blow in Moscow and
Leningrad.” {Vol. XX VIi, p. 163.)

Various terrorist groups operating under the genera! leader-
ship of the united centre attempted to carry out the assassinations
of Voroshilov, Kaganovich, Zhdanov, Kossior, Orjonikidze and
Postyshev,

Thus, the organization of the terroristic act against Comrade
Voroshilov was the work of Dreitzer’s group, which received
instructions to murder Voroshilov directly from Trotsky, and of
the group of the Trotskyite M. Lurye, which was sent over from
Germany for the same purpose.
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In regard to the preparations for the assassination of Comrade .

Voroshzlov the accused’ Mmchkovslcy, one of the members of the
united centre testified: '

“In the middle of 1934, E. Dreitzer reported to me that
simultaneously he was organizing the assassination of Voro-
shilov, for which purpose Dimitri Schmidt, who was a com-
mander in the army and under no suspicion in the Party, was
to be prepared. It was presumed, that he would kill Voro»
shilov either while reporting to him on service matiers, or
during the next manoeuvres at which Voroshilov would be
present.” , ‘ (Vol. XVIII, p.'49.)

The accuse& Dreztzer, exammed at the office of the State
Attorney of the Soviet Union on July 381, testified on this point:

“For the purpose of commlttmg the terroristic act I
recruited Esterman and Gayevsky, and in 1935 Schmidf and
Kuzmichev. The latter two undertook to kill Voroshilov.”

(Vol X, P 195)

"The testimony of Mi'achkobsky and Dreitzer was also cpnﬁrmed
by the accused Remg'old who testified as follows:

“1 leamed from Mrachkovsky and Dreztzer ‘that in the
summer of 1933 a Trotskyite group of militiry men was or-
ganized under the leadership of Dreitzer. The group consisted
of Schmidt, commander of a brigade of the Red Army, Kuz-
michev, chief of staff of a military unit, and a.pumber of

other persons whose names I do not know, I learned from N
Dreitzer that Schmidt and Kuzmichev were to carry out

personally the terroristic act against Voroshilov and that they
had agreed to do so. It was planned that for this purpose

they wonld cither take advantage of an official reception by

Voroshilov, or of Voroshilov’s visit to one of their militsry
uhits.” : - {Vel. XXVII, pp. 165, 166)

"The investigation has also estabhshed that in the same perxod.
# number of terrorist groups (those of Drettzer, M, Lirye an
others) . were organizing aftempfs on the Hves of Comrades
Zhdanov, Kaganovich, Orjom‘kidze, Kossior and Postyshﬂ)

,»,
nA

Definition. of the Charge p

Analyzing the above, the investigating authorities consider it
established:

1) That in the period of 1932-1936 a ‘united Trotskyite- Zinov-
jevite centre was orgamzed in the city of Moscow with the object of
commlttmg a number, of ferroristic acis against the leaders of
the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet Government for the purpose of seizing
power. . ‘

2) That of those accused in the preseni case, G. E. Zinovieo,
L. B. Kamenev, G. E.. Evdokimov and I. P. Bakayev entered the
united Trotskyite-Zinbvievite centre from the Zinovievites and 1. N.
Smirnov, V. A. Ter-Vagangan and S. V. Mrachkovsky from the
Trotskyites.

3) That during this period, the united Trotskyite-Zinovievite
centre or oamzed 4 number of terrorist groups and prepared a num-
ber of practical measures to assassinate Comrades Sialin, Voroshil-
ov, Zhdanov, Kaganovzch Kirov, Kossior, Orjonikidze and Postg-
shev.

4) That one of these terrorist groups, operating on the direct
instructions of Zinoviev and L. Trotsky and of the united Trotsky-
ite-Zinovievite centre, and under the immediate direction of the ac-
cused Bakayev, carried out_the foul murder of Comrade S. M. Kirov
on December 1, 1934.

The accused in this case: G. E. Zinoviev, L. B. Kameneb,
G. E. Evdokimov, I. P. Bakayev, V. A. Ter-Vayanyan, S. V. Mrach-
kovsky, . A. Dreitzer, V. P. Olberg, Fritz David (1. 1. Kruglyan-
sky), E. S. Holtzman, R. V. Pickel, 1. 1. Reingold, K. B. Berman-
Yurin, M. Lurge and N. Lurge have fully admitted thenr guilt of
the charges preferred against them.

The accused I. N, Smirnov, acknowledging his participation in
the united centre of the Trotskyite:Zinovievite bloc, his personal
connection with L. Trotsky ‘and his meetmgs with L. Sedov while
abroad in 1931, and also the fact that he maintained connec.hon
with Trotsky right up to the time of his arrest in 1933, admitted
that in 1931 instructions were conveyed to him by Sedov, and con-
firmed in 1932 by Trotsky to organize terror against the leaders
of the C.P.S.U. and-the Sovxet State and that these instructions.
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served as the basis of the organization of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite
bloc.

At the same time, the accused I N Smirnov categorically denies
that he took part in the terroristic activities of the united Trotsky-
ite-Zinovievite centre. However, the accused [. N. Smirnov is proved
to have participated in the terroristic activities of the united cenire
by the evidence of the accused S. V. Mrachkovsky (Vol. XXIX,
pages 76- -84), E. A. Dreitzer (Vol. XXXI, page 63), A. N. Safonova
{VelL. XXXI, page 295), I. I. Reingold (Vol. XXXI pages 138, 284),
@. E. Zinoviev (Vol. XII, page 35), L. B. Kamenev (Vol. XV, page 28),
G. E. Evdokimov (Vol. XXXVI, pages 9, 10), R. V. Pickel- (Vol.
XXX, page 78).

On the basis of the above:

1. Zinoviev, Grigori Evseyevich, born in 1883, employee, con-
victed in 1935 in the Zinovievite “Moscow centre” case;

2. Kamenev, Lev Borisovich, born in 1883, employee, convncbed :

in 1935 in the same “Moscow centre” case; . '
" 3. Evdokimov, Grigori Eremeyevich, born in 1884, employee,
convicted in 1935 in the same “Moscow cenire” case;

4. Bakayev, Ivan Petrovich, born in 1887, employee, convicted
in 1935 in the same “Moscow centre’” case;

5. Mrachkovsky, Sergei Vitalevich, born in 1888, employee;

6. Ter-Vaganyan Vagarshak Arutyunovich, born in 1893 em-
ployee;

4. Smirnov, Ivan Nikitich, born in 1880, employee
—are accused of having, the first six in the period of 1932 fo 1936,
and I. N. Smirnov since 1931

a) organized a number of ferrorist groups which were makmo -

preparations to assassinate Comrades Stalin, Voroshilov, Zhdanov,
Eaganovich, Kirov, Kossior, Orjonikidze and Postyshev;

b) organized and carried out on Dec. 1, 1934, the foul murder
of Comrade S. M. Kirov, through the Leningrad underground
terrorist group of Nikolayev-Kotolynoo and others; '

i.e., of crimes covered by Articles 58% and 58! of the Criminal
Code of the RS.F.S.R.

-8 Drettzer, Ephim Alexandrovich, born in 1894 ‘employee;

9. Remgold Isak Isayevich, born in 1897 employee,

10. Pickel, Richard Vitoldovich, born in 1896, employee;
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After the reading of the indictment, the President of the
Court questions in turn all the accused whether they plead guilty
as charged. The accused Zinoviev,Kamenev, Evdokimov, Bakayew,.
Ter-Vaganyan, Mrachkovsky, Dreitzer, Reingold, Pickel, Olberg,
‘Berman-Yurin, Fritz David (Kruglyansky), M. Lurye and N. Lurye
plead guilty on all charges. The accused I. N.. Smirnov, admitting
that he belonged to the united centre of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite
bloc, that he had been in personal communication with Trotsky:
and had received Trotsky’s instrusctions to organize terror against
the leaders of the C.P.S,U. and the Soviet State, and admitting his
political responsibility for the activities of the united centre, den‘ies
only ‘his Persomﬂ'parﬁcipation in the preparation and execution
of terroristic acts:

The accused Holjzman admits having belonged to the Trots-
kyite-Zinovievite terrorist organization, having been in personak
contact with the Trotskyite centre abroad, and having brought
Trmky’slpersonal imstructions to- organize terroristic gcts in the
U.S.5.R. He \denies only his own personal participation in the pre-
- paration of terroristic acts.

After a recess of 15 minutes, the court at 1:45 p.m. proceeds to
examine the accused. '

EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED MRACHKOVSKY

The accused Mrachkovsky was the man most in the confidence
of Trotsky and personally closest to him. In the past be had occu-
pied an important position in the army. From 1923 onwards'he hfxd
carried on, in conjunction with Trotsky, Trotskyite anti-Soviet

work. He had been a member of the leading centre of the under- -

ground Trotskyite terrorist organization, had w?rked under t:he
personal direction of Trotsky, from whom he was receiving fn-
stractions through I N. Smirnov as well as directly to organize
terroristic acts against the leaders of the Party and the Governmel‘lt.
Being one of the leaders of the counter-revolutionary Trotskylte
underground organization, he, in 1932, had joined the united
Trotskyite-Zinovievite terrorist centre together with I. N. Smirnov
and V. A. Ter-Vaganyan.

Mrachkovsky relates in detail the history of the formation of
the Trotskyite-Zinovievile terrorist centre. He says that on return-
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ing from exile in 1929 he only on papet admitted the correctness of
the general line of the Party; actually, however, together with other
former members of the opposition, he returned from exile with the
perfidious intention of continuing the struggle against the Party.
Asked by Comrade Vyshinsky to say definitely to whom he was re-
ferring, Mrachkovsky said that he, Mrachkovsky, and also L N.
Smirnov and Ter-Vaganyan, had jointly taken the firm decision to
organize a further struggle against the Party. Mrachkovsky at the
same time admits that this counter-revolutionary .group had no
_ political platform, that “the platform drawn up in the preceding
period of 1925-27 was upset by the fact of the corréciness of the
general line of the Party.”

Mrachkovsky goes on to say that already in 1931 this Trotskyite
group openly discussed the question of terrorism. L N. Smirnoy,
who had visited Berlin, brought back instructions from Trotsky,
which he teceived through Trotsky's son, L. Sedov, to ‘the fol-
lowing effect:“Until we put Stalin out of the way, 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™? :

Mrachkovsky: Until we kill Stalin. At that very meeting, in the
presence of Smirnov, myself, Ter-Vaganyan and Safonova; I'was
given the task of organizing = terrorist group, that is to say, to
select reliable people. The same task was assigned to- Dreitzer to- -
gether with me. That period, 1931 and 1932, was spent in inducing
and preparing people to commit terroristic acts. For this purpose
§ recruited Yatsek and Yudin. Dreitzer recruited another group of
people including Schmidt, Kuzmichev and some others whom I

>~ ~don’t remember. As I have already said, this period was spent in
preparing people for organizing terroristic acts .against Stalin,
Voroshilov and Kaganovich. i
MrachEovsky goes on fo state that in the second half of 1932
fhe question was raised of the necessity of uniting the Trotskyite
terrorist group with the Zinovievites. The question of this unifica-
tion was raised by I. N: Smirnov who, in doing so, argued that the
Trotskyite forces by themselves were t00 weak and that therefore
it was necessary to unite all counter-revolutionary groups. H’was
at that time that Smirnov sent a letter to Trotsky through Holtz-
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‘man -in which he informed Trotsky of the state of the Trotsky-
jte organization and put before him the question of uniting with
the Zinovievites. In the autumn of 1932 a letter was received from
“Trotsky in which he approved the decision fo unite with the Zino-
vievites. It was also at that time that Trotsky conveyed to them
through his emissary, Gaven, that union must take place on the
basis of terrorism, and Trotsky once again emphasized the neces-
sity of killing Stalin, Voroshilov and Kirev.

Vyshinsky: Another question to Smirnov. Do you corroborate
the testimony of Mrachkovsky that in 1832 you received a reply
from Trotsky through Gaven?

Smirnov: 1 received a reply from Troisky through Gaven.

Vyshinsky: And in addition, did you receive verbal informa-
#on 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
40 commit acts of terrorism?

Smirnov: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Against whom?

Smirnov: Against the leaders.

Vyshinsky: Against which?

Smirnov: Stalin and cthers.

Continuing his testimony, Mrachkovsky observed that affer re-
ceiving the instructions from Trotsky approving the formation of
a bloc with the Zinovievites, Smirnov instructed Ter-Vaganyan to

bring about the formation of this bloc. The terrorist bloc of the - =

Trotskyites and the Zinovievites was formed at the end of 1932.
Mrachkovsky related that before his departure froni Moscow. in
1932, Smirnov had asked him to see Reingold, who was leading the
Moscow terrorist group, and to come to an agreement with him
about uniting all forces.

Vyshinsky: On what basis?

‘Mrachkovsky: On the basis of organizing the assassination of
Stalin. ‘ - -
Vyshinsky: Smirnov said: Go to Reingold and come fo an agree-
ment with him about ...
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Mrachkovsky: ... Uniting our torrorist forces for the purpose
of assassineting Stalin, ¥Yoroshilov and Kaganovich.

Mrasdhkovsky goes on to say that on bis departure from Mos:
cow he instructed Reingold to get in touch with Dreitzer who was
4o direct the terroristic activities of the Moscow centre. On arriving
in Moscow again in the summer of 1934 he met Dreitzer who in-
formed him about the work of the terrorist centre. Questioned by
Comrade Vyshinsky, Dreitzer confirms this statement by Mrach-
kovsky. Mrachkovsky goes on fo say that Dreitzer informed him
about thg organization ef the Moscow terrorist centre of the Trots-
kyite-Zinovievite bloc, consisting of himself, i.e., Dreitzer, and also.
Reingold and Pickel. Questioned by Comrade Vyshinsky, Reingold
and Pickel confirm the statement that they were members of the
Moscow terrorist cemire. _ ) _

in the summer of 1934 Mrachkovsky met Karnenev. “Kame-
nev,” jestifies Mrachkovsky, “confirmed to me the fact that a Mos-
‘eow terrorist centre had been organized. Kamenev expressed dise.
saisfaction with the slowness with which the work of preparing
gerruristic acts was proceeding. During this conversation he said.
that Bakayev was organizing in Leningrad, apparently very suc-

" gessfuily, aithough slowly, e terroristic act against Kirov.”

Continuing his testimony; Mrachkovsky states that in Décam-

ber 1934, while in Kazakhstan, he received from.Dreitz‘er a letter
of Trotsky's, written in invisible ink, which had approximately the

following contents—Dear friend; the task that confronts us today

is to acceierate the assassination of Stalin and Voroshilov. In the

event of war, it is necessary to adopt a defeatist position ‘and take
advantage of the confusion. Nuclei must be organized in the Red

“Armay. The letter was signed “Starik” {odd man).

Mrachkovsky emphasizes the fact that he knew Trotsky’s
hendwriting very weil and that he had not the slightest doubt that

the Ietter Hiad actually been written by “Trotsky. Emphasizing that

he- stood partioularly close fo Trotsky, Mrachkovsky states ‘that

during the last few years of his work with “Trotsky, i 1923-2%, no

one cailkd gt £ see Trotsky without hi, Mrachkovsky, and siso

that =11 Troisky’s correspondence passed through his hands.
Comrade Vyshinsky asks Mrachkovsky what rolé L 4 Smir-

. mov played in'the terrorist Trotekyite Finovievite Centre. Mraghs
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kovsky emphasizes that he, Mraghkovsky, did everything with
the knowledge of Smirnov and that.Smirnov knew the people whom
he; 3 Mrachkowsky, ‘was preparing to commit terroristic acts.

Questioned by  Comrade Vyshinsky whether he confirms
Mraehkovskys testlmony, Smirnov asserts that Mrachkovsky’s
statements do-not: conform with the facts,

Vyshmsky You were a member of the Trotsk}m,-Zmowewte
centre. That you adm.lt Here Mrachkovsky is noj smnmg against
the truth. That is the first point. Secondly, the centre was organized
on the basis of terronsm against the leaders of the Party and the
govemment. Is that nght?

Smirnov:, That is right.

Vyshmsky Did you recerve from Trotsky instructions on ter-
rorism as a means of struggle? :

Smirnov: Yes.

Mrachkovsky then goes on to tell the Court about the activities
of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite terrorist centre. The members of this
centre were Zmowev, Kamenev, Lomma.dle, Mrachkovsky Ter-
Vagapyan and others./

Comrade Vyshmsky then asks. Zinoviev:

Vyshinsky: When was the united centre organized?

Zinoviev: In the summer of 1932. )

Vyshinsky: During what period of time did it function?

Zinoviev: Actually-up to 1936.

Vyshinsky: What were its activities?

Zinoviev: Its main activities consisted in making preparations
for terroristic acts.

Vyshinsky: Against whom?

Zinoviev: Against the leaders.

Vyshinsky: That is, against Comrades Stalin, Voroshilov, and
Kaganovich? Was it your centre that organized the assassination
of Comrade Kirov? Was the assassination of Sergei Mironovich
Kirov organized by your centre, or by some other organization?

Zinoviev: Yes, by our centre.

Vyshinsky: In that centre there were you, Kamenev, Smirnov,
Mrachkovsky and Ter-Vaganyan?

Zinoviev: Yes.

Vyshinsky: So you all organized the assassination of Kirov?
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Zinoviev: Yes.

Vyshinsky: So you all assassinated Comrade Kirov?

Zinoviev: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Sit down.

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 hep Ter-Vaganyan, had served as interinediary be-
tween Lominadze and Kamenev, and between Smirnov and Zinov-
1ev

LN §1mmov denies Mrachkovsky's testimony to the effect tiat
he, Smirnov, had conveyed Trotsky's instructions gbout terrorism
to the Moscow Troiskyite centre. - '

Wiyshinsky: I ask leave to read Vol. XXIX, p. 115, of the record
of the examination of Smirnov on August 13 by Scheinin, Exainin-
ing Magistrate for cases of special importance, according to which
Smirnov said that in 1931 Sedov gave terroristic directions. Here
is Smirnov’s testimony: “On my return to Moscow 1 reported this
to Safonova and Mrachkovsky.” '

Vyshinsky: Well, now, does thls correspond to what you said
five minutes ago?

Smirnov: (Remains silent.)

Vyshinsky: I ask that permission be given {o Smirndv himself
to read this passage from the evidence. As Smirnov persists o his
denials, tries to evade responsibility, I ask that he read this pas-
sage from the evidence in front of everyhody present here.

Smirnov (reading his testimony): “In 1931 Sedov gave terror-

~=~ - jstic directions which, on my return to Moscow, I reported to Sa-
fonova and Mrachkovsky.”

Vyshinsky (to Mrachkovsky): Mrachkovsky, did you learn
about Sedov’s line on terrorism from Smirnov?
¢ Mrachkovsky: Yes. ’

Vyshinsky: After Smmov s return from- Berlin did: yoit mheet
him?

: Mrachkovsky: Yes.
Vyshinsky: Did you speak to him?
Mrachkovsky: Yes.
: 85



kovsky emphasizes that he, Mraghkovsky, did everything with
the knowledge of Smirnov and that;Si:ﬁrn_ov knew the people whom
’he; Mrachkovsky, was preparing o commit terroristic acts.

Questioned -by Comrade Vyshinsky whether he confirms

Mrachkovsky’s testimony, Smirnov asserts that Mrachkovsky's
statements do-not: conform with the facts. . V

~ Vyshinsky; You were a member of the Trotskyiic-Zinovi‘evite
centre. That you admit. Here Mrachkovsky is no} sinning against
the truth. That is the first point. Secondly, the centre was organized
on the basis of terrorism against the leaders of the Party and the
government. Is that right?. '

Smiznov: That is right.

.Vyshinslcy: Did you receive from Trotsky instructions on ter-
rorism as a means of struggle?

Smirnov: Yes, :

. Mrachkovsky then goes on to tell the Court about. the activities
of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite terrorist centre. ‘The members of this
centre were ginoviev,.‘ Kamenev, Lominadze, Mrachkovsky, Ter-
Vaganyan and others. . A

Comrade Vyshinsky then asks. Zinoviev:

Vyshinsky: When was the united centre organized?

Zinoviev: In the summer of 1932. | ' .

Vyshinsky: During what period of time did it function?

Zinoviev: Actually-up to 1936.

Vyshinsky: What were its activities?

Zinoviev: Its main activities consisted in making preparations
for terroristic acts.

Vyshinsky: Against whom? =

Zinoviev: Against the leaders. :

Vyshinsky: That is, against Comrades Stalin, Voroshilov, and
Kaganovich? Was it your centre that organized the assassination
ot: Comrade Kirov? Was the assassination of Sergei Mironovich
Kirov organized by your centre, or by some other organization?

Zinoviev; Yes, by our centre,

Vyshinsky: In that centre there were you, Kamenev, Smirnov
Mrachkovsky and Ter-Vaganyan? ’

Zinoviev: Yes.

Vyshinsky: So you all organized the assassination of Kirov?
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Zinoviev: Yes.

Vyshinsky: So you all assassinated Comrade Kirov?

Zinoviev: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Sit down.

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 hep Ter-Vaganyan, had served as intertnediary  be-
tween Lominadze and Kamenev, and betwéen Smirnov and Zinov-
iev.
"L N. $mirnov denies Mrachkovsky’s testimony to the effect tiat
he, Smirnov, had conveyed Trotsky’s instructions dbout terrorism
1o the Moscow Trotskyite cemtre. .

Viyshinsky: I ask leave to read VoL XXIX, p. 115, of the recor
of the examination of Smirnov on August 13 by Scheinin, Exainin-
ing Magistrate for cases of special importance, according to which
Smirnov said that in 1931 Sedov gave terroristic directions. Here
is Smirnov’s testimony: “On my return to Moscow I reported this
to Safonova and Mrachkovsky.” ’ ‘

Vyshinsky: Well, now, doés this correspond to what you said
five minutes ago? '

Smirnov: (Remains silent.)

Vyshinsky: 1 ask that permission be given {c Smirnov’ himself
to read this passage from the evidence. As Smirnov persists in his
denials, tries to evade responsibility, I ask that he read this pas-
sage from the evidence in front of everybody present here.

Smirnov (reading his testimony): “In 1931 Sedov gave. terror-

___istic directions which, on my return to Moscow, I reported to Sa-

fonova and Mrachkovsky.”

Vyshinsky. (to Mrachkovsky): Mrachkovsky, did you learn
about Sédov’s line on terrorism from Smirnov?

Mrachkovsky: Yes. -

Vyshinsky: After Smirnov's return from Berlin did you' mieet
him? '
- Mrachkovsky: Yes.
Vyshinsky: Did you speak to him?
Mrachkovsky: Yes.
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Vyshinsky: Together with Safonova?

Mrachkovsky; Yes.

Vyshinsky: And you knew about these directions of Sedov's?

Mrachkovsky: Yes, 1 so affirm.

Vyskinsky: Smirnov, did -you hear that?

Smirnov: (Remains silent.) = :

"In reply to the questions of Gomrade Ulrich, President of the
Court, Smirnov. admits that he alse communicated Trotsky's in-
structions to Ter-Vaganyan In reply to Comrade, Vyshinsky, the
accused Kamenev once again states thaf “the instructions Smir-
nov had personally received from Trotsky—the directions on
terrorism—had been passed on as given by Smirmov Lnd that
they were of decisive imporiance to the organization.”

At the end of Mrachkovsky’s ezemination Vyshinsky asks
‘Bakayev in what parf of 1934 he went ig Leningrad.

Bakayev: In the autumn

Vyshinsky: For what purpose?

Bakagev: To asceriain fhe pn-enamdness of the organization
to assassinate Kirov.

Vyshinsky (to Kamenev): Did you give the m@tmcﬁms te
make preparations for the assassination of Kirov?

EKamenev: Yes, in the zutumn.

Vyshinsky: In the awtumn you and Evdokimov instrussed
Bakayev to go to Leningrad o check up on the progress which was
heing made by the Lem’agfa@ Trotskyite-Zinovievite group in
its preparaiions fo assassinate Kirov? Is that right; do you confirm
that?

Kamenev: Yes, that is irue, I confirm that.

! M
B

EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED EVDORIMOV

Questioned by Comrade Ulrick, President of the Courty et
~ he confirms the testfmony he gave .at the preiimyinary ex-
&mwm ‘Evdokimov replies in the’ affirmative. Afier el
“wdokimoV anawers a nuwmber of guestions put fe hima by 40232‘,-"
rade Vyshinsky.
: Vyshinsky: You wers, &
Evdekimoy: Yes, [ wos.

o member of the centrel.
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Vyshinsky: Did you know that ‘the cenire was preparing
assassinations of the leaders of the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet Gov-
ernment?

Evdokimov: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Did you personaily approve of the preparatiom
of these assassinations?

Evdokimov: 1 agreed to them:.

Vyshinsky: You took part in and comsidered it mnecessary
to proceed by the path of assassination?

Evdokimov; Ves.

Vyshipsky: Do you admit that the assassination of Comrade
Kirev was prepared with your assistance?

Evdokimov: Yes, I admit that.

Vyshinsky: At the trial in Leningrad, on January 15-16, 1833,
wher! facing the court as you do now, you emphatically asserted
that you had nothing to do with that munrder. At that time
you tol@ uniruths?

Evdokimov: Yes, I deceived the Court.

Vyshinsky: You thought yon deceived the Court. As a mal-
ter of fact the deception did not work. Now it is exposed.

Evdokimov: Yes.

After that Evdokimov relates to the Court in detail that the
assassination of S. M. Kirov was coramitied on the direct instrue-
tions of the terrorist centre of the Trotzkyite-Zinovievite organiz-
ation. The instructions about terrorism came from Trotsky. “Stmir~
nov and L,” says Evdokimov, “discussed this question several times.
In the summer of 1932, a conference was held in the railway
car of Mrachkovsky who had just arrived in Moscow. I, Mrachkov-

" sky, Smirnov and Ter-Vaganyan were present at this conference.

We talked of terrorism, Smirnov, particularly, was in favour of
terrorism.”

Smirnov mekes the attempt to deny thietestimony of Evdokimev.
However, the replies of Mrachkovsky and Evdokimov to ques-
tions put to them by Comrade Vyshinsky establish that the
conversation about lerrorism did take place and that Smirnov
fully and completely supported the line of terroristic acts,

Soon after this conversation in Mrachkovsky's car, says Ev-
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dokimov, " continuing ‘his testimony, a conference took place
in the sumimer villa at Ilyinskoye, where Kamenev and Zinoviev
lived at that time. At this ‘conference, at which Karev, Zinoviev,
Kamenev, Evdokimov and Bakayev were present, it was decided
to dform a Moscow cenire and 2 Leningrad centre for the
purpose of combining the terrorist groups. And this decision
was subsequently put into effect. At this same conference at
Ilyinskoye in 1932, fthere was outright talk about the neces-
sity of terrorism, in the first place against Stalin and Kirov.
The organization of these terroristic acis was, on Zinoviev’s pro-
posal, entrusted to Bakayev.

Vyshinsky: Accused Bakayev, do you confirm this?

Bakayev: During that conference Zinoviev said that the Trot-
skyites, om Trotsky's proposal, had set to work to organize the
assassination of Stalin and that we should take the initiative in this
matter into our own hands.

Vyshinsky: Zinoviev said that?

Bakayev: Yes.

Vyshinsky. Zinoviev said that you should take the initiative?

Bakayev: At that conference I was instructed to organize a
terroristic' act against Stalin.

Vyshinsky: And you undertook to do that, did you?

Bakagev: Yes.

Continuing, Evdokimov states with reference fo the faefs
concf:er(_ning the preparations for the assassination of S. M. Kirov,
that in the summer of 1934 a conference was held in Kamenev’s

apartment in Moscow at which Kamenev, Zinoviev, Evdokimov, -

Sokelinikov, Ter-Vaganyan, Reingold and Bakayev were present.
At this conference it was decided to expedite the assassination of
8. M. Kirov.

Vyshinsky: So it was put as straight as that: “To expedite
thie assassination of S. M® Kirov"?

Evdokimov: Yes, it was put iike that.

Continuing, Evdokimov says that for this purpose Bakayev,
In the sutumm of 1934, went ic Leningrad 1o check up on the
progress ¢f preparations for the terrovistic act against Sergei
Mirchovich Kirov by thé¢ Leningrad terrorlsts, These terrorist
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groups began to shadow Sergei Mironovich Kirov and waited
for an opportune moment to commit their terroristic act.

Vyshinsky: Was the murder of Sergei Mironovich Kirov pre-
pared by the centre?

Evdokimov: Yes.

Vyshinsky: You personally took part in these preparations?

Evdokimov: Yes. .

Vyshinsky: Did Zinoviev and Kamenev participate with you
in the preparations?

Evdokimov: Yes.

Vyshinsky: On the instructions of the centre, Bakayev went
to Leningrad to check up on the progress made in the preparations,
did he not?

Evdokimov: Yes.

As a result of further questioning Comrade Vyshinsky es-
tablishes that while on his visit to Leningrad, Bakayev met
the future murderer of S. M. Kirov, Nikolayev, with whom he
discussed the preparations for the assassination. v

Vyshinsky (to Bakayev): Did you meet Nikolayev in Lenin-
grad?

Bakayev: Yes. _

Vyshinsky: Did you confer about an understanding regarding
the assassination of S. M. Kirov?

‘Bakayev: There was no need for me to come to an under-
standing with him about it because the instructions for the
assassination had been given by Zinoviev and Kamenev.

Vyshinsky: But Nikolayev told you that he had decided to
assassinate S. M. Kirov, didn’t he?

Bakayev: He did, and so did other terrorists—Levin, Man-
delstamm, Kotolynov, Rumyantsev.

Vyshinsky: You discussed the assassination of Kirov?

Bakayev: Yes. _

#  Vyshinsky: He expressed his determination. And- whet was
your attitnde towards it? .

Bakayev: 1 was for it. )

In reply to further questions put by Comrade Vyshinsky to
Bakayev it is ascertained that after his visil to Leningrad,

Bakayev reported to Evdokimov and Kamenev on the progress
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»f the preparatics for the assassination of S. M. Kirov. Asked by
Comrade : Vyshinsky whether Bakayev had actually reporied to
him, Kamenev-answered in the affirmative, o
Vyshinsky (to Kamenev): What did he report to you?
Kamenev: He said that the organization was prepared to
strike ‘a blow and'that the blow would be struck.
Vyshinsky: And what was your attitude towards this?
Kamenev: The blow was planned and prepared on the or-
der of the centre of which I was a member, and I regarded
it as the fulfilment of the task we had set ourselves.

: # # *
This conciudes the morning session.

.’:
i
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AUGUST 19 (EVENING SESSION)
EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED DREITZER

The first to be examined at the evening session of August.i9
is the accused Dreitzer, Dreitzer was one of the most prom-
inent Trotskyites. He had been chief of Trotsky’s bodyguard. To-
gether with Trotsky, he had organized the counter-revolutionary
demonstration on November 7, 1927. When Trotsky was in exile
in Alma-Ata, Dreitzer organized the communications betweenr
Trotsky and the Moscow Trotskyite centre. :

The accused Dreitzer states that the Trotskyite-Zinovievite un-
derground organization was a strictly centralized and disciplined
counter-revolutionary organization. Dreitzer categorically and
emphatically denies that there could be any possibility of haif-
heartedness in the attitude of 'any one of the members of the Trots-
kyite-Zinovievite counter-revolutionary bloc towsrds terroristic
activity. . : .

“There could be no acting on one’s own, no orchestra without
a.conductor among wus,” stated Dreitzer. “I am surprised at the
assertions of Smirnov, who, according to his words, both knew
and did not know, spoke and-did mot speak, acted and did not act:
This is not true!l” 1 . .

Relating his terroristic activities in detail Dreitzer says that the
Trotskyite section of the counter-revolutionary bloc had received
instructions to resort to terrorism against the leaders of the Party
and the governinent from abroad, from L. D. Trotsky, and here
from I, N. Smirnov, Trotsky’s deputy in the U.S.S.R.

In the autumn of 1931, Dreitzer took advantage of an official
business.trip to Berlin to establish contact with Trotsky at the in-
structions from 1. N. Smirnov. )

Smirnov’s definite instructions were to ascertain Trotsky’s atti-
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tude on the question of a bloc between the Trotskyites and the
Zinovievites. In Berlin he twice met Sedov (Trotsky’s son), in a
café in Leipziger Strasse. Sedov then told him that Trotsky’s in-
struction would be sent on later.

In October 1934 Dreitzer’s sister brought him from Warsaw
a German cinema magazine which an agent of Sedov’s had given
her for Dreitzer. In the magazine Dreitzer had no difficulty in
discovering—as this form of communication had been agreed upon
with Sedov in Berlin—a message written in invisible ink in Trots-
ky’s own handwriting containing instructions to prepare and to
carry out immediately terroristic acts against Stalin and Voro-
shilov, Dreitzer at once passed the leétter on to Mrachkovsky who,
after regdmg it, burnt it for reasons of secrecy.

As far back as September-October 1931 L. N. Smirnov had
spoken to Dreitzer in the U.S.S.R. about the necessity to follow
the line of terroristic methods of struggle. In the antumn of 1932,
Dreitzer received from I. N. Smirnov, in the latter’s apartment, di-
rect instructions to organize terroristic’acts against Stalin and
Voroshilov. Smirnov, referring to the line taken by Tretsky, there
and then instructed Dreitzer to establish contact with Mrachkovsky
for the purpose of making practical preparations for and carrying
out terroristic acts. “My next meeting with Ivan Nikitich Smirnov,”
said Dreitzer, “took place in 1932. This was in the autumn. At that
meeting he informed me that the question of a bloc had been set-
led, that the bloc had already been formed, and had been formed
on the basis of Troisky’s terroristic line.”

In the spring of 1933 Mrachkovsky repeated to Dreitzer -the
instructions of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre to expedite thé
acis of terror against the leaders of the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet
Government. Moreover, on leaving Moscow, Mrachkovsky put at
Dreitzer’s disposal a number of terrorists he had trained. In ad-
dition to Smirnov and Mrachkovsky, Dreitzer was very closely
connected with Reingold and Pickel, together with whom he be-
longed to the Moscow terrorist centre of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite

- bloc. _

Carrying out the instructions of L. D. Trotsky and the Trots:

kyite-Zinovievite terrorist centre, conveyed to him by Smirnov and

Mrachkovsky, Dreitzer organized two terrorist groups: Gayevsky's
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group, which was instructed to commit a terroristic act against
Comrade Stalin, and Esterman’s group, which was instructed to
kill Comrade Voroshilov.

In connection with Dreitzer’s evidence the State Prosecutor
questions Mrachkovsky and I. N. Smirnov.

Mrachkovsky fully confirms Dreitzer’s testimony.

Smirnov asserts that he actually did receive in his apartment
Dreitzer as an active Trotskyite; however, he allegedly discussed
with him, not terrorism but “the general situation in the country.”

Mrachkovsky and Dreitzer in reply to this declare: “Smirnov
is lying!”™ ‘

Upon the conclusion of Dreitzer’s examination Comrade Vy-
shinsky puts several questions to the accused Zinoviev.

Vyshinsky: Accused Zinoviev, in the summer of 1932 had you
already come to an understanding about the necessity of organi-
zing terroristic acts, or was there only talk about these terroristic
acts? .

Zinoviev: As far as [ can picture it, the situation was as follows:
With the Trotskyites this was already a mature decisign, based on
the absolutely precise instructions of Trotsky given a';fairly long
time before that, and they had taken a number of practical steps.

Vyshinsky: What was the attitude of the Trotskyite part of
your bloc on the question of terrorism?

Zinoviev: In our negotiations on the formation of a united cen-
tre 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 fo
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 Trot-
sky’s views, and fully sharing these views.

Vyshinsky: Did you personally hear a number of propesals
{from Smirnov?

Zinoviev: 1 personally conducted negetiations with him two or
three times.
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Vyshinsky: Did Smirnov display persistence during these nego-
tiations, did he press for terroristic acts?

Zinoviev: As I have already said, he heatedly and with much
persuasion insisted on the commission of terroristic acts, although
there was no need to persuade us. We were already convinced.

Vyshinsky: I ask the court to note that the testimony of Zinov-
iev, Reingold and Dreitzer establishes that after 1932 practical
preparations were made for terroristic acts, and that Dreitzer car-
ried these on on the direct instructions of Smirnov; and that
Smirnov persistently urged Zinoviev o pass on to terroristic activ-
ities. I ask you to take note of this as a conclusion to be drawn
from the investigation which we have carried on so far.

EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED REINGOLD

I I. Reingold confirms that he was one of the most active
members of the Zinovievite underground counter-revolutionary
organization, was all the time in direct contact with G. E. Zinoviev
and L. B. Kamenev, took part in all the secret conferences of the
Zinovieviteyand at one time was invited by Zinoviev and Kamenev
to _t_éke ‘p_arl':"ir'l drawing up the platform of the counter-revolution-
.ary"pxy'ga-nizat_ion _they were heading, was a member of the
Moscow Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre, organizer of terroristic
groups and personally directed one of the groups which was pre-
paring to assassinate Comrade Stalin. '

Reingold says: “I waiéfcbnnectéd organizationally and personal-
Iy with a number of members of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite cent

Zinoviev, Kamenev, Sokolnikov and others. With some of thesé =

I was connected long before 1926. In particular I have been ac-
quainted with Kamenev since 1923 and with Sokolnikov since
1919. As for the Trotskyite part of this centre, Dreitzer was my
personal friend; I was in very close touch with Mrachkovsky at
my official job, as Mrachkovsky worked under me at the head of-
fices of the Central Cotton Committee. I =lso knew I. N. Smirnov
very well. I was in close contact also with Zinoviev.” Continuing,
Reingold says: “I can confirm that Zinoviev, Kamenev, Bakayev,
Evdokimov, Smirnov, Mrachkovsky, Ter-Vaganyan and Sokolni-
54

‘kov were members of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite cenire. Negotia-

tions 'were carried on about joint activity with the “Leftists’: Shats-
kin, Lominadze and Sten, and also with the represemﬁﬁﬁves of
the Right deviation: Rykov, Bukharin and Tomsky.” “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 the economic position of the Soviet Union had
become stronger and that it was absolutely no use talking about
collapse. It was mecessary to unite all the forces opposed to the
present leadership. That is how the way was paved for a blec
with the Trotskyites. The basis for the union of the Trotskyites with
the Zinovievites, emphasizes Reingold, was terrorisim.

Vyshinsky: How did Zinoviev and Kamenev reconcile %}ez'ron_%
istic activities with Marxism? A ' )

Reingold: In 1932, Zindviev, ai Kamenev's apariment, fm the
presence of a number of members of the united Trotskyite-Zinor-
ievite centre argued in favor of resorting io terror as, foliows:
although terror is incompatible with Marxism, at the present me-
ment these considerations must be abandemed. There ‘are no
other methods available of fighting the leaders of the Party and
the Government at the present time. Stalin combines in himself all
the strength and firmness of the present Party leadership. There-
fore Stalin must be put out of the way in the first placs. Kamenev
enlarged on this theory and said that the former methods of fght-
fng, namely, attempts to win the masses, combinations with the
leaders of the Rightists, and banking on econcmic difficulies, have
fafled. That is why the only method of siruggé availeble is ter.
roristic acts against Stalin and his closest comrades-in-arms, Kirov,
Voroshilov, Kaganovich, Orjonikidze, Postyshev, Kossior and i
others.

" “For this purpose,” continued Reingeld, “it was decided do
create an organization of the most carefully chossn omd resclaie
people who could go right through with the job. Simaultas iy
pegotintions were carried cm with the leaders of the :
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Bukharin and Tomsky. After these negotiations Zinoviev definitely

said that he had found common political ground with Tomsky in’

appraising the pohcy of our country. These conversations con=

tmued in 1932 and were carriéd on between Kamenev, Tomsky and

Rykov Communication with Bukharin was maintained through

Karev, amr active Zinovievite who was closely connected with the
" two terroristic groups of Slepkov and Eismont.”

Reingold then proceeds to relate his own counter-revolution-
ary activity which consisted in organizing terrorist groups to
assassinate Comrades Stalin and .other leaders of the Party and the

" Government. He enumerates a number of such groups which were
‘directed by Bakayev.

Continuing, Reingold says: “There was an interruption in our
terroristic activities between the aulumn of 1932 and the summer
of 1933 caused by the fact that Zinoviev and Kamenev were com-
promised in connection with the Ryutin case. In connection with
that, in the beginning of 1933, at one of the conferences held in the
apartment of Bogdan, Zinoviev's former private secretary, Evdo-
knnov passed on the instruction in the name of the united centre
to suspend terroristic work until Zinoviev and Kamenev had re-
turned from exile, until they had declared their repentance, were
reinstated in the Party and had gained a certain amount of con-
fidence.”

Vyshmsky Did EVdOklmOV say that?

Reingold: Evdokimov spoke about that.

Vyshinsky: Did Evdokimov know that Zincviev and Kamenev:

were to declare their repentance?

Reingoid: He did. He knew that this was in the nature of the -

Zinovievite organization, which in the past/had had no little ex-
perience in this sort of repentance .

Reingold goes on to tell the Court about the duplicity which
Zinoviev and Kamenev had elevated to a system. Zinoviev arid Ka-
menev, he says, insisted upon every advantage being taken of legal
possibilities for the purpose of “crawling on the belly into the
Party”—this was Zinoviev’s favourite- expression—and of winning
the confidence of the Party, particularly of Stalin. After this con-
fidence had been restored, strictly secret terroristic work was to be
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carried on parallel with open work. The combination of these twe
methods Tepresented the means which, as Zinoviev and Kamenev
calculated, could bring them to power. In the event of a success
of the terroristic plans, continues Reingold, Zinoviev and Xame-
nev, having been reinstated in the Party under Stalin, having been
forgiven by him, thought they could return to power in the “na-
tural” way.

Vyshinsky: I understand then from what you say that both
Kamenev and Zinoviev proceeded along two lines: on the one
hand they did all they possibly could 1o display their loyalty, their
devotion to the Party, while on the other hand it was they who
were preparing terrorist acts against the leaders of the Party. Is
that right?

Reingold: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Accused Zinoviev, Reingold’s testimony implicates
you in a grave crime. Do you admit vour guilt?

Zinoviev: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Accused Kamenev, I put the same guestion to you.

Kamenev: 1 answer in the affirmative.

Comrade Vyshinsky reminds Kamenev that he admitted this
‘only after Reingold had given his evidence; that at the preliminary
investigation he did not admit this until he had been implicated by
others

"Vyshinsky: So you confirm that you had such a monsirous
plan?

Kamenev: Yes, there was such a monstrous plan.

Vyshinsky: You worked out this monstrous plan and confirm
this now?

Kamenev: Yes, 1 do.

As a result of the further questioning of Reingold it is
ascertained that. Kamerev -and Zinoviev commissioned Reingold
to carry out a number of responsible tasks, in particular, that of

screating abroad a special fund for the purpose of financing the

terrorist organization in the eveni of Kamenev and Zinoviev being
deported abroad. . :
Vyshinsky: Accused Kamenev, was there any such talk?
Kamenev: This was in 1920 when [ and Zinoviev presumed
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thraf we might be deporied abroad like Troisky and therefore we
thought it necessary to create abroad seme fund for the purpose of
maintaining and continuing the work which we had been carrying
on-here.

Vyshinsky: From what resources did you think you could
set wp: this fund?

Kamenev: We had certain resources in view.

Vyshinsky: Did you appeal to Reingold for assistance?

Kamenev: Mot for assistance. We simply instructed Reingold
and Arkus fo create this fund. Reingold and Arkus were financial
officials under Sokolnikov.

Vyshinsky: Did you propose to organize this fund at the
expense of the state?

Eamenev: At any rate not out. of Reingold’s personal funds.

Vyshinsky: To put it more exactly, you intended to rob the

state.

Asked by Comrade Vyshinsky how the Trotskyite-Zinovievite
centre had intended to cover up the traces of terroristic erimes,
the accused Reingold states that in the .event of their coming
to power, the. Trotskyite—Zinoviévite centre intended io kill off
all the officials of the G.P.U. who as they- supposed - might
‘have in their hands thresds of the “terroristic econspiracy
against the state,” and that all their own adherents who were
direeily and immediately involved in terrorism .were likewise to
be killed off.

Beingoid‘ states: “Zinoviev and ‘Kamenev were both of the
cpinion, and they told me about this, that on the morrow of

-fhe coup d'étai, afier the seizure of power, Bakayev should be
put ot the head of the G.P.U. in the capacity of chairman of the =

G.PU. By the use of the G.P.U. machinery, he was fo assist
in covering up the traces, in doing away with, in killing, not
only e employees of the People’s Commissariat for Internal
Affairs—the G.P.U., who might be in possession of any threads
of the conspiracy, but else all the direct perpetrators of fer-
poristic acts agaamg Stalin and his immediate assistants. By the
hend of Bakayev the Trotskyite-Zinovievite organization was
fo destroy lis own aci’ivisﬁsg its own tervorist gunmen, who were
invelved in this matter.”
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. by_him was Stalin,

It was also proposed, Reingold continues. to testify, that affér
the seizure of power, Trotsky was to be recalled from abroad and
with his support all those who were mest. devoted to Stalin wereso be
removed from Party and Soviet posts. Thus it-was. proposeddn
seize all power in the couniry.

Reingold’s statements, and also..the replies..to questions put
to Bakayev and Zinoviev by. Comrade Vyshinsky, reveal Bd- .
kayev in the role ‘of organizer' of terrorist: groups for. whwh
particularly *‘reliable” persons had been' recruited.

Among those. “reliable” persons who were: named - were :Bog:
dan, Zinoviev's former segretary; Radin: and .Faivilovich, iactive
Zinovievites, and Rumyantsev and Kotolynav, the terrorists,; who
were executed in comnection. with the murdez:of Kivrov.

Yyshinsky - (to Bakayev): Did Bogdan. réceive: any - instruc-
tions?

Bakayev: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Frem whom?

Bakayev: From Zinoviev..On Zinoviev’s instructions: Bogdan
was: to shoot- Stalin. in- the Secretariat of the Central Commiitee.

Vyshinsky: Accused Zinoviev, have you heard: Bakayev’s.tes;
{imony?

Zinoviev: Tt 1s,gtnte that. [advised Bakayev:ta -enlist Bogdan
for :terrorist attempts, and:that one of those to be assassinated

In this connection Bakayey testlﬁes “The. day after: I had
been instructed to érganize the assassination Zinoviev asked me to
come- and see him, In his apartment I met Reingold and.Bog-
dan. After greeting me' Zinoviev -said: ‘Here. is' a- gunman- for
your group; then Reingold recommends also Faivilovich whem: I
too know as being all right.””

Vyshinsky: What dees it mean “being .all-right” -

Bakayev: An absolutely reliable person. -

nyshmsky -For committing terroristic’ acts?

Bakayev: Yes. :

EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED BAKAYEV
Following Reingold, evidsnce: is. given. by- Bakaysv.. lpgenly

to qfuestions put to-him by.Comrade Vyshinsky bhe testifies hefore
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the Court how the preparations for these terroristic acts were
carried on. Particularly intense terroristic activity was carried
on in August 1932 and in the autumn of 1934. Bakayev mentions
the names of those whe took part in the preparation of terroristic
acts. These were Reingold, Pickel, Faivilovich, Radin, and others.

Bakayev testifies before the Court how the -terrorists of the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre tried to destroy all clues and preserve
secrecy. In the autumr of 1932 Zinoviev and Kamenev were ex-
pelled from the Party. The question then arose: What to do next?
Then Bakayev met Zinoviev, Evdokimov, Kuklin, Sharov, Dreitz-

er and others and it was resolved to suspend terroristic activities for

a time. In the autumn of 1934 they were resumed.

Bakayev testifies that in October 1934 an attempt on the life
of Stalin was organized in Moscow under the direction of Kamenev,
Evdokimov and himself, in which he, Bakayev, took a direct part.
The attempt failed. When the attempt failed Bakayev went to
Kamenev and told him about it.

Continuing his testimony, Bakayev says: “Ka_menev' said: ‘A
pity, let’s hope that next time we'll be more successful” Then
turning to Evdokimov he asked how things were in Leningrad.
Evdokimov replied that it would hé advisable to check up on the

situation in Leningrad and that Bakayev should be sent to Lenin-.

grad. Kamenev agreed—yes, he said, Bakayev absolutely must go.
I agreed to go. Before my departure I asked Evdokimov whom
{ was to report to there and with whom I was to talk. Evdokimov
replied that I was to report to Levin. I said that I did not know
Levin’s address as I had not seen him for many years. Evdo-
kimov promised to arrange for Levin or Mandelstamm to meet me_
at the station. I went and was actually met af the Station by Levin
who said: ‘So Gregory Evseyevich (Zinoviev] doesyy 't trisst either
Gertik, Kuklin or even Evdokimov, bui sends people here to check
up on our mood and our work. Well, we're not a proud lot’ A
asked him to call the boys together. Shorily after, in addition to
Levin and Mandelstamm, Sossitsky, Viadimir Rumyantsev, Koto-
fynov and Myasnikov gathered tegether in Levin’s apartment. Koto-

lynov said that he had established a regular watch over Kirov and

thaj Kirov was so well covered that there would be no difficulty in
kifling %im. T asked to be introduced to one of those who had been
0

assigned to commit terroristic acts. Levin asked Kotolynov to invite
Leonid Nikolayev. I knew thaf Leonid Nikolayev was a member
of the Leningrad organization. Levin said that Nikolayev was an
old member of the Young Communist League whom Evdokimov
had known for many years and whom he had given the best re-
commendation as an absolutely reliable person. Nikolayev gave
me the impression of being a determined and convinced ferrorist.
He told me that he had succeeded in finding out the exact time
when Kirov travelled from his apartment ic the Smolny, that he
could kill Kirov either near the Simoiny or in the Smolny itself and
that he had tried to get an appointment with Kirev so as to shoot
him but had failed to get an -appointment. Nikolayev further re-
ported that he, together with two other terrorists, were keeping a
watch on Kirov.” ' k

In bis testimony Bakayev says that of all the activities of the
terrorist centre he was only aware of the decision to assassinate
Stalin and Kirov, and that hé only learned of preparations having
been made for other terroristic acts when he read the indictment.

Vyshinsky: Bakayev, is it correct that you were a member of
the terrorist cemtre?

Bakayev: Yes, it is.

Vyshinsky: In 1932 you received instructions. to organize the
assassination of Comrade Stalin, Was that so? .

Bakayev: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Did ‘you take a nuinbér of practical measures to
carry out these instructions, namely, to organize several atiempts
on the life of Comrade Stalin, which failed through no fault of
yours? )

Bakayev: That is so.

Vyshinsky: Besides, did you ‘take part in the nssassination of
Comrade Kirov? : ) -

Bakayev: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Besides, did you go to Leningrad on the instruc-
tions of the terrorist centre, to check up on the preparations that
were being made for this assassination? . ‘

Bakayev: Yes.

“Vyshinsky: On your return from Leningrad, you reported that
everything was in order, that the preparations for the murder were
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proceeding successfully. While you were in Lenmgrad ‘did you
‘meet Kololynov; Rumyantsev and others?

Bakayev: Yes. ’

Vyshinsky: In addition, did you meet Nikolayev, give him
insiructions about the assassination and convince yourself that
Nikolayev was a man of detérmination and could carry out the
instructions given?

Bakayev: Yes.:

‘Questioned further, however, Bakayev tried to ‘minimize the
part he had played considering that he was: merely a “co-organ-
izer” of the preparations- for the foul murder of Comrade S. M.
Kirov. ) .

- Vyshinsky: You gave the signals, you chécked up-on the time,
you checked up on all that was being done at your signal, you
perpetrated a deed—doesn’t that mean being the organizer of the
crime?

" Bakayev: Yes, that means being thé organizer of the crime.

Vyshinsky: So we are correct in saying that you were the
organizer of the assassination of' Kirov?

Baknyev: Well, yes, but I was not the only one.

Vyshinsky: You were not the only one, Evdokimov was with
you. Accused Zinoviév, you too were an organizer of the assassin-
ation of Comrade Kirov, weren’t you?

Zinoviev: 1 think Bakayev is right when he says that the real
and principal ciilprits of thé foul muider of Kirov were myself,
Trotsky and Kamenev who organized thé united terrorist centre.
Bakayev played an importarit, but not the decisive part in it.

Vyshinsky: The decisive part was played by you, Troisky and . )
Kamenev. Accused Kamenev, do you associate yourself with Zin- -

oviev's statement that the principal -organizérs were you, Trots-
ky and Zinoviev, and that Bakayev played the part of a prac*
tical organizer? '

Kamenev: Yes,

EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED PICKEL

The  Supreme- Court ‘then -proceeds to  €samine the accused
Pickel. Pickel ‘was one'of Zinoviev's most trusted men and for
&2
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many years was ih charge of his secreta
an active member of the Moscow terrorist
all the principal decisions and terroristic 1
centre. In the autumn of 1932 Pickel joine
organization of which Bakayev was the lea
part in the attempt on the life of Comrade |
ates the testimony given by Reingold and Bz
rectly guided the preparations for this atien
characterization of the principal leaders of
including Zinoviev, who were masters in t
the ambitions, on the particularities ¢ of each
rouse passion, fo rouse hatred, to rouse i
boiling point, this, according to Pickel, wa
the heads of the counter-revolutionary, Trc
rorist bloc, were ma.sﬂers

Pickel, supplementmg Bakayev’s testin
autumn of 1933 Bogdan made another :
Comrade Stalin. In this connection Pickel
that prevailed in the terrorist centre, the me
hesitate to resort to the most sordid methoc
of their criminal activities.

Pickel admits that Bogdan's suicide 3
decision of the terrorist centre. In this crir
part was played by Bakayev. Bakayev spe
Bogdan before the latter committed suici
either to make an attempt on Stalin’s Iif:
Bogdan took his own life and, as he had
note making it appear that he was the vicl
ing. ]
Pickel goes on to relate what prepar:
terroristic act against Comrade Stalin in 1
was thiat he put Bakayev in touch with Radi
for the carrying out of his terroristic act.

Another very characteristic fouch, in
kyites and Zinovievites tried to wipe out
terrorist organization, was Pickel's adm
avert the discovery and break-up of the o
in 1934 to go to a remote place for a time
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Union of Soviet Writers, he easily obtained a commission {o
visit . . . Spitzbergen for creative work.

On his return from Spitzbergen, however, Pickel resumed his
terroristic work. He admitted that soon after his arrival he met
Dreitzer who informed him that preparations were being made for
atbempts on the lives of Kaganovich, Voroshilov and other leaders
of the Party and the Government.

This concludes the proceedings of the evening session of
Aungust 19.

i

AUGUST 20 (MORNING SESSION)

EXAMINATION OF THE ACC‘USED EAMENEV

The morning sessicn of August 20 comamences with the ex-
amination of the accused L. B. Kamenev.

Kamenev states: “The terrorist conspiracy was organized smd
guided by myself, Zinoviev and Trotsky. I became comvinced
that the policy of the Party, the policy of its leadership, had been
victorious in #he only sense in which the political victory in the
1and of socialism is possible, that this policy was recognized by the
masses of the toilers. Gur banking on the possibility of a split in
the Party also proved groundless. We counted on the Rightist
group of Rykov, Bukharin and Tomsky. The removal of this group
from the leadership and the fact that it had become discredited in
the eyes of the toiling masses deprived us of this trump card as
well. It was no use counting on any kind of sericus internal diffi-
culties to secure the overthrow of the leadership whkich had guided
the country fircugh exiremely difficult stages, through industriali-
zation and collectivization. Two paths remained: either honestly
and completely to put a siop to the struggle against the Party, or to
continue this struggle, bui without any hope of cobizining any
mass support whatsoever, without a political platform, ‘without a
banner, that is to say, by means of individual terror. We chose
the second path. In this we were guided by our boundless hatred
of the leaders of the Party and the couniry, and by a thirst for
power with which we were once so closely associated and from
which we were cast aside by the course of historical development.”

Replying to Comrade Vyshinsky, the accused Kamenev relates
to the Court how the Zinovievites entered inte a bioc with the
Trotskyites for the purpese of organizing a terroristic struggle
against the Party and the Soviet state.
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“We carried on megotiations about the bloc with Smirnov,
Mrachkovsky and Ter-Vaganyan, not as with men who indepen-
dently issued political instructions,” says Kamenev. “They were
of value to us as men who precisely repeated the insiructions of
Trotsky. Knowing Smirnov and Mrachkovsky as active Trotsky-
ites, knowing that Smirnov had been abroad and had established
contact with Trotsky there, we were absolutely sure that the
instructions concerning terrorism conveyed by Smirnov and Mrach-
kovsky, and supported by them, were the exaci ipstructions of
Trotsky. It was on this basis, and because Trotsky’s instructions on
terror coincided with our own inclinations, that we conciuded
what is here cailed a ‘bloc,” and what should be called a narrow
terrorist conspiracy. This conspiracy took shape in 1932 as an
organizational union which bad no platform at all, and which set
itself the aim of seizing power by disorganizing the government
by terroristic means, by eliminating and assassinating Stalin, as the
leader of the Party and the counlry, as well as his nearest comrades-
in-arms.”

The accused Kamenev fully confirms the leading part played
by I. N. Smirnov in the Trotskyite part of ihe terrorist Troiskyite-
Finovievite centre, and concerning Smirnov’s denials he says: “It
is ridiculous wriggling, which only creates a comical impression.”

Kamenev then goes on to fell the Court about the practical
activities of the counter-revolutionary terrorists. He says:

“In the summer of 1932 a meeting of our Zinovievite cenire was
held in our villa in Ilyinskoye. I myself, Zinoviev, Evdskimov, Ba-
kayev, Kuklin and Karev were present. At this meeting Zinoviev

reported that the union with the Trotskyites, who had received: -

Trotsky’s personal instructions to commit terroristic acts, was an
accomplished fact. At this very meeting Bakayev was instructed
to carry out a terroristic act in Moscow, and Karev in Leningrad.
The exile of myself and Zinoviev somewhat held up the execution
of our terroristic plans. When we returned to Moscow, we made no
changes whatever in the basis of our bloc. On the comnirary, we
proceeded to press forward the terroristic conspiracy. This press-
ing forward was caused by two circumstances: first, the collapse
of the policy of double-dealing pursued by Zinoviev, who was re-
moved from the editorial board of the Bolshevik. This made us fear
68
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that information about our conmection with Trotsky might have
reached the Party leadership. Secondly, the Trotskyites energetically
insisted on expediting the terroristic activities, having received in-
structions to this effect from Trotsky. Organizationally, this found
expression in the decision that was adopted to hasten the assassina-
tion of Stalin and the assassination of Kirov.”

Continuing, the accused Kamenev testifies: “In June 1934 I my-
seif went to Leningrad where I instructed the active Zinovievite
Yakovlev to prepare an attempt on the life of Kirov parallel- with
the Nikolayev-Kotolynov group. In the beginning of November
1234 I learned from Bakayev’s report all the details of the prep-
arations that were being made by the Nikolayev group to assassin-
ate Kirov.”

Vyshinsky: Was Kirov’s assassination directly the work of your
hands?

Kamenev: Yes.

Kamenev gives the following testimony on the composition of
the terrorist Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre:

“The centre of the conspiracy consisted of the following per-
sons: myself, Zinoviev, Evdokimov, Bakayev and Kuklin, on be-
half of the Zinovievites; Smirnov, Mrachkovsky and Ter-Vaganyan
on behalf of the Trotskyites. Among the leaders of the conspiracy
another person may be named who in peint of fact was one of the
leaders, but who, in view of the special plans we made in re-
gard to him, was not drawn into the practical work. [ refer to
Sokolnikov.

Vyshinsky: Who was a member of the centre, but whose part
was kept a strict secret?

Kamenev: Yes.

Continning, Kamenev says: “Knowing that we might be dis-
covered, we de§ignated a small group to continue our terreristic
activities..For this purpose we designated Sokolnikov. It seemed to

- us that on the side of the Trotskyites this role could be suceessfully

iperformed by Serebryakov and Radek. Asked about this, Mrach-

kovsky said: Yes, in our opinion Serebryakov and Radek could
act as substitutes if, conirary to our expectations, our leading
group should be discovered.” '
Kamenev goes on to say that the Zinovievites carried on nego-
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tiations and established contact with other counter-revolutionary
groups as well. )

“In 1932,” he says, “I persomally conducted negotiations with
the so-called ‘Leftist’ group of Lominadze and Shatsky. In this
group I found ememies of the Party leadership quite prepared te
tesort to the most determined measures of struggle against it. At
the same time, I myself and Zinoviev maintained constant contact
with the former ‘Workers’ Opposition’ group of Shlyapnikov and
Medvedyev. In 1932, 1933 and 1934 I personally maintained rfala-
tions withl Tomsky and Bukharin and sounded their political
sentiments. They sympathized with us. When I asked Tomsky
about Rykov’s frame of mind, he replied: ‘Rykov thinks the same as
{ do. In reply to my question as to what Bukharin thought, he
said: ‘Bukharin thinks the same as I do, but is pursuing somewhat
different tactics: he does not agree with the line of the Party, but
is pursuing tacties of persistently enrooting himself ‘in,t’l,xe Party
:and winning the personal confidence of the leadership. )

In examining the accused Kamenev the Court deals in .detail
with the double-dealing to which the conspirators resorted in ad-
dition to terrorism in their fight against the Party. )

Vyshinsky: What appraisal should be given of the articles and
statements you wrote in 1933, in which you expressed loyalty to
the Party? Deception?

Kamenev: No, worse than deception.

Vyshinsky: Perfidy?

Kamenev: Worse.

Vyshinsky: Worse than deception, worse than perﬁdy—ﬁnd\

the word. Treason? S

Kamenev: You have found it. )

Vyshinsky: Accused Zinoviev, do you confirm this?

Zinoviev: Yes. )

Vyshinsky: Treason, perfidy, double-dealing?

Zinoviev: Yes. )

Proceeding to explain the motives of his conduct, the accused
Kamenev declares: )

“] canp admit only one thing: that having set curselves me
monstrously criminal aim of disorganizing the governme.:nt ?f the
land of socialism, we resorted to methods of siruggle which in our
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opinion suited this aim and which are as low and as vile as the
aim which we set before ourselves.”

In the further process of the examination the accused Kamenev
still more clearly and definitely speaks of that which guided the
Zinovievites in their activities.

Vyshinsky: Consequently, your struggle against the leaders of
the Party and the government was guided by metives of a personal
base character—by the thirst for personal power? "’

Kamenev: Yes, by the thirst for power of our group.

Vyshinsky: Don’t you think that this has nothing in commeon
with social ideals?

Eamenev: It has as much in common as revolution has with
counter-revolution.

Vyshinsky: That is, you are on the side of counter-revolution?

Eamenev: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Consequently, you clearly perceive that you are
fighting against socialism?

Kamenev: We clearly perceive that we are fighting against the
leaders of the Party and of the government who are leading the
couniry io socialism.

Vyshinsky: Thereby you are fighting socialism as well, aren’t
you?

Kamenev: You are drawing the conclusion of an historian and,
prosecuior. N

At the end of the examination of the accused Kamenev, Com-
rade Vyshinsky reminds him that in his testimony om August 10
he siated that the conspirators intended, afier seizing power, to
appoint Bakayev chief of the 0.G.P.U. and so cover up the traces
of their crimes.

Kamenev asserts that the Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre had in
this connection not the intention of physically exterminating those
who directly commiited terroristic acts, but of diverting the in-
vestigation of terroristic acts info false channels.

The accased Reingold categorically asserts that the Trotsky-
ite-Zinovieviie centre intended to wipe out their gunmen terrorists
in order to shield the Troiskyite-Zinovievite leaders and cover up
the traces of the crimes. Indignant at Kamenev's statement, Rein-
gold says:
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“Llet Kamenev not pretend that he is such an innocent creature.
He is a hardened politician who would force his way to power over
mountains of corpses. Would he hesitate to kill off one or two ter-
rorists? No one will believe him!”

EXAMINATION OF THE WITNESS YAKOVLEV .

The Court then proceeds to examine the witness Yakovlev,
summoned at:the request of the State Prosecutor.

Comrade Vyshinsky asks Yakovlev to tell about Kamenev’'s
connections with him, Yakovlev, in the terroristic activities pur-
sued by Kamenev.

Yakovlev testifies that Karev, who worked with him in the
counter-revolutionary group at the Academy of Sciences, had in-
formed him of the following: In the autumn of 1932 the Zinoviev-
ites organized a bloc¢ with ‘the Trotskyites. A united Trotskyite-
Zinovievite centre was set up. The principal method of fighting
against the Party and the ‘Soviet government adopted by this cen-
tre was terrorism, which it was decided to direct against the leaders
of the Party and the government, in the first place against Stalin
and Kirov.

Continuing, Yakovlev says: “This was confirmed by Kamenev
himself in a conversation with me in 1934. In this connection Kam-
enev commissioned me to organize a terrorist group at the Acad-
emy of Sciences. I accepted this commission. At the same time
Kamenev informed me that instructions to. prepare terroristic acts
had been given also to other groups. In Moscow, preparations were
being made for an attempt on the life of Stalir. and in Leningrad
it was proposed to commit a terroristic act against Kirov, this mis-
sion being entrusted to the Rumyantsev-Kotolynov group.”

Vyshinsky: In his testimony the accused Kamenev mentioned
Yakovlev (turning to Kamenev). Is this the Yakovlev in question?

Kamenev: Yes, it is.

Vyshinsky: And did you meet him?

Kameney: 1 did.

Vyshinsky: Did you entrust him with the task of preparing a
terroristic act parallel with that of the Rumyanisev-Kotolynov
group? Do you confirm this?

Ramenev: Yes.

Vyshinsky: And you, Yakoviev, do you confirm this?
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Yakovlev: Yes.

After several questions have been put to Kamenev by Ter-
Vaganyan and Smirnov which elicited the fact that Kamenev had
repeated conversations about terrorism with Ter-Vaganyan in 1932,
the Court proceeds to examine the accused Zinoviev.

EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED ZINOVIEY

Zinoviev begins his testimony by relating the history of the res-
toration of the united Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre in 1652. He em-
phasizes that there never were any material differences beiween
the Trotskyites and the Zinovievites.

“Qur differences with Trotsky after the Fifteenth Copgress,”
says Zinoviev, “when Trotsky used the word “treachery’ im relation
to me and Kamenev, were really slight zig-zags, petty disagree-
ments. We commitied no treachery whatever against Trotsky at
that time, but committed one more act of treachery agaimst the
Bolshevik Party to which we belonged.”

But it was precisely at that moment, says Zinoviev, continuing
his testimony, that we were completely adopiing, as cur main line,
double-dealing to which we had already resorted previously, which
we had practised in 1926 and in 1927. In 1928, however, after the
Fifteenth Congress of the C.P.5.U., we couid not iake a singie step,
we could not utter a single word without betraying the Party in
one way or another, without resorting {0 double-dealing in one way
or another. “From 1928 to 1932,” Zinoviev says further, “there was
not for one moment any real difference between ourselves and the
Trotskyites. And so the logic of things carried us to terrorism.

“We banked on a growth of difficulties. We hoped that they
would grow to such an extent that we and the Righiisis and the
Trotskyites, and the smaller groups associated with them, could
come out openly. We dreamt of coming out in a united fromt. At
that time we thought that the Rightists had most chances of success,
that their prognoses were more likely to come truep and that their
names would have particular power of atiraction. At that Hime we
attempted to place particular emphasis on our closeness to them.”

Continuing, Zinoviev says: “At the same fime cerain under-
ground groups of the Right as well as of the sc-cailed ‘Lef?’
frend, sought contact with me and Kamenev. Approaches were
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made by the remnants of the ‘“Workers’ Opposition’: by Shlyapni-
kov and Medvedyev. Approaches came from the groups of the so-
called ‘Leftists’: that is, Lominadze, Shatskin, Sten and others. Ap-
proaches also came from the so-called ‘individuals,’ to whose num-
bers belonged Smilga, and to a certain extent, Sokolnikov.”

Zinoviev further says: “In the second half of 1932 we realized
that our banking on a growth of difficulties in the country had
failed. We began to realize that the Party and its Central Com-
mittee would overcome these difficulties. But both in the first and
in the second half of 1932 we were filled with hatred towards the
Central Committee of the Party and towards Stalin.”

Continuing, Zinoviev says: “We were convinced that the leader-
ship must be superseded at all costs, that it'must be superseded by
us, along with Trotsky. In this situation 1 had meetings with Smiz-
nov who has accused me here of frequently telling untruths. Yes,
I often told untruths. I started deing that from the moment I be-
gan fighting the Bolshevik Party. In so far as Smirnov took the
road of fighting the Party, he too is telling untruths. But it seems,.
the difference between him and myself is that I have decided firm-
ly and irrevocably to tell at this last moment the iruth, whereas,
he it seems has adopted a different decision. ,

Vyshinsky: Are you telling the whole truth now?

Zinoviev: Now I am telling the whole truth io ¢he end.

. Vyshinsky: Remember that on January 15-16, 1935, ai the ses-
sions of the Military Collegium of the Supreme Court, you also as-
serted that you were telling the whole truth.

Zinoviev: Yes. On January 15-16 I did not tell the whele truth.

Vyshinsky: You did not tell the truth, but you maintained that
you were telling the truth.

Continuing his testimony, Zinoviev relates that during his con-

versations with Smirnov in 1931 he conferred with him with re- -

gard to an understanding on uniting the Trotskyites and the Zino-
vievites on the basis of terrorism and that this was done on Trotsky’s
instruction. “I. N. Smirnov entirely agreed with this instruction, and
carried itout wholeheartedly and with conviction,” testifies Zinoviev.
*“I spoke a great deal with Smirnov about choosing people for ter-
roristic activities and also designated the persons against whom the
weapon of terrorism was to be directed. The name of Sialin was
7

mentioned in the first place, followed by those of Kirov, Voroshiloy
and other leaders of the Party and the government. For the pur-
pose of executing these plams, a Trotskyite-Zinovievite terrorist
centre was formed, the leading part in which was played by my-
self—Zinoviev, and by Smirnov on behalf of the Trotskyites.”

Vyshinsky: Thus, swnming up your testimony, we may draw
the conclusion that in the organization of the Trotskyite-Zinoview-
ite terrorist bloc and centre, the decisive part was played, on the
one hand, by you, as the leader of the Zinovieviles, and, on the
other, by Trotsky through his representatives?

Zinoviey: That is correct.

Vyshinsky: At that time Trotsky’s principal representative and
even deputy in the U.S.S.R. was I. N. Smirnov?

Zinoviev: That is correct.

Vyshinsky: Was the recognition of the necessity of terrorism
the decisive condition for uniting the Trotskyites and Zinovievites?

Zinoviey: Yes.

Vyskinsky: Did you and Smirnov designate the persons against
whom terror was to be directed in the first instance? Is it true that
these persons were Comrade Sfa’.ﬂ.ﬁn, Comrade Kirov and Comrade
Voroshilov?

Zinoviev: That was the central guestion.

Continuing his testinony Zinoviev states, in reply to a ques-
tion by Comrade Vyshinsky as to what practical steps were taken
in preparation Tor the assassination of the leaders of the Party angd
the government, that in the auiumn of 1332 a conference was held
in Ilyinskoye atiended by himself, Kamenev, Evdokimov, Baka-
yev and Karev. At this conference Bakayev was entrusted with the
practical direction of matters connecied with lerrorism.

Continuing, Zinoviev says: “When Kamenev and I went into
exile after the Ryutin affair fell through, we left Evdokimov, Ba-
kayev and Smirnov in charge of terroristic activities. We placed
speciai hopes on Smirnov.” “At the same time,” says Zinoviev, “I
conducied negotiations with Tomsky, whom I informed about our
bloc with the Trotskylies. Tomsky expressed complete solidarity
with us. After our return from exile the first steps we took were
directed toward liguidating, if one may so ezpress it, the break-
down of our terroristic activities, the fiasco of the conspirators, and
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toward restoring confidence in order to be able fo continue our
terroristic activities later on. We continued our tactics, which re-
presented a combination of ever subtler forms of perfidious double-
dealing with the preparation of the_ conspiracy.”

“After the murder of Sergei Mironovich Kirov,” says Zinoviev,
“our perfidy went to such lengths that I sent an obituary about
Kirov to Pravde. That cbituary was not published. As far as I re-
member, Kamenev, and I think Evdokimov aisc, wrote obituaries
on KRirov. At all events, Kamenev knew that I would send in my
obituary. .

Vyshinsky: Then you did that by preliminary arrangement?

Zinoviev: As far as I remember, I told Kamenev that I was
sending in an obituary. He, I think, said that he would either
send one himself or that the office at which he was working would
send a collective obituary which he would sign.

Vyshinsky: Don’t you recall this, accused Kamenev?

Kamenev: I do not remember. And I did not know that Zinov-
iev intended o send in an obituary. I knew that after the events
of December 1, and after the arrest of Bakayev and Evdokimov,
Zinoviev came to me and showed me the draft of a letter addressed
to Yagoda, General Commissar of State Security, in which he
stated that he was disturbed by these arrests and asked to be sum-
moned in order to establish the fact that he, Zinoviev, had noihing
to do with this murder.

Vyshinsky: Was that the case, accused Zinoviey?

Zinoviev: Yes, it was,

Kamenev: Then I said that he should not do that because 1
thought that after all we had done we ought to keep some com-
posure. i

Vyshinsky: Did you succeed in keeping your composure?

Kamenen: Ves, I wrote no such letter.

After that, Zinoviev stales, he sent Bakayev in 1934 to Len-
ingrad to investigate the progress reached in the preparations for
the assassination of Kirov. Zinoviev says: “I sent Bakayev to Len-
ingrad 2s one who enjoyed our coniidence, who knew very well
the personnel of the terrorists, in order to check up on the people,
the situation, the degree of preparedness, etc. On his return from
Leningrad Bakayev reported that everything was in order.”
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Vyshinsky: Were you sure that everything was going on weli?

Zinoviev: I considered that all the work had been done.

Vyshinsky: Did you hasten, Gid you expedite the assassination
of Kirov? Were there times when you expressed dissatisfaction
with a certain measure of slowsness on the part of your terrorists?

Zinoviev: Yes, 1 expressed some dissatisfaction.

Vyshinsky: Can we say that you were not only the organizer
and inspirer of the assassination of Kirov, but also the organizer
of the more expeditious realization of this event? )

Zinoviev: There was a time when I tried to expediie it.

Continuing bis festimony, Zinoviev speaks of his meetings with
M. Lurye (Emel) who had brought Troisky’s terrorist instructions.
“] knew,” Zinoviev says, “that M. Lurye was a Trotskyite, and
not 2 Trotskyite only, for when he spoke one could even hear the
lenguage of a faseist.”

Vyshinsky: In what did his fascism show itself?

Zinoviev: His fascisra showed itself when he said that in a
situation like the present we must 7esort to the use of every
possible means. .

From a reply to a question put by Comrade Vyshinsky to M.
Lurve it becomes clear that Zinoviev met M. Lurye three times
after the latter’s arrival from Berlin. Af one meeling between M.
Lurye and Zinoviev, at the latier’s apartment, the conversation
between the two was frank. They discussed the terrorist fnsiruc-
tions of Trotsky which M. Lurye had received in Berlin through
Ruth Fischer and Maslov, and which bethen conveyed to Zinoviev
through Herzberg. .

M. Lurye says: “I asked Zinoviev whether be was informed
about the case of Nathan Lurye. Zinoviev replied in the affirma-
tive.”

Further, M. Lurye told Zinoviev that Nathan Lurye was con-
pected with a certain Franz Weits, When Zinoviev asked whe
Franz Weitz was, M. Lurye informed him that Franz Weliz was a
man particularly trusted by Himmler, the present chief of the
Gestapo. “I again asked him,” continues M. Lurye, “whether he
was posted o this group. Zinoviev replied in the affirmative. To
my perplezed question as to whether i was permissible for Marx-
ists to practise individual terror and maintain contact with fascist
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groups, followed the reply, ‘You are an historian, arer’t you, Moissei
Ilyich,” and he drew the parallel of Bismarck and Lassalle, add-
ing: ‘why cannot we today utilize Himmler?’ ”

After Lurye’s replies Zinoviev, asserts that this sentence was
uftered by Lurye himself. He admits however that Lurye ac-
tually visited him in his apartment and discussed terrorism with
him.

Replying to a question put to him by Comrade Ulrich, President
of the Court, about the part he, Zinoviev, played in preparing a
terroristic act against Comrade Stalin, Zinoviev says that he took
part in this affair and that he knew of two attempts on the life of
Comrade Stalin in which Reingold, Dreitzer and Pickel had taken
part. Zinoviev also confirms that he recommended his private sec-
retary, Bogdan, to Bakayev, the leader of the ierromst groups, as the
one to assassinate Comrade Stalin.

Vyshinsky: Did you recommend Bogdan fo Bakayev for the

purpose of carrying out the assassination of Comrade Stalin? Do

you confirm that?
Zinoviev: 1 do.

EXAMINATION OF THE WITNESS SAFCNOVA

The court then proceeds to examine the witness Safonova,
whose case has been sei aside for separate trial and who was sum-
moned at the request of the State Prosecutor.

Safonova testifies that she was a member of the Trotsky-
ite centre and took an aclive part in the work of that centre.

She goes on to say that in 1931 I. N. Smirnov informed the:

centre of the Trotskyite organization, in the persons of Ter-Va-
ganyan, Mrachkovsky and herself, that he had received in Ber-
lin, through Sedov, instructions to adopt terroristic methods of
struggle. I. N. Smirnov, in conveying these instructions, emphasized
that they came from Trotsky. Safonova further testifies: “At that
same meeting Smirnov informed us that the centre had decided to
adopt terrorism, and in the first place to commii a terroristic act
against Stalin. In 1932 Smirnov received from Trotsky directions
brought by Gaven. These directions were a direct. confirmation
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of Trotsky’s instruction on terrorism previcusly received by Smir- .

‘nov through Sedov. Smirnov alsc informed us about these direc-

tions. These directions were not only a confirmation of those con-
veyed through Sedov, but were at the same time insiructions on
the necessity of hastening the terroristic act against Stalin.”

Safonova cites another fact illustrating I. N. Smirnov’s atti-
tude towards terrorism. “One day,” she says, “Mrachkovsky, on
returning from an official visit to Stalin, related his conversation
with Stalin. I myself and I. N. Smirnov were present. In relating his
conversation with Stalin, Mrachkovsky linked up his story with
the prospects of our further strugglie and declared that the only
way out was to assassinate Stalin. I. N. Smirnov sirongly backed
Mrachkovsky’s conclusion.

“Before my departure for the Amur-Baikal railway construc-
tion job in December 1932,” says Safonova, continuing her evi-
dence, “T had a conversation with Smirnov about the further work
of our organization in connection with the decision on terrorism
which had been adopted. I. N. Smirnov categorically confirmed
that Stalin must bé assassinated, that Stalin would be assassin-
ated.” -

Smirnov denies that he had passed on to Ter-Vaganyan,
Mrachkovsky and Safonova Troisky’s instruction to adopt terror-
ism. He also denies that, when Mrachkovsky returned after his
talk with Stalin, he spoke of the necessity of assassinating Stalin.
However, replies to questions put by Comrade Vyshinsky to Ter-
Vaganyan, Safonova and Mrachkovsky establish that this actuaily
did take place.

In view of the fact that Safonova’s evidence completely exposed
Smirnov, Comrade Vyshinsky makes clear the relations between
Smirnov and Safonova.

Vyshinsky: What were your relations with Safonova?

Smirnov: Good.

Vyshinsky: And more?

Smirnov: We were intimately related.

Vyshinsky: You were husband and wife?

Smirnov: Yes.

Vyshinsky: No personal grudges between you?
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Smirnov: No.

The evidence of the accused and of witnesses utterly exposes
Smirnov as one of the principal leaders of terrorism agains.t the
leaders of the Party and the Soviet government, which Smirnov
pursued on the direct instruction§ of Trotsky.

This concludes the morning session.
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AUGUST 20 (EVENING SESSION)
EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED L M. SMIRNOVY

A great part of the evening sessien is taken up by the examin.
ation of the accused 1. N. Smirnov.

L. N. Smirnov was one of the leaders of ihe Trotskyite organi-
zation since iis formation, the closest friend of Trotsky and the
actual organizer and leader of ihe underground Trotskyite coun-
ter-tevolutionary activities in the U.S.S.R., who mainlained per-
sonal connections with Trotsky and the Trotskyite organizations
abroad.

Smirnov, Trotsky’s deputy in the U.5.8.R., as the accused have
defined him, and the leader of the Trotskyite centre, demies his
own direct part in the tervoristic activities and only partly ad-
mits his crimes.

In May 1931 Smirncev went abroad on an official business trip.
In Berlin he met Sedov, Trotsky’s son and agent. Smirnov claims
that this was an “accidenial” meeting. During his “accidental”
meeting, Smirnov hastened to make arrangements with Sedov
about their next meeting which took place in Smirnov's lodgings.
Sedov told Smirnov that it was necessary to change the ol
methods of struggle against the Party, and that the time had
arrived to adopt terreristic methods of struggle. Smirnov tries
te make it appear that this was Sedov’s own opinion with which
he, Smitnov, allegedly did not agree. Nevertheless, Smirnov right
there promised Sedov to esiabiish communications with him, and
to establish “informational” communications with Trotsky. Smir-
nov received from Sedov two addresses for correspondence and
agreed with bim upon a passwerd for sending agents. On his return
to Moscow, Smirnev immediately informed his associates of his
conversation with Sedov regarding terrorism.
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Vyshinsky: Although you were not in agreement with Sedov,
you nevertheless thought it necessary to inform your underground
organization about this terroristic line?

Smirnov: Yes, 1 did not anticipate that they would take this
information as Trotsky’s directions.

This assertion, however, is refuted by the testimony of the ac-
cused Mrachkovsky, whom' Smirnov had informed that in Berlin
he had established contact, through Sedov, with Trotsky from
whom the directions on terrorism had originated.

. Vyshinsky: When Smirnov told you about his conversation
with Sedov, you understood the contents of the conversation to
be not mere information but instructions?

Mrachkovsky: Yes. v

Vyshinsky: What did those instructions say?

Mrachkovsky: They said that the instructions which had ex-
isted up to that time, that is up to 1931, had become obsolete. Trot-
sky proposed that another methed, a sharper method, be adopted.

Vyshinsky: Who proposed Sedov or Trotsky?

Mrachkovsky: Trotsky.

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.

The accused Smirnov tries at first to assert that in 1931 and in
1932 Trotsky was no authority for him either. However Le im-
mediately admits that in 1932 he received through Yuri Gaven
instructions from Trotsky urging the adoption of terrorism against
the leaders of the Party and the government; he accepted these
instructions for the purpose of carrying them out, and commun-
icated them to the centre. ‘

Vyshinsky: Was the centre organized on the basis of terrorism?

Smirnov: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Were you a member of that centre?

Smirnov: Yes, I was.

Vyshinsky: Consequently, . those instructions were meant for
you too?
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mmuniceted fo me.
only communicated through you,
for you?
Smirnov: They were forwarded as instructions.
Vyshinsky: Did you accept them?
Smirnoy: Yes.

gy were
Vyshinsky: They were no
but were alse instructions

Smirney: Yes, they were co
I3

Vyshinsky: How can you mainiain, then, that Trotsky, from
whom these Instructions srginaled, was not an anthority for you?
Smirnov tries {o reduce kis own part to that of merely com-
municating Trot ctions o the cenire; he tries fo evade
responsibility for the
ermo. E iist

2 15

hose instructions and communicated
enire aecewed them, but I did not take

part in its wo

Vyshinsky: So when 4id you leave the centre?

Smsmoy E did not ink ME te resign; there was nothing to resign
from.

Vyshinsky: Did the cenire exisi?

Smirnov: What sort of a eentre. . . .
Vyshineky: M
Mrachkovsky: Yes.
Vyshinsky:

digd the cenire exist?

Zinoviev, did the
Zinopiev: Yes.

centre exist?

Vyshinsky: Evdokimov, did the
Evdokimov: Ves.

centre exist?

YVyshinsky: Bakayev, did the

Bakaygev: Yes.

Vyshinsky: How, then, Smi
maintain that cenfre existed?

cenlire exist?

wov, can you take the Bberty to

Smirnov once again refers to the absence of meetings of the cen-
ire, butthe testimony of Zinoviev, Ter-Vaganyan snd Mrachkovsky
again proves him
the St@@ Pros
continudus communic
Grms the role Sz
of the bioe, whao w
parts of the bloe

ceuter, Zinoviey f-cmﬁms the fact that he was in
ation f-wi”m Smlmov Ter-Vaganyam con-
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as a simple village postman, but we regarded Smirnov as Trotsky’s
deputy.”

In connection with Smirnov's festimony, the accused Olberg
informs the Court of his repeated meetings with Sedov, Trotsky’s
son, in Berlin, in 1931, At one of these meetings, in November-

“lecember 1931, Sedov informed Olberg of his meeting with L. N.
Smirnov. Sedov spoke with great respect of Smirmov, as the

Yeader of the Trotskyite organization in the U.S.S.R. He'said that

he, Sedov, had communicated to Smirnov Trotsky’s instructions
on the necessity to embark upor terroristic activities. Olberg fur-
ther siates #hat he and the other Trotskyites abroad and in the
Soviet Union regarded Sedov solely as a vehicle for transmitting
the will, the tasks and the policy of Trotsky. ’

The further examination of Smirnov confirms that the accused
received and passed on additional instructions from Trotsky on
ferrorism.

Vyshinsky: 1t can be considered as established that in 1932 you
reccived fresh instructions from Trotsky throuvh Gaven?

Smirnov: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Did these instructions contain direct reference to the
mecessity of embarking on a tervoristic stmggle aﬂamst the leader-
ship of the Party?

Smirnow: Quite trae.

Vyshinsky: &n the first place, against whom?

Smirnov: No names were mentioned there. o

Vyshinsky: But you undersicod that the terroristic struggle
was o begin frst against Comrade Stalin?

Smirnov: Yes, I understood it to mean that.

ieagues?
Smirnov:
The accused persists in his evasions and tries to deny the part
he played as the leader of the Trotskyite organization. The Court
investigation deals in detall with this guestion. The examination
of the accused elicits the fact that it was on the direct insirue-
tions of Smirnov that Ter-Vaganyan negotiated with the Zinoviev-
ttes about the bloc. It becomes clear that Mrachkovsky trained ter-
rorist groups on the direct insiructions of Smirnov. It is: coun-
B2
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Vyshinsky: And that is what you communicated .to your col- -

p
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firmed that neither Ter-Vaganyan nor Mrachkovsky gave any
instructions to Smirnov, but themselves received imstructions
from him. And finally, the fact is elicited that direct communica-
tion with Trotsky was maintained personally by Smirnov right up
to his arrest. Under the weight of all these irrefutable facts Smir-:
nov at last admits that it was he and no one else who was the head
of the Trotskyite organization.
- But the accused makes this confession enly after the prosecu-
tion has exposed him by absolutely incontrovertible faets.
Desiring to cover up the traces of his aclivities in organizing
the terrorist Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc, Smirnov tries to invent a
new version saying that the bloc was organized without his direct
participation. From the testimony of the accused it appears how-
ever that the formation of the bloc was the resuli of direct nego-
tiations between Smirnov and Zinoviev, kamenev and Ter-Vagan-
yan, Evdokimov and Mrachkovsky, and that these negotiations
for the organization of the dloc were conducted on the basis of
the first instructions on terror received by Smirnov from Trotsky
through Sedov in 1931.
The State Prosecutor then i inquires into Smirnov’s contact w1th
Trotsky.
Vyshinsky: Did you have direct communication with Trotsky?
Smirnov: I had two addresses.
Vyshinsky: I ask you, was there any commupication?
Smirnov: I had two addresses, . . .
Vyshinsky: Answer, was there any communication?
Smirnov: If having addresses is calied communication. . . .
Vyshinsky: What do you call it?
Smirnov: I said that I received two addresses.
Vyshinsky: Did you maintain communicalion with Tmtsk}?
Smirnov: 1 had two addresses.
Vyshinsky: Did you maintain personal communication?
Smirnov: There was no personal communication.
Vyshineky: Was there communication by mail with Trotsky?
Smirnov: There was communication by mail with Trotsky's
son.
Vyshinsky: Was the letter you reczived through Gaven sent by
Sedov or by Trotsky?
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Smirnov: Gaven brought a letier from Trotsky.

Vyshinsky: That is what I am asking you. Did you have any
communication with Trotsky-—yes or no?

Smirnou: I say that I wrote a letter to Trolsky and received a
reply from him. .

‘Vyshinsky: Is that communication or not?

Smirnov: It is.

Vyshinsky: So there was communication?

Smirnov: There was.

Other irrefutable facts are also established. Ter-Vaganyan,
Mrachkovsky, Zinoviev and Evdokimov tell about conversations
which Smirnov carried on in 1931 concerning ihe tasks he assigned

" at that time for the training of terrorists.

Vyshinsky: Did you give instructions to the group?

Smirnov: No, I did not. ) : . ) .

Vyshinsky (to Mrachkovsky): Mrachkovsky., did Smirnov give
you such instructions? o

Mrachkovsky: Yes. Instructions were given in the beginning of
1931 on his return from abroad.

Vyshinsky: What did he say to you? ;

Mrachkovsky: That it was mecessary to begin the selection of
people whom we knew well, that a serious task was put before

us, that the people to be selected must be resclute. He said this A

in his apartment. » .
Smirnov: Was it at my apariment? Where is my apartment?
Mrachkovsky: This was in 1931 on the Pressnya.

Vyshinsky: Did he visit you on the Pressnya?: o

Smirnov: Not on the Pressnya itself but in that dlstnct.

Vyshinsky: Accused Zinoviev, you said that Smirnov dmsciuss_ed
terrorism with you more than once, discussed the necessity to
expedite terroristic acts?

Zinoviev: Correct. )

Vyshinsky: So what Mrachkovsky says about the terrorist
group is true?

Zinoviev: Yes. ' ‘

Vyshinsky: Accused Smirnov, do you think -that Tey-
Vaganyan, Mrachkovsky and Evdokimov are telling untruths?
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Smirnov: (Does not answer.)

Vyshinsky: What then do you admit? .

Smirnov: I admit that | belonged to the underground Trotsky-
ite organization, joined the bloc, joined the centre of this bloc,
met Sedov in Berlin in 1931, listened to his opinicn on terrorism
and passed this opinion on to Moscow. I admit that I received
Trotsky’s instructions on terrorism from Gaven and, although not
in agreement with them, I communicated them to the Zinoviev-
ites through Ter-Vaganyan.

Vyshinsky: And, while not in agreement, you remained a
member of the bloc and worked in the bloc?

Smirnov: I did not resign officially from the bloc, but actually
1 did no work.

Vyshinsky: So when you communicated the instructions,
you were doing no work?

Smirnov: (Does not answer.)

Vyshinsky: What'do you think, when an organizer communi-
cates instructions, is that work?

Smirnov: Of course.

Vyshinsky: You participated in the bloc?

Smirnov: Yes. .

Vyshinsky: And you admit that the bloc stood on the position
of terrorism? '

Smirnov: Yes.

Vyshinsky: You also admit that it stood on this position in
connection with instructions received frem Trotsky?

Smirnov: Yes.

Vyshinsky: And it was you who received these instructions?

Smirnov: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Consequently, it was you who got the bloc to adopt
the position of terrorism?
Smirnov: I pyssed on the instructions on terrorism.,
Vyshinsky: If you confirm that, after the receipt of Trotsky’s
instructions, the position of the bloc was that of terrorism, then
it should be said that the bloc took up the position of terrorism
after you received the instructions from Trotsky and passed them
-on to the members of the bloc?
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Smirnov: I received these instructions, communicated them to
the Trotskyites and Zinovievites, and they fermed the centre. While
not in agreement, I did not resign from the bloc officially, bul
actually I was not a member of the bloc.

Vyshinsky: Ter-Vaganyan, did Smirnov leave the bloc?

Ter-Vaganyan: No.

Vyshinsky: Mrachkovsky, did Smirnov leave the bloe?

Mrachkovsky: No.

Vyshinsky: Dreltzer, did you know that Smirnov had left the
bloc?

Dreitzer: If giving instructions to organize terrorist groups is
leaving the bloc, then yes.

Vyshinsky: Evdokimov, did you hear of Smirnov leaving the
bloc?

Evdokimov: No, the very opposite; he remained a member of
the cenire and did active work in it.

Vyshinsky: Did he share the terroristic views?

Evdokimow: Yes, he shaved them.

Vyshinsky: Accused Kamenev, what do you know about
Smirnov’s leaving the bloc?

Kamenev: I confirm that Smirnov was a member of the bloz
all the time.

Vyshinsky: Accused Smirnov, that closes the circle.

EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED OLBERG

The Court then proceeds {0 examine the accused Olberg.

The President: Accused Olberg, do you confirm your Drncipal
testimony on terroristic work? CEs

QOlberg: I confirm it fully and completely.

Vyshinsky: How long have you been connected with Trotsky-
ism?

Olberg makes 'a detailed stafement to the effect that he
was a member of the German Trotskyiie organization since
1927-28. His contact with Trotsky and Sedov, Trotsky’s son, began
in 1930. This contact was arranged by an active member of ihe
German Trotskyite organization, Anton Grilevich, the publisher of
Trotsky’s pamphlets in German. At first coniact was established
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Vyshinusky: Conncciion between the German Trotskyites and
the German police—was that systematic?

Olberg: Yes, it was systematic and it was done with Trotsky's
consent.

Vyshinsky: How do you know that it was done with Trotsky's
knowledge and consent?

Olberg: One of these lines of connection was maintained
by myself. My connection was established with the sanction of
Trotsky.

Vyshinsky: Your personal connection with whom?

Olberg: With the fascist secret police.

Vyshinsky: So it can be said that you yourself admit connec-
tion with the Gestapo?

Olberg: 1 do not deny this. In 1933 there began organized
systematic connection between the German Trotskyites and the
German fascist police. .

The accused Olberg then proceeds to give an account of cir-
cumstances and facts directly relating {o his visits to the U.S.S.R.
He went to the Soviet Union three times. .

The first time Olberg went to the U.S.S.R. was at the end of
March, 1933, when he travelled with a false passport in the name
of a certain Freudigmann. He had obtained this passport in Ber-
lin. Olberg remained in the Soviet Union up to the end of July
1933. The purpose of the visit was tc prepare and carry out the as-
sassination of Comrade Stalin.

On arriving in the U.S.S.R. Olberg lived secretly in Moscow
for six weeks, and then went to Stalinabad, where he obtained, 2
position as teacher of history. As he had no decuments regarding
military service, he was obliged to return abroad and went {0
Prague..

From Prague Olberg wrote to Sedov informing him about his
failure.

Sedov replied saying that he must not lose heart and promised
to try to obtain a better passport.

Meanwhile Olberg himself succeeded in obtaining a passport in
Prague. His younger brother, Paul Olberg, lived in Prague and
was connected with Tukalevsky, an agent of the German secret
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police in Prague. Paul Olberg cheered up his brother, stating that
Tukalevsky could help him in “this trouble.”

Olberg: After 1933 I visited Tukalevsky with my younger
brother. )

Vyshinsky: Who is Tukalevsky?

Olberg: Tukalevsky is the director of the Slavonic Library of
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Prague. I learned from my broth-
er that he was an agent of the fascist secret police. Tukalevsky
had been informed that I would visit him, and he told me that he
would try to get the necessary documents for me.

Then, continues Olberg, I wrote a letter to Sedov in Paris tell-
ing him about the proposal made by the agent of the Gestapo, and
asked him to inform me whether L. D. Trotsky would approve of
an arrangement with such an agent. After some time I received a
reply sanctioning my actions, that is to say, my understanding
with Tukalevsky. Sedov wrote saying that the strictest secrecy was
necessary, and that none of the other members of the Trotskyite
organization was to be informed about this understanding.

Through Tukalevsky and through a certain Benda, Olberg ob-
tained a passport from LucasJParades, Consul-General of the Re-
public of Honduras in Berlin, who had arrived in Prague at that
time. .

Olberg: He sold me the passport for 13,000 Czechoslovak kron-
en. This money I received from Sedov.

Vyshinsky: Did you have any connection with the Republic of
Honduras?

Olberg: No, never.

Vyshinsky: Permit me to show this: is ihis the passport? {The
commandant of the Court presents the passport.)

~ Olberg: Yes, that is the one. It really was issued by a real
consul in the name of the Republic of Honduras. There is such a
republic in Central America.

_Vyshinsky: Perhaps your parents had some connection with
that republic?

Oiberg: No.

Vyshinsky: Your forefathers?

Olberg: No.

Vyshinsky: And you yourself—where are you from?
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Olberg: T am from Riga.

This time, continues Olberg, I intended to travel fo the
U.S.S.R. by way of Germany. Tukalevsky advised me to meet
Slomovitz in Berlin. I had known her previously. Tukalevsky fold
me that the Berlin Trotskyites had concluded an agreement with
the Gestapo and that if [ met Slomovitz in Berlin I could obtain
assistance and help from her if I needed it.

I visited Slomovitz in Berlin, and she toid me the following:
During my absence the Trotskyite cadres dwindled o a small
group, and they were now confronted with the dilemma: either to
dissolve or to come to an agreement with the German fascists. The
basis for the agreement was the preparation and carrying out of
acts of ferrorism against the leaders of the C.P.§.U. and the Soviet
government. Trotsky had sanctioned the agreement between the
Berlin Trotskyites and the Gestapo, and the Trotskyites were in
fact left free.

From the point of view of the Berlin Trotskyites, the over-
throw of the Soviet system, the fight against the Soviet govern-
ment, was conceivable in twe ways: either by intervention, or by
individual terroristic acis. The assassination of Kirov, according
to Slomovitz, showed that ferroristic acts against the leaders of
the Party and the government could -be carried out in the Soviet
Union. .

In Slomovitz's apartment I met an employee of the Gestapo, to
whom she introduced me, and he informed me that if I needed

assistance he ‘would willingly help me in preparing terroristic

acts, in the first place against Stalin.

In March, 1935, Olberg arrived in the Soviet Union for the
second time. This visit was also fruitless because he had a tourist
visa, could not stay long, and had to return to Germany afier a
few days. There he remained for threé¢ months, and again received

instructions from Sedov to make another attempt. In July 1935

Clberg again went to the Soviet Union.

After rémaining in Minsk for a short time, he went to Gorky,
and there he established contact with the Trotskyites Yelin and
Fedotov. He soon obtained employment in the Gorky Pedagoegical
lnstitute,“where he remained until his arrest. It was here, in
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Gorky that pizns were worked out for an attempt on 'the life of
Comrade Stalin,

Vyshinsky: Did you obtain the Honduras passport sfter your
second return?

Olberg: The second time also I came on the Honduras pass-
port.

Vyshinsky: Did you come on a tourist visa?

Olberg: Yes, but I had the Honduras passport.

Vyshinsky: How were vou able to0 gei an exiension of that
passport the second time?

Olberg: 1 managed that . . . I forgot to say that at this fime
my brother moved fo the Soviet Union.

Vyshinsky: There is 2 gap here in your testimony. In what
capacity did your brother, Paul Olberg, arrive here?

Oiberg: What tasks Tukalevsky gave him I do not know. But
I advised him to go to the Soviet Union so that he could help me to
gain a foothold.

Vyehinsky: Why did he have to help you in gaining a foothold?

Oiberg: He is an engineer, and it was much easier for him to
obtain employment. He had genuine documents. At any rate, not
such fictitious papers as I had.

Vyshinsky: So your brother arrived in the U.S.S.R. on a gen-
uine Germanr passport, and as an engineer could more easily gain
a foothold here?

Olberg: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Did your brother have any connection with the
Gestapo?

Olberg: He was Tukalevsky’s agent.

Vyshinsky: An agent of the fascist police?

Olberg: Ves.

Vyshinsky: When did you have that talk with Sedov about not_
permifting the Trotskyite organization to be compromised?

Olberg: That was at the time of my second journey. He said
that if I were arrested by the organs of siate security of the U.S.S.R.,
I was under no circumstances to say that this ferroristic act was
carried cul on Trotsky's insiructions, and at all events, I was to
try io conceal Trotsky’s role.
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Vyshinsky: Whom did he advise you to throw the blame on
for the organization of terroristic acts?

Olberg: On the White Guards, on the Gestapo.

Vyshinsky: Consequently, we may put it this way: you, Valen-
tine Olberg. were connected with Trotsky through his son Sedov;
you were sent on Trotsky’s direct instructions, conveyed through
Sedov, to the U.S.S.R. as Trotsky’s agent to prepare and carry
out a terroristic act against Comrade Stalin?

Olberg: Yes.

Vyshinsky: In order to ensure the success of this work, you
were connected through your brother with the German police?

Olberg: Yes, that is so.

Vyshinsky: Now tell us how you prepared the terroristic act.

Olberg states that even before his arrival in Gorky he
learned from Sedov that an underground Trotskyite organization
existed in the U.S.S.R., the leaders of which were Smirnov and
Mrachkovsky. He also knew about Bakayev, whom Sedov referred
to as a man with “extreme terroristic” inclinations. In Gorky Olberg
learned from Fedotov that action detachments had been organ-
ized before his arrival. All that he had to do was to draw up the
plan for the attempt at assassination.

The terroristic act was to have been committed in Moscow on
May 1, 1936.

Vyshinsky: What prevented you from carrying out this plan?

Olberg: The arrest.

Vyshinsky: Did you inform Sedov of the progress of the prep-
arations for the terroristic act? ' _

Olberg: Yes, I wrote him several times at Slomovitz’s address.

And I received a letter from her stating that our old friend insisted -

that the thesis for the diploma be submitted by May 1.
Vyshinsky: Thesis for the diploma—what is that?
Olberg: The assassination of Stalin.

Vyshinsky: And the old friend—who is that?
Olberg: The old friend—that is Trotsky.

EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED BERMAN-YURIN

The Court proceeds to examine the accused Berman-Yurin. _
The President: Berman-Yurin, tell us what instructions you
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received abroad before your departure for the Soviet Union?

‘Berman-Yurin: 1 received instructions from Trotsky to go to
the Soviet Union to commit a terroristic act against Stalin. I visited
Trotsky personally in Copenhagen in November 1832. The meeting
was arranged by Sedov.

In reply to Comrade Vyshinsky's questions, Berman-Yurin tells
of his acquaintance of long standing with Troisky’s son, Sedov,
and of his Trotskyite activities beginning with 1931. He was

" introduced to Sedov by one of the leaders of the German Trotsky-
ites, Grilevich. Then Berman-Yurin 8oes on to speak of his meetings
with Sedov.

Berman-Yurin: I had a number of talks with Sedov. Sedov
systematically tried to persuade me, and convinced me, that the
fight against the Communist Party was a fight against Stalin. At
the end of 1931 Sedov asked me to see him and wanted to know
whether I knew s trusted and reliable German who could carry out
an important mission which would involve a journey to Moscow. I
mentioned the name. of Alfred Kundt whom I knew as a staunch
Trotskyite. '

On Sedov’s proposal, Berman-Yurin met Alfred Kundt and
commaunicated to him the conversation he had had with Sedov.
Kundt agreed to go to Moscow. The mission was as follows: he had
to take to a certain address in Moscow two documents from Trots-
ky, one of which was Trotsky's instructions on the tasks of the
terrorist underground organization in the U.S.SR. In Moscow
Alfred Kundt was to establish personal contact with Smirnov and
hand him the two documents.

Berman-Yurin: One document concerned Trotsky’s latest pos-

- -1tion on questions referring to the international situation, mainly
Germany. I read the second document very carefully. It was writ-
ten in the handwriting of Sedov and it contained Trotsky’s direc-
tions concerning the tasks of the Trotskyite underground organi-

gzation in the U.S.S.R. The letter stated that it was necessary {o
prepare to adopt resolute and extreme means of struggle, and
that with this in view, resolute people sharing Trotsky’s position
had to be selecied. Particular aitention, stated the letter, was to be
paid to the Trotskyites who were members of the C.P.S.U, but
who were not compromised as Trotskyites in the ranks of the
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Party. The organization was to be built up on the principles of
strictest secrecy, in small groups, not connected with each other,
so that the discovery of one group might not iead to the discovery
of the whole organization.

Alfred Kundt left for Moscow in Janaary-February 1932. A
few days later it became known that he had been at the secret ad-
dress, had handed over the documents, had reccived the reply as
had been arranged, but had not met Smirnov as the latter was
not-in Moscow. Kundt also reported that he had settled near Mos-
cow, that he had achieved some success in his work, and that
“things were going all right.”

Berman-Yurin deals in.detail with the circumstances of his

'meeting and conversation with Trotsky in Copenhagen.

Berman-Yurin: In November 1932 I had a meeting wilth Sedov
which I remember very well because Sedov then, for the first time,
spoke openly about the necessity of preparing to assassinate the
leaders of the C.P.5.U. Evidently, Sedov noticed that I was waver-
ing and he said that Trotsky would be in Copenhagen shortly and
asked me whether I would not like to go there and meet Trotsky.
I, of course, expressed my agreement.

I arrived in Copenhagen early in the morning. This was at the
end of November, between the 25th and the 28th of November, 1932.
I was met at the station by Grilevich and we went to see Trotsky.
Grilevich introduced me to Trotsky and left; I remained in the
room alone with Trotsky. .

Now I come to my conversation with Trotsky. I had two meet-
ings with him. First of all he began to sound me on my work
in the past. He asked me why I had gone over to the position of
Trotskyism. I told him about this in greéat detail. Then Trotsky
passed to Soviet affairs. Trotsky said: The principal quesiion is the
question of .Stalin. Stalin must be physically destroyed. He said
that other methods of struggle were now ineffective. He said that
for this purpose people were needed who would dare anything,
who would agree to sacrifice themselves for this, as he expressed it,
historic task.

With this the first conversation came {o an end. Trotsky went
somewhere. Berman-Yurin remained in the apartment and waited
for his return.
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Berman-Yurin: In the evening we continued our conversation.
I asked him how individual terrorism could be reconciled with
Marzism. To this Trotsky replied: problems cannot be treated in
a dogmatic way. He said that a situation had arisen in the Soviet
Union which Marx could not have foreseen. Trotsky also said tha?
in addition to Stalin it was necessary o assassinate Kaganovich and
Voroshilov.

Vyshinsky: What other guestions did he touch upon besides
questions of terrorism?

Berman-Yurin: Trotsky also expressed his views on the situs-
tion in the event of intervention against the Soviet Union. He adopi-
ed an absolutely clear defeatist attitude. He also said that the Trots-
kyites must join the army, but that they wonld not defend the Sov»v
iet Union. .

Vyshinsky: Did he convince you?

Berman-Yurin: During the conversation he nervously paced
up and down the room and falked of Stalin with exceptional hatred.

Vyshinsky: Did you give your consent?

Berman-Yurin: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Did your conversation end there?

Berman-Yurin: 1 also had a talk with Trotsky about the fol-

-lowing. After I had given my consent he said that I must get ready
to go to Moscow, and as I would have coniact with the Cominiern
I was to prepare thfz terroristic act taking advantage of this contact.

Vyshinsky: So Trotsky not only gave you general instructions,
but also formulated vour task in a concrete way?

Berman-Yurin: He said that the terroristic act should, if pbs-
sible, be timed to take place at a plenum or at the congress of fhe
Comintern, so that the shot at Stalin would ring out in a large as-

sembly. This would have a tremendous repercussion far beyond

the borders of the Soviet Union and would give rise toc a mass
movement all over the world. This would be an historical political
event of world significance. Trotsky said that I should not have
gcontact with any Trotskyites in Moscow, and that I should carry
on the work independently. I replied that I did not know any-
body in Moscow and it was difficult for me to see how I should act
under these circumstances. I said that I had an acquaintance named
Fritz David, and asked whether I might not get in touch with him.
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.Trotsky replied that he would instruct Sedov to clear up this mat-
ter and that he would give him instructions %o this effect.

This conversalion took place at the end of November, 1932.
Berman-Yurin left-for Moscow in March, 1933. Before his depar-
ture Sedov instructed him to get in touch with Fritz David and to
prepare the terroristic act in conjunction with him. Svon after his
arrival in Moscow Berman-Yurin met Fritz David, and togelher
they discussed the terroristic plan and began to make preparations
to carry it out. At first they theught it possible to make an attempt
on Comrade Stalin’s life at the XIII Plenum of the E.C.C.I. Fritz
David was to have secured an admission ticket for Berman-Yurin
who was to shoot at Stalin. On the eve of the Plenuir, however, it
was found that no ticket could be obtained for Berman-Yurin, and
the plan failed. It was decided to posipone the assassination of
Comrade Stalin until the Congress of the Comintern.

Berman-Yurin: The Congress was to have been convened in
September 1934. I gave Fritz David a, Browning pistol and bullets
to hide. But before the opening of the Congress Fritz David in-
formed me that he had again failed to obtain a ticket for me, but
~ that he himself would be at the Congress. We agreed that he should
be the one to commit the terreristic act.

Several days later I met Fritz David, and he said that he could
not manage to shoot. He was sitting in a box in which there were
many people and there was no possibility of shooting. Thus, this
plan failed tco. )

In December Friiz David informed me that an emissary from
Sedov and Trotsky had been o see him recently and wanted to
know why ihe ferroristic act had not been committed. Fritz David
gave him detailed information, and received instructions to take
-advantage of another opportunity, io expedite the preparations for
the act and to take advantage of some conference or reception to
which I or Fritz David were to gain eniry at all costs and there to
assassinate Stalin.

In May 1936 Fritz David informed me that another emissary
—a German—had arrived from Trotsky and visited him, and had
spoken to him extremely sharply, accusing us of being inactive,

irresolute, lacking courage, and had literally demanded that we
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take advaniage of any opportunity that might arise to assassinate
Stalin. We must make haste, we must ot lose time, he said.

At the end of May 1936 1 was arrested and my ferroristic activ-
ities were stopped.

At the end of the examination of Berman-Yurin Comrade Yy-
shinsky once again questions him about his meetings with Trot-
sky’s son, Sedov. Berman-Yurin testifies that he had had {requent
meetings with him in the period from the end of 1931 to March,
1933. ' -

Vyshinsky: Both Trotsky and Sedov raised before you the
question of terrorism and urged you to agree o commit a terroristig,
act? : ‘

Berman-Yurin: Quite true.

Vyshinsky: You gave your consent and were sent by Trotsky?

Berman-Yurin: By Trotsky through Sedov. ' '

After the examination of Berman-Yurin the evening session
of August 20 closes.



AUGUST 21 (MORNING SESSION)
EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED HOLTZMAN

The morning session of August 21 begins with the examination
of the accused Holtzman.

Holtzman was one of the most active members of the Trotsky-
ite counter-revolutionary organization, personally connected with
the leader of the Trotskyite centre in the U.S.S.R.—I. N. Smirnov.

On Smirnov’s instructions 'he maintained contact with the
Trotskyite centre abroad.

In 1932 he personally received from L. Trotsky instructions
regarding preparations for terroristic acts against the leaders of
the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet government.

Holtzman testifies that he has known Smirnov since 1918. In
1926 Holizman joined the Trotskyite organization. Later on he
formally broke with the Trotskyites but continued to meet them,
particularly Smirnov. After a protracted denial of his illegal Trots-
kyite activities, Holtzman, in reply to point-blank questions put to
him by Comrade Vyshinsky, testifies that in 1931 he “accidentally™
met Smirnov in the street. Smirnov proposed to meet him at his

mother’s apartment. In 1932 Holtzman came fo the rendezvous
and told Smirnov that he was to be sent abroad on official busi-

ness but that “he was refusing to do this and would go reluctantly.”
Smirnov advised him to go. Holtzman agreed 1o accept the com-
mission and to go abroad. Smirnov asked him to visit him once
again before his departure.

The cross-examination of Holtzman and Smirnov establishes
the fact that Smirnov preserved particular secrecy about Holtz-
man, using him for particularly secret missions.

Vyshinsky: I ask you, were you a secret member of the Trotsky-
ite organization acting under the guidance of Smirnov? Do you
before this proletarian Court plead guilty to this or not?
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Holtzman: Yes.

The State Prosecutor further establishes that the meetings in
the apariment of Smirnov's mother were not accidental and that
this apartment served as the regular meeting-place for Holtzman
and Smirnov. In establishing the circumstances of the meetings be-
tweep Holtzman and Simirnov in the apariment of Smirnov’s
mather, Comrade Vyshinsky puis a number of questions to Holtz.
mar.

Vyshinsky: So you knew that at a certain time you would #ind
Smirmov in his mother’s apartment? i

Holtzman: Yes. ’

Vyshinsky: This was Smirnov’s Trotskyite meeting place?

Holizman: As it now appears, yes. '

The zecused Helizman fails to disprove the fact that on the
instructions of the Trotskyite centre he remained a eover® Troisky-
ite within the Party.

Vyshinsky: Formaly you were in the  Pasty?

Holtzman: Yes,

Viyshinsky: At the same time you were a Trotskyite?

Holtzman: A Trotskyite. '

Vyshinsky: And. ...

Holizmon: A counter-revolutionary.

Vyshinsky: And a double-dealer?

Holtzmmrn: Yes. .

-Before his departure from the U.S.S.R. Holizrean went fo the
meeting-place and :met Smirnov there, Smirnov told Holrman
that when in Berlin he was to meet Trotsky’s son, Sedov. Smirmow
told Holtzman that he would give him a report which he was io

_ Geliver to Sedov for Troizky. As both Holzman and Smirmov

" admit, this report was to have been handed personally to Sedovw
for delivery 0 Trotsky. Smirnov gave Heltzman 2 telephone
number by which he was io ring wp Sedov. Smirnov then gave
him the password which ‘was: “I have brought greetings from

¥ Galya.” Further .evidence establishes. the fact ‘that ‘Smirnov alsc
gave Hollzman a secret code for eor:respon&ence with Trotsky,.
for which purpose certain pages from the Arabian Nights were used..

On arrival in Berlin, testifies Holtzman, he telephoned Sedov
and arranged to meet him. The meeting took place near the Zoox
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logical Garden. As Holtzman and Sedov did not know each other,
it was agreed that both were io carry intheir hands copies of the
Berliner Tageblatt and of the Vorwdrts. On meeting Holtzman,
Sedov proposed to go by car. _—

_Continuing, Holtzman says: “We drove off. 1'don’t remember
the‘ sireet. Sedov took me to a flat. No one was there. It was on
the fourth floor. There I gave him the report and the secret
code. . . . Thus [ met him six or eight times in the course of
four months. In November [ again telephoned Sedov and we met
once again. Sedov said {o me: ‘As you are going to the U.S.S.R,, it
would be a good thing if you came with me lo Copenhagen where
my father is.’”

Vyshinsky: That is to say?

Holtzman: That is to say, Trotsky.

Vyshinsky: Did you go?

Holtzman: I agreed, but [ told him that we couid not go together
for reasoms of secrecy. I arranged with Sedov to be in Copenhagen
within two or three days, to put up at the Hotel Bristel and meet
him there. [ went to the hotel straight from the station end in the
Iounge met Sedov.

About 10 a.m. we went to Trotsky. When we arrived Troisky
first of all asked me about the feelings and the sttitude of the mass
of the Party members towards Stalin. I told him that I intended
to leave Copenhagen that day and would leave for the U.S.8.R.
within several days. Then Trotsky, walking up and down the room
in a rather excited siate, told me that he was preparing & letter for
Smirpov, but as I was leaving that day he would not write it I

must say that throughout this conversation I was aione with

Troisky. Very often Trotsky's son Sedov came in and ouf of the
room. »
Continning, Holtzman testifies that in the course of the conver-
sation Trotsky said that it was “necessary to remove Sialin.”

Vyshinsky:; What does “remove Stalin” mean? Exzplain it

Holtzman: 1 will speak about that. Then Troisky said that if
Stalin were removed, it would be possible for the Trotskyifes fo
come into power and to the leadership of the C.P.8.U. He also said
that the only means of removing Siai/-in was terrorism.

Vyshinsky: Did Troisky say that outright?
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Holtzman: Yes. He said that for this purpose it was necessary
to choose cadres of responsible people fit for this task. Then he
said that this was to be communicated to Smirnov, but I was not
o tell anybody else about it.

Vyshinsky: Only Smirnov? .

Holtzman: Yes. At that moment Sedov came in and began
hurrying us to finish the conversation. With this our conversation -
ended, and I left.

Vyshinsky: So Trotsky plainly told you that the fundamental
task now (that is, in the autumn of 1932 was to assassinate Com-
rade Stalin? You remember for sure? ’

:Holtzman: Yes.

Vyshinsky: So this was Trotsky’s instruction? :

Holizman: Yes. Trotsky could not put it in writing, and so I
accepted it in verbal form and communicated the exact sense of
it on my arrival in Moscow.

Vyshinsky: That was Trotsky’s verbal instruction?

Holtzman: Yes.

Under further examination Holtzman tries to evade responsi-
bility, declaring that he did not share Trotsky's point of view
about terrorism. But the accused is immediately exposed as having
remained in the underground Trotzkyite organization and having
continued to meet Trotskyites after his return to the U.S.S.R.

Vyshinsky: We know that some time later Smirnov received
instructions on terrorism also independently of you. I am exposing
you as having received these imstructions. You knew that the
Trotskyites had already taken up a terroristic position and yet you
continued to remain a Trotskyite? o .

Holtzman: Yes. - o

Vyshinsky: Kept up connections with the Trotskyites?

Holtzman: Yes, ' a

Vyshinsky: Hence, you continued to be a member of the
Trotskyite organization? '

¥ Holtzman: Yes.

EXAMINATION OF THE.ACCUSED N. LURYE
The accused Nathan Lurye is examined.
He arrived in the U.S.S.R. from Berlin on the special mission
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of the Trotskyite organization for the purpose of commilting terror-
istic acts. All his Trotskyite activilies from 1927 onwards were
directed towards sapping the power of the Soviet state.

Vyshinsky: With whom did you first become intimate when
you became a Trotskyite?

N. Lurye: With Moissei Lurye.

Vyshinsky: When did you become intimate with him?

N. Lurge: At the end of the summer of 1927.

Vyshinsky: When did your terrorlslu. disposition, intentions,
terroristic plans originate?

N. Lurye: The training the Trotskyite organization gave me .

during all those years which I spent in that organization in Ger-
many in the long run reduced itself to rousing hatred towards
Stalin and the leadership of the C.P.S.U. In the beginning of 1932
Moissei Lurye said to me that it was time to go to the US.SR. and
carry on terroristic work there. This his instruction did not come
as a surprise to me. It logically followed from all the preced{ng
work. I arrived in the U.S.S.R. in April 1932 with the instruction
to establish connections with the Trotskyiles I had known in
Germany and to carry on ferroristic work together with them.

N. Lurye hegan by establishing connections with the Trotsky-
ites in Moscow, first of all with those whom he had known in Ger-
many: Konstant and Lipschitz.

N. Lurye: I told Konstant about the terroristic instructions I had
received from the Trotskyite organization through Moissei Lu.r).e.
Konstant told me it was not news to him. They, too, had terroristie
instructions and had even taken practical steps to carry them
out. He told me that they had a terrorist group to which Konstant =
and Lipschitz, and also a German englmerlarchltect Franz Weitz,
belonged.

Vyshinsky: Who is Franz Weitz?

N. Lurye: Franz Weitz was a member of the Nahcmal Socialist
Party of Germany. He arrived in the US.S.R. on the instructions
of Himmler who at that time was chief of the S.S. and subsequent
ly became chief of the Gestapo. )

Vyshinsky: Franz Weitz was his representative? )

N. Lurye: Franz Weitz arrived in the U.S.S.R. on the instrue-
tions of Himmler for the purpose of commitiing terroristic acts.
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Vyshinsky: Where did you learn this?

N. Lurye: The first one to tell me about it was Konstant, but
tater on Franz Weitz himself told me.

The fact that a direct agent of the German political police
stood at the head of the terrorist group did not in the least dis-
turb N. Lurye and his Trotskyite associates.

“I arrived at the conclusion,” said N. Lurye, “that since the
Trotskyites had adopted the method of fighting with arms this had
its logic, that is lo say, that if a fascist offered his services for
the purposes of terrorism, those services should be made use of.
I continued my connections with Franz Weitz and worked under
his practical guidance.”

In August 1932 Franz Weitz inforincd N. Lurye that there was
a possibility of making an attempt on the life of the Pecple’s
Commissar of Defence of the U.S.8.K., Comrade Voroshilov. The
terrorist group received instructions from the fascist secret service
agent to proceed to action. For a long period of time N. Lurye's
group was engaged in preparing the attempt on the life of Com-
rade Voroshilov.

President of the Court: When you were engaged in preparing
the attempt on the life of Comrade Voroshilov you for a long
time watched the coming and going of Comrade Voroshilov’s auto-
mobile? How long were you engaged in preparing for the atternpt
on the life of Comrade Voroshilov?

N. Lurye: We were engaged in it from September 1932 to the
spring of 1933.

President of the Court: Judging by your testimony you fre-
quently went to Frunze Street and to the adjacent streets, armed
with revolvers?

N. Lurye: Yes.

President of the Court: All three of you were armed?

N. Lurye: Yes.

President of the Court: So that you would have commitied
the terroristic act had a favourable moment offered itself? Why
did you not succeed in doing so?

N. Lurge: We saw Voroshilov's car going down Frunze Street.
It was travelling too fast. It was hopeless firing at the fast run-
ning car. We decided that it was useless.
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President of the Court: You managed fo see Comrade Voro-
shilov’s car?

N. Luryge: I saw it and so did the second member of the group,
Paul Lipschitz.

President of the Court: Did you cease watching Comrade Voro-
shilov’s car?

N. Lurye: Yes.

President of the Court: For what reasons?

N. Lurye: Because we became convinced that it was useless
shooting with a revolver.

President of the Court: What did you turn your attention to
after that?

N. Lurye: To the acquisition of explosives.

President of the Court: What kind of terroristic act did you
intend fo commit?

N. Lurye: A terroristic act with a bomb.

President of the Court: You said that you turned your attentlon
to the acquisition of explosives for the purpose of committing a
terroristic act. Against whom? '

N. Lurye: Against Voroshilov.

President of the Court: In the street, or on some premises?

N. Lurye: In the street.

In July 1933 N. Lurye was sent to Chelyabinsk to work in the
capacity of a surgeon (his speciality).

In Chelyabinsk N. Lurye did not cease terroristic activities
and did not abandon his terroristic designs. N. Lurye testifies be-
fore the Court that knowing that Comrades Kaganovich and Orjo-
nikidze were coming to Chelyabinsk, he tried to meet them at the

works and commit a terroristic act against them. He failed to -

carry out his intention.
In January 1936 N. Lurye left Chelyabiusk for Leningrad on 2
scientific mission. Passing through Moscow, he met Moissei Lurye,

who gave him instructions to make an attemnpt on the life of Com-

rade Zhdanov.
President of the Court: What instructions on tferrorism did
Moissei Lurye give you in 1934, 1835 and 19362
N. Lurye: 1 told him that I intended to make attempis on the
lives of Orjonikidze and Kaganovich, but later, in January 1936,
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he instructed me {o shoot Zhdanov at the First of May demonstra-
tion in Leningrad.

Presidcnt of the Court: You regarded Moissei Lurye as your
leader since you accepted such instructions?

N. Luryc: Yes.

President of the Court: When you left for Leningrad, did you
undertake to carry out M. Lurye’s instructions?

N. Lurye: 1 knew that 1 would take part in the First of May
demonstration, and that if it were possxble I would try to carry
out these instructions.

President of the Courl: Did you take part in the demonstration?

N. Lurye: Yes.

President of the Court: Were you armed?

N. Lurye: Yes, with a revolver.

President of the Court: Where did you obtain the weapon this
year?

N. Lurge: The weapon ‘remained in Konstant's keeping.

President of the Court: When did you take that weapon?

N. Lurye: In March 1936.

President of the Court: What type of revolver was it?

N. Lurge: A Browning.

President of the Court: What size? \Iedmm"

N. Lurye: Yes.

President of the Court: Did you succeed in getting into the
demonstration to the Uritzky Square?

N. Lurye: Yes.

President of the Court: Why did you fail to carry out the at-
tempt on the life of Zhdanov?

N. Lurye: We marched by, too far a way.

EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED M. LURYE
In reply to the President, M. Lurye declares that he fully con-

" firms the evidence he gave at the preliminary investigation.

W

Vyshinsky: Accused Lirye, tell me, please, what concrete steps
did you take in your terroristic activity?

M. Lurye: On leaving Berlin for Moscow on March 4, 1933, I
received definite instructions. I received these instructions from
Ruth Fischer and Maslov, but actually they were the instructions of
Trotsky himself. I had been connected with Ruth Fischer since
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1924, and in opposition work in the Zinoviev faction had been
connected with her since October 1925. I had been connected with
Maslov since 1927 when I returned to Berlin from Moscow. The in-
structions were of the following character: Trotsky is of the opin-
ion and insists, and we, that is to say, Maslov and Ruth Fischer, are
in agreement with Trotsky’s instruction o the effect that it is nec-
essary to speed up the organization of terroristic acts against the
leaders of the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet government, in the first
place against Stalin. I received these instructions personally in ver-
bal ferm from Ruth Fischer and Maslov on March 4, 1933, as
have already said.

Vyshinsky: I am waiting for your statementi on the practical
steps you tock in this direction.

M. Lurge: On arriving in Moscow on March 9, 1933, I commu-
nicated this verbal instruction at its destination, namely, to Zinov-
jev’s former personal emissary in Berlin, A. V. Herzberg. I was
connected with Herzberg in Zinovievile work from Neovember
1927 until his departure for Moscow at the end of 1931. I com-
municated this instruction not later than the middle of April. Herz-
berg accepted the instruction and said that this instruction from
Trotsky, Ruth Fischer and Maslov was fully in accord with iden-
tical decisions already adopted by our cenire in the U.S.S.R.

In reply ic questions put fo him by the State Prosecutor about
the practical steps the accused had taken to organize terroristic
acts, M. Lurye related about his three meetings with Zinoviev. Dur-
ing cne of these meetings which took place in Zinoviev’s apartment
in the beginning of August 1934, Lurye gave Zinoviev detailed in-

formation about Troisky’s instructions received through Ruth - =

Fischer and Maslov concerning the preparation of terroristic acts,
and in particular, concerning the activities of the group of his name-
sake, Nathan Lurye.

Vyshinsky: Tell me please, were you connected with Nathan
Lurye? )

M. Lurye: Yes. I was connected with Nathan Lurye approxi-
mately from April 1933 to January 2, 1936.

Vyshinsky: You knew Nathan Lurye as a member of the under-
ground Trotskyite crganization?

M. Lurye: Certainly.
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Vyshinsky: You knew ibat at that peried Nathar Lurye was
engaged in preparing a number of terroristic acts?

M. Lurye: Quite true.

M. Lurye then goes on to relate how he organized the attempt
on the life of Comrade Orjonikidze. This terroristic act was f¢ have
been committed white Comrade Orjonikidze was at the Chelyabinsk
Tractor Works. For this purpose M. Lurye had instructed N. Lurye,
who was going to the Chelyabinsk Tracior Works, to take the
opportunity of a possible visit to the works by Comrade Orjoni-
kidze to commit 2 ferroristic act against him.

Vyshinsky: In what other measures for committing terroristic
acts did you participate?

M. Lurye: 1 took part in plepmmv an attempt on the life of
Zhdanov.

The accused relates in detail how on January 2, 1936, he
communicated to Nathan Lurye definite instructions to orgamnize
‘a terroristic act against Cemrade Zhdanov, and promised to give
him later addresses and connect him with Zaidel’s terrorist group
in Leningrad.

Comrade Vyshinsky then asks M. Lurye whether hie was any-
thing to add to his evidence.

. M. Lurge:Ican add something to Nathan Lurye’s testimony and
about my important conversation with Zinoviev concerning Weite’s
group. Nathan Lurye informed me concretely of the work of the
terrorist group orgamzed by Weitz. Noting my perplexity when
I heard shout this sort of aliy, N. Lurye asked me what I
thought about it. I replied that my personal attitude played no
role here, that I would immediately report it in proper quarters,
and said to N. Lurye: if you do notreceive areplyinthenegative, this

~ will mean that you are working with the knowledge of the centre.

Vyshinsky: Whom personally did you have in mind?

M. Lurye: I had contacts with A, V. Herzber, g, 2 Dersen enjoy-
ing the particular confidenee of zimomev N. Lurye did not receive a
“reply in the negative from me. From the time of my conversation
with him in April 1933 Nathan Lurye’s group, which was organ-
ized by the fascist Franz Weitz, worked with the knowledge and
indisputably with the consent of the cenire, and of Zimoviev
personally.
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Vyshinsky: Consequently, you admit that fer a considerable
number of years you were a member of the underground Trotskyite
organization?

M. Lurye: Yes, I fully admit it. \

Vyshinsky: That organization pursued terroristic aims?

" M. Lurye: I admit that I brought such instructions.

Vyshinsky: You confirm that you received imstructions on
terrorism from Troisky through Ruth Fischer and Maslov and
communicated them to Zinoviev?

M. Lurye: Yes. )

Vyshinsky: You know that the iustructions were communi-
cated?

M. Lurye. Quite definitely.

Vyshinsky: Were you connected with Nathan Lurye’s group and
simultaneously with the fascist agent Franz Weitz?

M. Lurye: Yes.

Vyshinsky: Did you in conjunction with Nathan Lurye prepare
a number of attempts at assassination, and did you give the
instructions to prepare the attempt on the life of Comrade
Stalin?

M. Lurye: I did not take part in the preparations, but I com-
municated instructions about the attempt.

Vyshinsky: You gave instructions to prepare attempts on the
lives of Orjonikidze and Zhdanov, and you not only gave instruc-
tions, but indicated the contacts?

M. Lurye: Yes, I toid Nathan Lurye that he would be given
an address later.

EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED TER-VAGANYAN

The Court proceeds to the examination of the accused Ter-
Vaganyann.

In reply to guestions putf to him by Comrade Vyshinsky the
accused Ter-Vaganyan admits that he was one of the organizers
of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre, and also that this centre was
organized on the basis of Trotsky’s instructions on ferrorism.

Vyshinsky: The instructions were communicated in good time
to you as one of the organizers?

Ter-Vagangan: Yes.
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Vyshinsky: You admit that you persoually also took part in
preparing certain terroristic acts?

Ter-Vaganyan: 1 did not take part in preparing terroristic acts,
but T did take part in the work of the centre. )

Vyshinsky: You took part in terroristic work?

Ter-Vaganyan: All the work was terreristic.

Vyshinsky: During your examination on August 14 you said:
“Of the persons belonging to the united Trotskyite-Zinovievite
centre, about which I spcke in detail in my testimony on ‘July 16
this year, I. N. Smirnov, Mrachkovsky, Zinoviev and Kamenev
guided the practical organization and training of the terrorist
group”—do you confirm that? :

Ter-Vaganyan: Yes. )

Vyshinsky: And you added: “Personally I worked under the
instructions of Smirnov and Kamenev’—do you confirm that?

Ter-Vaganyan: Yes.

Vyshinsky: In 1931 was Smirnov disposed fowards violent
methods of struggle?

Ter-Vaganyan: Yes, as were all the Trotskyites surrounding
Smirnov.

Continuing his testimony, Ter-Vaganyan, speaking of his re-
turn to Moscow from Transcaucasia, confirms the testimony
of the witness Safonova to the effect that she, Safonova, had in-
formed Ter-Vaganyan about Smirnov’s journey abroad and his
meeting with L. Sedov.

“I must say,” testifies Ter-Vaganyan, “that there was no talk
at all about these instructions regarding terrorism being the per-
sonal opinion of Sedov. Had Safonova told me that this was Sedov’s
personal opinion, she and I would have laughed at it as a joke.
When Smirnov returned, he repeated his story to me and Safon-
ova.”

Replying to Comrade Vyshinsky's question as to the reasons

_ why Smirnov denies this, Ter-Vaganyan explains to the Court that
¥ Smirnov is afraid of telling the court the whole truth because he

would then have to name a number of persons who were associated

with terrorism. In particular, says Ter-Vaganyan, Smirnov does

not want to say that beginning with 1923 he maintuined systema-

tic connections with Gruzian deviationists. When Smirnov re-
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turned from abroad, in 1932, he met the Gruzian deviatlonists,
whose attitude, as is well kiilown, was terreristic from 1928 onwards.

Vyshinsky: Smirnov, you confirm that you were connected with
the Gruzian deviationists?

Smirnov: In 1929 I met Okudjava.

Vyshinsky (to Ter-Vaganyan): When did the Stiickgold group
exist?

Further examination of Ter-Vaganyan throws light on I. N.
Smirnov’s connections with the Stiickgold terrorist group. Ter-
Vaganyan says: .

“ was introduced fo Stiickgold by I. N. Smirnov in 1929. Smir-
nov asked me receive Stiickgold whenever he would arrive. He did
not want Stiickgold to see anyone else. Such secrecy cotild only have
one meaning, namely that Stiickgold had some kind of special con-
pections which had to be safeguarded.” )

In reply to = guestion put to him by Comrade Vyshinsky I. N.
Smirnov denies that he introduced Stiickgold to Ter-Vaganyan
and that he visited the latter’s apartmeni with him. However,
on being proved wrong by Ter-Vaganyan, he has to admit that such
a meeting may have taken place.

Vyshinsky (to Smirnov): You admit that you may bave visited
Ter-Vaganyan with Stiickgold?

Smirnow: I do as regards 1929.

Vyshinsky: So in 1929 you, Ter-Vaganyan and Stiickgold did
meet?

Smirnov: Possibly.

Ter-Vagangan {te Smirpov) : That was in the winter of 1829-307

Smirnpov: Yes. =

Vyshinsky (to Ter-Vaganyan) : The Stiickgeld group was a ter-
rorist group?

Ter-Vaganyan: Yes, it was terrorist.

“In the autmmn of 1931,” continues Ter-Vaganyan, “my very
close connection and friendship with Lominadze began. I met Lo-
minadze frequently, and on these oceasions we talked about a blec.”

Continuing his testimony, Ter-Vaganyan says that at that pe-
riod the Trotskyites began negotiations for union with the Zinov-
jevites and the “Leftists,” and that the {erroristic stand was per-
fectly clear.
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Vyshinsky: When was that?

Ter-Vagangan: After Smirnov came back from Berlin.

Vyshinsky: At that period was the terroristic stand clear?

Ter-Vaganyan: Yes, it was clear, because the instructions had
already been brought.

In clarifying the question as to the basis on which the bloc wilh
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 Lomin-
adze.

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 that time the instructions regarding terrorism
were in operation?

‘Smirnov: Yes.

In reply to Comrade Vyshinsky’s question as to his personal
terroristic activities, Ter-Vaganyan stresses the point that he car-
ried on terroristic work under the guidance of Smirnov and Kam-
enev. In particular, he discussed the question of terrorism with
the Trotskyites, Zaidel and Friedland. “In 1932,” says Ter-Vagan-
yan, “I met Friedland and told him that it was now necessary to
adopt violent forms of struggle against the Party. In reply to his
question as to the meaning of violent forms of struggle, I said: you
are not a child—violent forms of struggle are terroristic forms of
struggle. That is clear.”

By a number of questions Comrade Vyshinsky clarifies the
relations between Ter-Vaganyan and Friedland in terror-
istic activities. The replies of Ter-Vaganyan make it clear that
Ter-Vaganyan gave Friedland instruclions regarding the organi-
zation of terroristic acts.
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AUGUST 21 (EVENING SESSION)

EXAMINATION OF THE ACCUSED FRITZ DAVID
(KRUGLYANSKY)

At the evening session of August 21, the last of the accused,
Fritz David (Kruglyansky), is examined.

Fritz David was sent to the Soviet Union by Trotsky as a ter-
rorist with instructions to make an atiempt on the life of Comrade
Stalin. In reply to a question put to him by the President of the
Court the accused confirms his testimony as fe the instructions
he received personally from Trotsky in Copenhagen. In order not
to expose the underground Troiskyite organization to amy risk,
Fritz David did not establish contact with anybody in the U.S.S.R.
except with Berman-Yurin. This, declares the accused, was in
pursuance of the direct instructions of Trotsky.

Replying to questions .put to him by Comrade Vyshinsky,
Fritz David gives to the Court a detailed account of how in August
1932 he esitablished comntact with Sedov, and, through the laifer,
with Trotsky.

Vyshinsky: When did you meet Trotsky?

Fritz David: I met him at the end of November 1932.

Vyshinsky: How did you come to him? B

Fritz David: I travelled on a false passport. In one of the con-
versations I had with Sedov he told me that Trotsky was to come
to Europe and would like to see me.

Vyshinsky: Tell me, during that meeting with Trotsky, was
there talk of terrorism?

Fritz David: There was.

Vyshinsky: On whose initiative?

Fritz David: On Trotsky’s initiative.

In his testimony regarding the content of his conversation with
Trotsky, Fritz David declares that Trotsky said that the sdvent
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of the Trotskyites to power in the U.S.S.R. was possible only if
Stalin were physically destroyed .

One of the prospects put forward by Trotsky was to take a
defeatist attitude in the event of war, but he siressed the point that
“there is a closer prespect of the Trotskyites coming to power—
the prospect of the physical removal of Stalin.”

Vyshinsky: What was your attitede toward this idea?

Fritz David: T accepted this second prospect.

Vyshinksy: Did you tell him so—that you accepted this e,
that you agreed?

Fritz David: Yes.

Vyshinsky: What else occurred?

Fritz David: Then Trotsky gave me two instructions. The first
instruction concerned secrecy. :

Vyshinsky: You told him you would undertake a ferroristie
nission?

Fritz David: Yes. He proposed that I go to the U.S.S.R. and
persqnally commit a terroristic act, without the aid of others,
without any orgamization, without contacts with other Trotsky-
ites. '

Vyshinsky: And ihat is what the instruction concerning szere-
<y amounted to?

Fritz David: Yes. Trotsky told me that this affair involvad risk
and that there was no point in exposing the Trotskyite organ-
jzation in the U.S.S.R. to that risk. The second instruciion was
to the effect that this terroristic act was to bear an internation-

al character, was to be commitied at an international assembly.

“This shot, as Trotsky expressed if, was {o reverberate hroughout
the whole world.

Vyshinsky: Did your conversation end at that?

Fritz David: Qur conversation, which was a very long ome.
ended =i that. Besides, Troisky said, for ezample, that fulk
about individual terror not being compatible with Marzism was &
subject for the Philistines of Marxism.

Vyshinsky: What cther instructions did Troisky give you¥t

Fritz David: Trotsky insiructed me to behave in the USS.K.
in such a way as not to show any deviations from the general line
of the Party, and when writing for the press to adhere strictly
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fo the Party line, and under no circumstances to reveal the
threads after the terroristic act was comimitted.

Fritz David arrived in the U.S.8.K. in March 1933 and met
Berman-Yurin who sought him out on Sedov’s instructions. Fritz
David: and Berman-Yurin drew up two concrete plans for attempts
on the life of Comrade Stalin; the first was to be made at the
Thirteenth Plenum of the E.C.C.L, the second at the Seventh
Congress of the Comintern. Both plans failed, because Com-
rade Stalin did not attend the Thirteenth Plenum, while only
Fritz David was able to get into the Congress of the Comintern,
since he had failed to obtain a ticket for Berman-Yurin. Fritz
David, according to his stateinent, was unable to commit the ter-
‘roristic act ‘because it was fmpossible to get near Comrade
Stalin.

Vyshinsky: So you gdined entry to the Congress?

Fritz David: Yes, I was at the Congress.

Vyshinsky: Why. was the terroristic act not committed?

Fritz. David: The indictment quite correctly states that I.was
not able to get near Stalin.

Vyshinsky: You went to the Congress to make an attempt at
assassination?

Fritz David: Of course.

Aftér the Seventh Comgress messengers.from Trotsky's' son,
Sedov, -visited Fritz David-on two occasions, and in Sedov’s name
ageused the tervorists of not being sufficiently ‘active and ordered
them to 'speed up the terronshc act in accordance w1th Trotsky’s
fstructions:

Vyshisisky: These meetings took pldce ‘on the basis of ‘your
terroristic plans?

Fritz David: These meetings were caused by the fact that the
terroristic act was not committed at the Seventh Congress, and
this made Sedov furious.

Vyshinsky: But did your ferroristic disposition pass away after
this, or did if continue until quite recently?

Fritz David: Yes, it continued.

Vyshinsky: Until when?

Fritz David: Until my arrest.

Vyshinsky: So we may sum up. You were a nmicmber of the
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‘Trotskyite organization and met Trotsky personally. Trotsky per-
sonally commissioned you to go to the U.S.S.R. to commit a terter-
istic act and warned you io observe strict secrecy. That explains
why yeu made no contacts with any other anembers of the Trots-
kyite organization except Berman-Yurin. Together with Berman-
Yurin, who had received analogous instructions, you made pre-
parations for an atiempt on the life of Comrade Stalin, timing it

for the Seventh Congress in 1935. Thanks to the contacts you had

in the Comintern: you personally gained eniry to the Congress in
order to commit this act, but you failed to do so owing to circum-
stances over which you had ne control.

Fritz David: 1 guestion this last point somewhat, not in order
to minimize my guilt, but simply to present the whole picture.

Vyshinsky: Then let’s say: owing to objective circumstanges?

Fritz David: Owing 1o objective and subjective factors.

Vyshinsky: But you will not deny the charge agamst you that
ymi failed to commit the act because you could not get nearer ta the
platform and had no chance o get near Comrade Stalin?

Fritz David: That was one of the reasons.

Vyshinsky: Yes, one of the reasons, but an obvicus, objective
reason. All the rest is mere psychology.

This concludes the examination of the accused Fritz David.

‘STATEMENT BY COF&RADE VYSHINSKY, STATE ATTORNEY
: " OF THE U.S.S.R.

After the examination of the accused at the evening session of
August 21, Comrade Vyshinsky, Staie Attorney of the U.S.S.R.
makes the following statement:

“At preceding sessions some of the accused (Kamenev, Zinoviev
and Reingold) in their testimony referred to Tomsky, Bukharin,
Rykov, Uglanov, Radek, Pyatakov, Serebryakov and Sokolnikev
as being to a greater or lesser degree involved im the criminal
fcounter-revduti@nary activities for which the accused in the pres-
“ent case are being iried. I consider ii necessary o inform the
Court that yesterday I gave orders to institule amn investigation
of these sialements of the accused in regard o Tomsky, Rykov,
Bukharin, Uglanov, Radek and Pyatakov, and that in accordance

with the results of this investigation the cffice of the State Attorney
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will institute legal proceedings in this matter. In regard fo Sere-
bryakov and Sokolnikov, the investigating authorities are already
in possession of material convicting these persons of counter-revo-
lutionary crimes, and, in view of this, criminal proceedings are
being instituted against Sokolnikov and Serebryakev.”

k3 * *

At the end of the evening session of August 21, the accused
Dreitzer, replying to questions put to him by Comrade Vyshinsky
concerning certain details of the counter-revolutionary activities of
the Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre, déclares that ome of the active
participants in the terroristic work of the Trotskyites was Putna,
an old and active Trotskyite. According to Dreitzer, Putna at one
time ostensibly left the Trotskyites in pursuance of the line of
double-dealing, but actually continued until quite recently to carry
on strictly secret work for: the Trotskyite cenire. In particular,
Dreitzer testifies that Putna had direct contact with Trotsky,
met I N. Smirnov, and in 1932 communicated to Smirnov, through
Dreitzer, Trotsky’s verbal instructions fo organize terrorist groups.
The accused Smirnov tries to deny the fact that Puina participated
in the terroristic activity of the Trotskyites. However, in reply to
questions put to them by Comrade Vyshinsky, the accused Pickel,
Reingold and Bakayev corroboraie Dreitzer’s testimony.

On the conclusion of the examination of the accused, Comrade
Ulrich, President of the Court, declares the court investigation
ended.
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AUGUST 22 (MORNING SESSION)

The President of the Court grants leave to the State Plfoséputor,
Comrade A. Y. Vyshinsky, State Attorney of the U.S.S.R., to ad-
dress the Court.

SPEECH FOR THE PROSECUTION

Vyshinski: Comrades judges, comrades members of the Military
Collegium of the Supreme Court of the Soviet Union: For three days
vou have very carefully and with the greatest attention examined
the evidence and proof submitted to you by the State Prosecution
against the people sitting here in the dock charged with having
committed the gravest crimes against the state, With the greatest
possible care you have subjected to investigalion and judicial
scrutiny every one of these proofs, every faet, every event, every
step taken by the accused, who in the course of many years added
erime to crime in their struggle against the Soviet state, against
the Soviet power, against our Party and against the whole of our
Soviet people.

Horrible and monstrous is the chain of these crimes against
our socialist fatherland; and each one of these crimes deserves
the severest condemnation and severest punishment. Horrible and
monstrous is the guilt of these criminals and murderers, Who
raised their hand against the leaders of our Party, against Com-

. rades Stalin, Voroshilov, Zhdanov, Kaganovich, Orjonikidze, Bos-
" sior and Postyshev, against our leaders, the leaders of the Soviet

state. Monstrous are the crimes perpetrated by this gang which
ot only made preparations to commit terroristic acts, but actually
murdered one of the best sons of the working ‘class, one of the

most devoted to the cause of socialisin, one. of the most belov_ed
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disciples of the great Stalin, the fiery tribune of the proletarian
tevolution, the unforgettable Sergei Mironovich Kirov.

But monstrous as these crimes are, and however profoundly
we may have been stirred and digusted by this nightmare of hor-
rible crime, you, comrades judges, as befits a Soviet court and Soviet
justice, have been weighing and appraising very calmly the facts
which came before you in connection with the criminal activities of
these persons whose names have long ago been covered with con-
ﬂempt and disgrace in the eyes of the whole people.

‘We have now come to the end of our judicial proceedings. We
are making the final summary. We are drawing our last deductions
n preparation, within a few hours, perhaps, o hear your verdict,
the verdict of the Court of the land.of Soviets which demands
and expects from you a just, unfaltering and implacably stern
decision concerning the fate of these people, these contemptible
murderers, these vile and insolent enemies of the land of Soviets,
of the Soviet people. -

We are building a new, socialist society, a new, Soviet state,
ander the difficult conditions of class struggle, amidst the fierce
resistancé of the last remmnants of the exploiting classes which
we have routed and ufterly crushed.

Every step in our progress is ‘accompanied by desperate re-
sistance on the part of our enemies who rouse ‘against us all the
forces of the old world, all the filth, all the scum of the old so-
ciety, who mobilize and throw into the struggle against us the
most criminal, the most hardened, the most incorrigible, decayed
and dishonest elements. .

Lenin taught us that “there has-never been a single deép and
mighty popular movement in history without filthy scum,”* with-
out the bourgeois and petty-bourgeois element fighting against the
Soviet - Government, and resorting not only to the methods of the
Savinkovs, the Gotzes, the Gegechkoris and Kornilovs, of plots
and rebellions, of floods of lies and slander, but also utilizing all the
elements of decay, and embarking upon every possible sordid and
shameful crime.

Comi'ade Stalin warned us that:

. * Lenin, Collected Works, Vol, XXII, p. 457, Russian edition, “Immediate
Fasks of the Soviet Government.”
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“We must bear in mind that the growth of the power of the
Soviet state will increase the resistance of the last remnants of the
dying classes. It is precisely because they are dying, and living
their last days that they will pass from one form of attack to an-.
other, to sharper forms of attack, appealing to the backward. strata
of the population, and mobilizing them against the Soviet power..
“"There is no foul lie or slander that these ‘have-beens’ would not
use against the Soviet power and around which they. would not
ry to mobilize the backward elements. This may give ground for:
the revival of the activities of the 'défeated groups eof: the old
counter-revolutionary parties: the Socialist-Revolutiomaries, the-
Mensheviks, the bourgeois nationalists in the centre and in the outs
lying regions; it may give grounds also for the revival of the
activities of the fragments of counter-revolutionary opposition ele-
ments from among the Trotskyites and the Right deviationists. Of
course, there is nothing terrible in this. But we must bear all this
in mind if we want to put an end to these elements quickly and
-without great loss.”*

Three years ago Comrade Stalin not only foretold the inevitable
resistance of elements hostile to.the cduse: of socialism, but also
foretold the possibility of the revival of Trotskyite counter-revolu-:
tionary groups. This trial has fully and distinctly proved the great
wisdom -of this forecast.

The “herces” .of this trial bhave linked their fate with the
fascists, with the agénis of secret-police departments; these “he-
roes” have lost all scruples and gone to- the uttermost limits of
duplicity and deceit, -¢levated perfidy and treachery to a system,
to the law of their struggle against the Soviet state.

This trial has completely revealed and has once again proved

~".how great and boundless is the rage and hatred of our enemies

toward the great cause of socialism; this trial has shown how in-
sngmﬁcant are‘these enemies who rushed headiong from one crime
to another. A contemptible, insignificant, impotent group of trai-
¥ tors' and murderers thought that by means of their sordid crimes
they could cause the heart of our great people to cease to beat!
This contemptible, insignificant group of adventurers tried with

# Stalin; The Results of the First Five-Year Plan, end of Section VIi.
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their mud-stained feet to trample upon the most fragrant flowers
in our socialist garden.

. These mad dogs of capitalism tried 1o tear limb from limb the
best of the best of our Soviet land. They killed one of the men of
the revolution who was most dear to us, that admirable and won-
derful man, bright and joyous as the smile on his lips was always
bright and joyous, as our new life is bright and joyous. Thy killed
our Kirov; they wounded us close to our very heart. They thought
they could sow confusion.and consternation in our ranks.

To the murderers’ treacherous shot of December 1, 1934, the
whole country replied with unanimous execration. The whole coun-
iry, millions and tens of millicns of people, were aroused and once
again proved their solidarity, their unity, their loyalty to the great
banner of the Party of Lenin-Stalin. The land of Soviets rose up
like an unshakable, iron wall in defense of its leaders, its
guides, for ‘every hair of whose heads these criminal madmen
will answer with their lives. In this boundless love of millions of
toilers for our Party, for its Central Committee, and for our Stalin
and his glorious comrades-in-arms, in this infinite Iove. of the
people lies the strength of the defence and protection of our lead-
ers, the guides of our country and Party, against traitors, murder-
ers and bandits.

Our great fatherland is joyously flourishing and growing.
The fields of innumerable collective farms are rich with a golden
barvest. Thousands of new socialist, Stakhanov factories and
works are pulsating with life. Harmoniously and wonderfuily our
railways are working for the welfare of our fatherland, and from
end to end of the country Krivonoss passenger and freight trains
are speeding over the glistening ribbons of steel. Firm as granite
stands our Red Army, surrounded with the love of the people,
guarding the frontiers of our native land. The names of our won-
derful Bolsheviks, the tireless and gifted builders of our state—
Sergo Orjonikidze, Klim Voroshilov, Lazar Moisseyevich Kaiga-no-
vich, the leaders of the Ukrainian Bolsheviks—XKossior and Pos-
tyskev, and the leader of the Leningrad Bolsheviks, Zhdanov,
are near and dear to the hearts of us and all those who are filled
with filial love for their motherland. With great and unsurpassed
love, the toilers of the whole world utter the name of the
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great teacher and leader of the peoples of the U.S.S.R.—Joseph
Vissarionovich Stalin]

Under the leadership of the Sovict governmeni and our Party,
headed by Stalin, socialism has finally and irrevocably triumphed
in our country. Under the leadership of our Party the proletariat
of our couniry took the implements and means of production from
the capitalists, abolished the capitalist system which is based on
private property, on explocitation, on poverty and slavery.

Under the leadership ot our Party and the Soviet government
the peoples of the U.S.S.R. brought about the great industrialization
of our couniry, increased its means of prodiction tenfold, romit-
plied its national wealth and thersby created the conditions for a
happy and joyous life for all the toilers of the Soviet land of so-
cialistn. The victory of socialism, is first and foremost the victory
of our own Bolshevik Party, of its Leninist-Stalinist general iine,
of its Leninist-Stalinist leadership, of its Central Committee, headed
by the great Stalin.

On the basis of these victories there has been created the in-
destructible union of all the toilers for the further reinforcement
and development of socialism; there has been created and cemented
the union and friendship of all the peoples of the U.S.S.R. for the
building of socialism, for defence against our enemies, against the
enemies of socialism. These victories have completely changed the
entire face of our country, which has been raised to an unpréce-
dented level of economic and cultural development.

These victories have brought the working class of the U.S.S.R.
enormous improvement in their material well-being. It-is mow
many years since unemployment has becn eliminated and the
seven-hour day, against which the “herces” now in the dock always

- persistently and treachercusly fought, has been introduced. Our

couniry has achieved unprecedented succeéses,_impossihﬁe in any
capitalist_country, in developing a mew, really human, soctalist
culture, . .

#  These victories have brought our whele country, évery factory
worker and collective farmer, every office worker and intellgcmal,'
a happy and a well-to:do Iife. And these vittories are the guarantee
of the unity of all the Soviet people with our government, with
our Perty and with its Central Committee. Are not the wide,
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Tass, popular conferences, conceivable only in our:country, of the
leading people-of our factories and works, of our: transport system,
of our cotton -and. sugar. beet fields, of live-stock breeders, of
combu;e and tractor. drivers, of Stakhanovites and Krivonossites
with the leaders of: the Party and the government the best proof
of this indestructible, genume unity and solidarity of the masses
of.the people ‘with, the. great Stalin, with our Central Committee,
with our Soviet government? This is a manifestation of genuine
Seviet, true demotracy! And is not the mighty wave of popular
wrath, now sweeping from one end of the country to the other
against these despicable murderers, a.striking evidence of this:
umty?

'I‘hc Ttotakytte—Zmovwmte Ceritre—A Gang of Contemptzble
: : Tetronsts

Durmg the precedmg days of the tnal these gentlemen {ried
to strike a “noble” attitude.- They, or at all events their leaders,
spoke about their terroristic plot with a certain pose; they sought
and expeeted a pohhcal evaluahon of their crimes, they talked
about pohtmal struggle, about some kmd of polmcal agree-
ments with some kind. of alleged polmcal parties. And although
they adnutted that in reality they had no political platform, that
‘they dld, not even feel the need to draw up a political platform
belcause_,,on_' thex; own a_dm;ssm_n their platforin copld be written
at one"‘sitting, in a couple of hours, nevertheless, they tried to pose
as genuine political figures. They do all they can to make it appear
that they are standing on some political position, bespatiered and
battered perhaps, but pohhcal none the less. These efforts are

merely a false screen to conceal their political emptmess and lack =

of principle. And when they spoke about the interests of the
working class, about the interests of the peopfe, when they will
speak about this, in their speeches in their defence and in their.
last pleas, they will lie as they have lied hitherto, as they,
are lying now, for they fought against the only people’s policy,
against the policy of our.country, against our Soviet policy. Liars
and -clowns; insignificant. pigmies, litfle dogs. snarling. at- an
elephant, this is. what this gang represents!

But-they know how fo use guns, and. therein Ijes the danger 0.
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society. This makes it necessary to adopt special and most seyere
measures against them. To chain them js not enough. We imust
adopt more determined and radical measures against them. Not
political figures, but a gang of murderers and criminals, thieves:
who tried to rob the state, this is what this gang represenist

These gentlemen admitted that they had no program; but they-
<id have some sort of a “pregram.” They had 2 program Both in
home and foreign policy. In their home policy their program could
be put in one word—to murder, It is true that they- prefer to speak
not of murder but of terror. But we must call things by their DBROpEr
names. These gentlemen chose murder as a means of fighting for
power. They were compelled to admit this here themseives, cyn-
ically and openly.

How did these gentlemen reconcife their aileged Msrzisne with
the preaching of ferror and terroristic activity ? In no wise! And
yet these people called themselves Marxisis ot one time! Probably
the accused Zinoviev still considers himself a Marxist. He said here
that Marxzism could nof be recenciled with terrorism; but Marxzism
can explain how they came o terrorism..

During this trial I asked thée accused Reingold how they re-
conciled Marxism with the preaching of ferror and ferrogistic
actmtles, and he said: “In 1932, Zimoviev, in Kamenev’s apart-
ment, in the presence of a mumber of members of the united Trot-
skyite-Zinovievite centre, argued in favour of rssoriing o jervor
as follows: aithough ierror is incompatible with Marzism, at the
preseni moment these considerations must be abandoned. There
are no other methods available of fighting the leaders of the
Party and the government at the present time. Stalin combines in
himself all the strength and firmness of the Party leadership:
Therefore Stalin must be put out of the way in the first place.” Here
you have a reply, frankly cynical, insolent, but absolutely logical.
Here you have the sum and subsiance of Zinoviev's new “philos-
ephy of the epoch.”

Reingold said: “Kamenev enlarged on this theory and said that
the former methods of fighting, namely, atterpts to win the masses.
combinations with the leaders of the Rightists, and banking on ece-
nowmic difficulties, have failed. That is why ihe only method of
struggle available is terrorismz, ferrgrisiic acts againgt Stakin and his
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closest comrades-in-arms, Voroshilov, Kaganovich, Orjonikidze,
Kossior, Postyshev and Zhdanov.” '

This is frank and insolent, but at the same time it is logical
from the point of view of the logic of the class struggle, from the
point of view of the logic of our enemy who is fighting against the
land of socialism.

Without the masses, against the masses, but for power, power
at all costs, thirst for persenal power—this is the whole ideology
of the gang that is now in the dock.

The whole cynical unprincipledness of these people was frank-
ly avowed here by Kamenev. In his explanations before the court
he stated how and on what basis this terroristic conspiracy, as he
called it, was organized.

Kamenev said: “I became convinced that the policy of the
Party, the policy of its leadership, had been victorious in the only
sense in which the political victory in the iand of socialism is pos-
sible, that this policy was recognized by the masses of the toilers.””

This statement is remarkable for its lack of principle and for
its” insolent cynicism: just because “the policy of the Party had
been victorious,” they fought against its leaders.

Kamenev said: “Our banking on the possibility of a split ir
the Party also proved groundless. Two paths remained: either
honestly and completely to put a stop to the struggle against the
Party, or to continue this struggle, but without any hope of obtain-
ing any mass support whatscever, without a political platform,
without a banner, that is to say, by means of individual terror. We
chose the second path.”

The accused Kamenev should have been more consistent: if
he called the first path the path of honest renunciation of the strug-
gle, then he should have called the second path the path of dis-
homnest struggle with dishonest weapons.

He admitied: “We chose this second path. In this we were
guided by our boundless hatred of the leaders of the Party and the
country, and by a thirst for power, with which we were once close-
Iy associated and from which we were cast aside by the course of
historical development.”

The accused Zinoviev said: “At the end of 1932 it became evi-
dent that our hopes had proved false...the fact was that the

124

b

[N

general line of the Party was winning.” “’Hére,”'sajd Zinoviev,
“the complete lack of principle and ideals which brought us to the
bare and unprincipled struggle for power became strikingly ap-
parent.” (Vol. XII, p. 34.)

After this, can we speak with these people in any sort of pol-
itical language? Have we mnot the right to say that we can
speak with these people in one language only, the language of the
Criminal Code, and regard them as cornmon criminals, as incor-
rigible and hardened murderers.

Such was their “program” in the sphere of home policy, if one
may so express it. Formerly, if only out of shame, they gave as
grounds for their struggle against the leaders of the Soviet govern-
ment and the Party, shortcomings, defects and difficulties. Now they
have already thrown off this inask. Now they admit that they had
become convinced ‘that socialism in our country was victorious.
‘They came to terrorism, to murder, because their position had be-
come hopeless, because they realized that they were isolated from
power, from the working class. They came to terrorism because
of ihe complete absence of favourable prospects for them in the
fight for power by other methods and by other means.

Kamenev admitted that the organization of ‘terror was the only
means by which they hoped to come to power and that it was
precisely on this basis. of terroristic strugfgfe that negotiations
which finally resulted in the union of the Trotskyites and Zinov-
ievites were conducted and successfully concluded. Terrorism was
the real basis on which the Trotskyites and Zinovievites united.

Not all of them want to admit that.

Comrades judges, in drawing up your verdxct in your council
chamber you will carefully-—I have no doubt about that—once

" again go over not only the material of the court investigation but

g

also the records of the preliminary investigation and you will
hecome._convinced of the: animal fear with which the accused
tried to évoid 'admitting that terrorism was plﬁecisely.the basis of
their criminal activities.-

That is why Smirnov wriggled so- .much heré. He admits that he
was a member of the centre, he admits that this centre ‘had-adopted
a terroristic line of struggle; he admit¢s that he himself received
from Trotsky the instructions about this terronshe struggle. But

125



at the same time he tries by every means in his power to prove
that he, Smirnov personally, did not adopt terror, did not agree
with it, and he even went so far as to say that he had left the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite terrorist centre or bloc.

I will come back to each one of the accused, including Smirnov,
" and try as fully, carefully and objectively as possible to- analyze
the evidence which proves that they committed the gravest crimes
against the state. At present I merely wish to emphasize once
again that the accused are not political infants, that they are hard-
ened players in the political struggle; they know perfectly well that
they must answer not only for recognizing terror “theoretically”
—for this alone they should bave paid with their heads—but
for having translated this “theoretical” program into the language
of terroristic practice, into the language of practical, criminak
aktivity.

Trotsky, Zinoviev, Kamenev—Sworn Enemies
of the Soviet Union

Terror was the basis of all their activities, it was the basis of the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite union. This was quite unanimously testified
1o by people who were.not directly connected with each other in
thélr underground work. This was' not only admitted here by
Zimoviev and Kamenev, Smirnov and Ter-Vaganyan, Reingold and
Pickel; it was stated also by Berman-Yurin, Fritz David and
' Valentine Olberg, that peculiar citizen of the Republic of Honduras,
paid agent of Trotsky and simultaneously of the German secret
police—the Gestapo. ==

Al these persons, under ihe weight of evidence against them, ~
eould mo longer deny and had to admit that the main, in faet the
only means of struggie against the Soviet government and the
Party which united their criminal activity was terror, murder.

Reingold said: “The Trotskyites and all the members of the
bloc imsisted and agreed on this.” It was precisely ihe removal
through viclence of the leaders of the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet gov-
ermment ihat was the fundamental aim of this Trotskyite -Zinoviev-
#e bloe, which can be guite fairly called, as I called it in the indiet-
ment, an association of political assassins,
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These terroristic sentiments which fornmied the basis of the
organization of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc in 1932-36 were

-perhaps most distinetly and characteristically expressed by the

accused Mrachkovsky, who stated both at the preliminary investi-
gation and at this trial:

“Hopes for the collapse of the policy of the Party must be re-
garded as doomed. The methods of struggle applied up 16" HOW
have not produced positive results. Only one path of struggle re-
mained, and that was the path of femoving by violence the leaders
of the Party and the Government.”. :

Mrachkovsky said: “The principal task is to-put Stalin and thie
other leaders of the Party and the Government out of the way.”

All their bestial rage and hatred were directed against the lead-
ers of our Party, against the Pdlitical Bureau of the Central Com-
mittee; against Comrade Stalin, against his glorious comrades-is-
arms.

It was upon them, headed by Comrade: Stalin, that the main
burden of the struggle against the Zinovievite-Trotskyite undes-
ground organization lay. It was under. their leadership, uridef the
leadership of Comrade Stalin, that great executor and keeper of
Lenin’s will and testament, that the cotntér-revolutionary Trotsky-
ite organization was routed. It was under their leadership, amidst
fierce battles against Trotskyite counter-revolution that TrotskyRe

counter-revolution was finally crushed. -

I thé fighting against this Trotskyite counter-revohition, Coi-

_rade-Stalin developed and undeviatingly carried out Lenih’s teaci-

ings on the building of socialism in cur country, having armed the
vast millions of workers and ¢ollective farmers with these téach-
ings.

That is why the Trofskyites and. Zinovievites, as well as the
other most frenzied counter-revolutionary elements, concentrated
all their efforts and their hatred and rage against socialism on the
leaders of our Party. That is why in March 1932, in a fit of counter-
revoluticnary fury, Trotsky burst out in an open letter with an
appeal to “put Stalin out of the way” (this letter was found between
the double walls of Holtzman’s suit case and figured as an exhibit
in this case). ' ) :

Trotsky addressed this despicable appesl with still greater
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frankness to a nmumber of his disciples abroad whom he had
recruited as assassins to be sent to the U.S.S.R. for the purpose
of organizing terroristic acts and attempts on the lives of the
leaders of our Soviet state and our Party. This was related in
detail here by the accused Fritz David. He stated that in Novem-
ber 1932 he had a conversation with Troisky during which
Trotsky said literally the following: “Now there is no other way
out except the removal by violence of Stalin and his adherents.
Terror against Stalin—that is the revolutionary task. Whoever is
a revolutionary—his hand will not tremble.” (Vol. VIIL, p. 62.) For
this purpose Trotsky recruited high-strung persons, impressing

upon them that they must commit this counter-revolutionary act

as if it were some sort of “historic mission.”

Berman-Yurin testified here that Troisky systematically and
repeatedly said: “Until-Stalin is removed by violence, there will be
no possibility of changing the policy of the Party; in the fight
against Stalin we musi not hesitate to adopt extreme measures—
Stalin must be physically desiroyed.”

Friiz David and Berman-Yurin discussed with Trotsky the
assassination of Stalin. They accepted Trotsky's commission and
took a number of practical steps to carry it out. Does not this in
itself deserve the sternest punishment provided for by our law——
death by shooting?

Fritz David, Berman-Yurin, Reingold, V. Olberg, and L
Smirnov himself have in fact uiterly exposed Trotsky’s role in
this matier. Even Smirnov, who stubbornly denied that he took
any part in the terrorisiic activities of the Troiskyite-Zinovievite
centre, could not help admitting that he personally had received
the directions on individual terror against the leaders of the Sov-
fet government and the C.P.S.U. im 193{ from Trotsky's son, Se-
dov, that these directions on ferror were confirraed by Trotsky in
1932 in the instructions brought from sbroad by Gaven and con-
veyed to Smirnov. Smirnov tried to alleviate the gravity of his own
position by stating that the instruction on ferror which he had re-
ceived from Sedov was Sedov’s personal attitude. But this is a
worthless explanation. It is obvicus to everyone that Sedov was no
authority whatever for Smirnov. Ter-Vaganyan and Mrachkovsky
eoeroborated this here when they said that had they thought that
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the direction on terror came from Sedov they would have spat
upon it with supreme contempt.

The accused Ter-Vaganyan, one of the principal organizers of
the united centre, confirmed that Smirnov, while abroad, really
did receive from Trotsky instructions to adopt terror. Ter-
Vaganyan merely veiled his evidence by substituting for the word
terror the phrase: “sharp struggle against the leaders of the
C.P.S.U.” Later, however, he had to decipher this and to admit
that these were instructions, the content of which was terrorism
and terrorism alone.

Finally, you heard the witness Safonova whose confroatation
with the accused has probably left a deep impression upon the
memories. of everyone present in this court. At this confroniation,
Safonova, ‘whose case is being taken up separately because the
investigation is still continuing, fully confirmed that Smirnov
received from Trotsky instructions on individual terrer through
Sedov in 1931, and later through Gaven.

On the basis of these facts we can take it as absolutely estab-
lished that it was precisely Trotsky’s instructions on terrerism that
served as the basis Tor the development of the terroristic activities
of the united centre. Trotsky’s instructions to organize & united
centre and to adopt terrorism were accepted by the Troiskyite un-
derground organization. Zinoviev and Kamenev, the leaders of the
Zinovievite section of the bloc, arrived at the same idea and also
accepted Trotsky’s instructions” as the basis of the activities of the
united centre and underground organizations.

These bitter and ingrained enemies could not iock calmly an
the growing prosperity of our people, of our country, which had

" emerged onto the highroad of socialism.

The US. S.R. is achieving victory. The U.S.S.K. is bullding
socialism, in the U.S.S.R. socialism is triumphant, and because of
that their hatred towards the Central Commitiee, fowards Stalin
and the government to whom the country owes this victory, of
whom the country is proud, grows more and more.

From their gloomy tinderworld Trotsky, Zinoviey and Kamenev
issue the despicable call: Put out of the way, killi The undes-
ground machinery begins to work, knives are sharpendéd, revolvess
" gre loaded, bombs are charged, false documents are written and
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fabricated, secret comnections are established with the German
political peolice, people are sent to their posts, they engage in
revolver practice, and finally they shoot and kiil.

That is the main thing! The counter-revolutionaries not only
dream of terror, they not only devise plans for a terroristic plot,
or for terroristic attempts, they not only prepare to commit these
foul ¢coimes, they commit them, they shoot and killl

The main thing in this trial is that they transformed their
counter-revolutionary thoughts into counter-revolutionary deeds,
their counter-revolutionary theory into counter-revolutionary ter-
roristic practice; they not only talk about shooting, they shoot,
shoot and killl

That is the main thing. They killed Comrade Kirov, they were
getting ready to kill Comrades Stalin, Voroshilov, Kaganovich, Or-
jomikidze, Zhdanov, Kossior and Postyshev. This is what we are
'ilrying these people for, these organizers of secret murder, these
certified murderers.

And that is why we demand that the Court judge them as
severely as our Soviet law commands, judge them as our socialist
conscience demands.

Murder——this is the whole “program” of the home policy of
these people.

What was their foreign policy?

Here the shades of the dead arise, here the old “Clemenceau
theses” are revived, here the cloven hoof of Trotsky agam becomes
visible,

Trotsky's letter received by Dreitzer contained -three brief
points: 1) put Stalin and Voroshilov out of the way; 2) unfold
work of organizing nuclei in the army; 3) in the event of war, take
adyantage of every setback and possible confusion to seize the
leadership.

This is avowed banking on defeat,

This is the old Clemenceau thesis, but in a new version, edited
by the nnited centre of the Troiskyite-Zinovievite terroristic bloc.

Fritz David stated during the preliminary investigation and
confirmed it in this Court (and it fully conforms with a number
of historical documents, the evidence of other accused and the very
nature of the task which confronted Trotsky, Zinoviev and Ka-
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menev), that in one of his conversations with Trotsky the latter
asked him: “Do you think this discontent will disappear in the
event of a war between the Soviet Union and the Japanese?” (He
referred to the discontent which he thought existed in our coun-
try.) “No, on the contrary,” said Trotsky, “under these conditions
the forces hostile to the regitne will try to unite, and in that case
our task will be to unite and take the lead of these disconiented
masses, to arm them and lead them against the ruling | bureaucrats”
(Vol. VIII, p. 61).

Trotsky repeated this in his letter of 1932 (evidenily this is his
idée fize) and in a conversation with Berman-Yurin.

Berman-Yurin stated: “In connpection with the international
situation at that time Trotsky told me that the task of demoralizing
our military forces was of particular importance, for in the event
of a war against the Soviet Union large masses would be called up
to the army.” Trotsky and the Trotskyites together with the Zin-
ovievites calculated on being able to influence these masses very
casily. “Trotsky said to me literaliy the following,” added Berman-
Yurin: “ ‘We will defend the Soviet Union provided the Stalin
leadership is overthrown’ ” (Vol. IV, p. 100).

Such was their program in foreign policy!

Perhaps this is all an invention? Perhaps Fritz David and
Berman-Yurin just gave rein to their fantasy? Perhaps this is all
a pack of lies, an invention, the irresponsible chatter of the accused
who are trying to say as much as they can against the others in
order to mitigate their own ultimate fate? Nol This is not an in-
vention, not fantasy! It is the truth! Who does net know that
Trotsky, together with the accused Kamenev and Zinoviev now in

_the dock, several years ago proclaimed the “Clemenceau thesis,”

that they said' that it was necessary, in the event of war, to wait
until the enemy had got within a distance of 80 kilometers of Mos-
cow and then to rise in arms against the Soviet government, to
pverthrow it. This is an historical fact. It cannot be denied. And
‘that is why it must be admitted that the evidence given by Berman-
Yurin and Fritz David in this connection corresponds to the truth.

Such was the “foreign policy” program of these people. For
this program alone our Soviet people will hang these traitors op
the very first gates! And it will serve them right!



L ponvie-gealing,  Leception. ang rovocation—I-ne Prmclpaf

_undergro 1d “bloc ‘to seize power by ny means, the"members of
this blo¢ w1de1y practlsed double-dealing as ‘théir prmmpa] ‘method
m. theu- relatlons w1th the Party and the Gov ernment They trans-

said conforms to the loglc of thmgs

i “‘Fhe! ‘mainithing:-during.. an_,lnvesjjgg\étidg;”
‘instructing:his-accomplices, “‘is to -deny :
‘organization; arguing:that terror is. mcompatlble »thh-the views:of
- Bolsheviks-Marxists”  (Vol. XXVIL,; p.: 112}

) “Trotsky also recommended that in: ..the:véw}'ent»;_p ia rterroristic
“act being committed, -they: should. dissociatezthenisélves. from- the
Trotskyite ‘organization and- take up' a position: analogous to that
taken by the " Cenifral’ ‘Committee ‘of -the ‘Socialist:Revolutionaries
toward Madam Kaplan who shot"at:Vladimir“Ilyich*(Lenin). We
know what that means. We remember that after ‘Kaplan fired-her
treacherou bullet at Lenin;‘the CenIIal Com ee of the Socmllst-

+said. Zinoviev in

profoundly secret plot we reg, ,ded urse el s”'.Marxlsts and

remembering the formula ‘insurrection is an art,’ altered it to suit
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our purposes and declared that ‘plotting against the Party, against
Stalin, is an art.’ ”

The masters of this “art” are now sitting in the dock. I will not
say that they are highly skilled masters. They are unskilled mas-
ters. Nevertheless, they managed to do their despicable work. What
did their “art” consist of? The foremost part of their plan was by
every possible means to mask their truly criminal faces.

This perhaps is one of the most striking cases in history when
the word mask acquired its real meaning: these people put masks
on their faces, adopted the pose of repentant sinners who had:
broken with the past, who had abandoned their old erring ways

- and mistakes which grew into crime.

It is characteristic that precisely at the time when the united
Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre ‘was intensifying its activities to the
itmost, when these terroristic activities reached their highest point
of development, when they were advancing to the consummation
of the despicable murder of Comrade Kirov, it was precisely at that
period that Zinoviev sent a letter of repentance to the Central
‘Commitiee. In this letter dated May 8, 1933, that is to say, when
the preparations for terroristic acts were at their helght, Zinoviev
not only renounced all his past mistakes, but hypocritically vowed
his Ioyalty to socialism and to the Party.

During the very days in which he was preparing to strike a
treacherous blow at the very heart of the Party, preparing a terror-
istic act against Comrade Stalin, this criminal who, like all those
sitting in the dock at the present time, had lost every semblance of
a Human being, ended his letier with the following words:

“I ask you to believe that I am speaking the truth and
nothing but the fruth. I ask you to restore me o the ranks
of the Party and to give me an opportunity of working for

il the common cause. I give my word as a revolutionary that
I will be the most devoted member of the Party, and will do
all I possibly can at least to some extent to atone for my guilt
before~the Party and its Central Committee.”

+ We know now what these words were worth, we know that
Zinoviev did all he possxbly couid to damage the Party and the
work of building socialism in our country, to damage the cause
of the whole international Communist movement.
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‘On June 16, 1933, he published an article in Pravda entitled
“Two Parties.” He publishes an article in the Central Organ of cur
Party in which he does everything to prove his loyalty to the
Party, roundly condemns opportunisin and sings hallelujahs to
the victories  achieved by the Party.

This was on. May 8 and June 16, that is o say, in the summer
of 1933. And in that very summer of 1933, as has now been defin-
itely established, at a conference of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite cen-
4re, Zineviev instructs Bakayev to start the praclical realization of
measures of terrorism.

Zinoviev was indignant with Smirnov here when the latter
reproached him for telling lies. Smirnov himself did not utter a
single word of truth here, but he reproached Zinoviev for telling
lies. Zinoviev was offended and said that the difference between
bim and Smirnov was that he, Zinoviev, “had firmly decided at
this last moment to speak the whole truth, whereas Smirnov had
evidently taken a different decision.”

Permit me, comrades judges, to wara you against this statement
of Zinoviev’s. Do not believe that he is really speaking the whole
truth here. ”

At the Leningrad trial Dn January 15-16 Zinoviev and Kamenev
performed not at all badly in one of the scenes of their cunning,
perifidious ‘masquerade. While giving evidence at the trial on

" January 15-16, 1935, Kamenev wanted fo create the impression
that he was an enemy who had finally and sincerely laid down
-his arms and was telling all that was in his heart against the govern-
ment and the Party. He then recalled some cpisode in which Zinov-
icv concealed something of what was said in a conversation with
Trotsky. In a voice of pathos and “unfeigned” indignation Kamen-
ev reproached Zinoviev for having concealed this fact, for not
speaking the truth.

But at that very time Kamenev himself, and Zinoviev, tried to
deeeive us, to deceive the Court and the whole country by stating
that they had hed no connection whatever with the murder of
Sergei Mironovich Kirov. Then, as now, literally in the same words
that were uftered yesterday, Zinoviev and Kamenev vowed that
they were speaking the whole truth. It may be said that for Kamen-

&v and Zinoviev the irial of January 15-18, 1835, was a sort of-
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. of the Civil War, that Is what hepy

rehearsal of the present trisl, whith they 34 noR czpsd pethaps,
but which they did not escape uny more than they vould escape
from fale.

I will come back to the “remarkable” evideics given.al the trial
in Leningrad. I mention # now only fn order fo warn you, amd
through you, through the Court, to wam ihe whole cous frw, nol
only against Kamenev and Zinoviev, but against gl other double.
dealers, all other traitors whom unfoerinnately we still have in our
ranks and who talk about their repentonce, whe dissocizie them-
selves, and mask themselves, in order the better fo thrust their
knife into the back of the Party, of cur country, of our great cause,

‘Not the slightest confidence must be placed in these certified
and hardened deceivers!

They themselves understand that they do net deserve =amy
confidence. While ezamining Zinoviev 1 asked him: “Are you
speaking the whole fruth now?” And he snswered: “Now I am
speaking the whole iruth io the very end.”

But what proof is there of this? How can we believe them
when they have surpassed ali conceptions of perfidy, cunning, de-
ceit and treachery?

Zinoviev carried this perfidy fo such jengths that afier the
murder of Sergei Mironovich Kirsv he sent an obitnary notce to
Pravde. The only thing he said here about fhat was: “That obit-
wary was not published as far as [ remember.” 4nd that is ail.

Here is the cbituary; I have it in my hand. Zinoviev dated #,
if I am not mistaken, the 4ih or 7th of December, most probably
the 4th of December. )

You, Zinoviev, gave this Gbiuary notice on Comrade Kirov the
title “The Beacon Man.” How did you start the obituary notise
which you intended for ﬁhe press, and which, consseguently, was
to become public property

“This could be observec‘i

)

voughout fhe 17 yeavs of eyr rev-
otution, at every moment when the enemy contrived io sivike
blow 2t the Bolsheviks. . .. That fs what happencd when ike
enemy succeeded in s@rikmg e palpable blow on the baitlefelds
ned . . ele, ete.

And further on Zinoviev Wmﬁc—m “The gried of the Parly is
the grief of the whole people, of all the pooples of the USSR
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The Party’s mourning is the mourning of the whole of our
great country. . . . The whole people have felt the bitterness of be-

reavement.”
It is true that the bitterness of bereavement and anger

against the treacherous shot was felt by the whole country. That
feeling was really shared by the whole country, young and old.

But to what extent does this concern you?

“The foul murder of Sergei Mironovich Kirov has in truth
roused the whole Party, the whole of the Soviet Union.” “The
loss of this beloved and dear man has been felt by all as the
loss of one who is nearest and dearest of all. . . .”

This is what you, the accused Zinoviev, wrote in _this ter-
rible and disgraceful article. Why did the Party lose this near
and infinitely dear S. M. Kirov, accused Zinoviev? The Party
lost this man who was so near and dear to us because you, the
accused Zinoviev, killed him, you killed him with your own
hands, your hands are stained with Kirov’s blood! . . .

“Beloved son of the Party,” you wrote. What insolent sacri-
legel ' ' : .

“A son.of the working class—this is what this Beacon Man
was,” “our dear, deep, strong. . .. One could not help believing
him, one could not help loving him, one could not help being proud
of him.”

This is what Zinoviev wrote, exceeding all bounds of cyn-
icism! '

Such is this man. He loved him, he was proud of him, and he
killed him! The miscreant, the murderer, mourns over his vic-
tim! Has anything like it ever oceurred before?

What can one say, what words can ‘one use fully to de-
scribe the utter baseness and loathesomeness of this: Sacrilegel
Perfidy! Duplicity! Cunningi _

It was you, Zinoviev, you who with your sacrilegious hand
extinguished this beacon, anid you began publicly and hypocri-
tieally. to tear your hair in’ order to deceive the people.

Whom did you Xill? You killed 4 magnificent Bolshevik,
& passionate iribune, a man who was dangerous to you, a man
who fought devotedly for Lenin’s testament and against you.
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You killed this man in a flash of time by the bullet fired by
the despicable hand of Nikolayev, and two or three days after
wgrds you sent an article to the Pravda in which you wrote
about the “extinguished beacon.” Where shall we find the word
with which to appraise this despicable trick! I can not find the
words in my vocabulary!

We will now pass to Kamenev, the second pillar of the so-
cz'ﬂled Zinovievite group, this hypocrite “in an ass’s skin,” as he
himself expressed it ai the Seventeenth Congress of the Party.

I ask the Court to pay atiention to the articles Kamenev pub-
lished in 1933. Kamenev. wrote these articles almost simuitaneouslf
with those written by Zinoviev by mutual agrecment. Kamenev
p}lh’lished an article in Pravda in which he, like Zinoviev, renounced
his past erring ways, condemned his own mistakes and said that
“the man who had fought Lenin for decades became the most im-
portant figure in the opposition,” etc., ete. “Ii is clear,” wrote
Kamenev in this article of May 25, 1933, “that the resistance io the
pOIi_cy héaded by Comrade Stalin was based on the premises which
made members of the Party in October 1917 come out as the op-
ponents of the policy of Lenin.” Weeping and greaning, Kamenev
tr_ied to prove that he had broken off relations with his old friends
and concluded his article with an appeal to all of them to abanden
all resistance which was interfering with the work of building so-
cialism.

This was in May 1933. And in the summer of 1933, after
the return of Kamenev and Zinoviev from exile, a meeting of

_ the Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre was held in Zinoviev’s apartment
- -for the purpose of organizing terroristic acts against the leaders
of the Party and the Soviet government.

‘When }{ame'nev was asked about this here, his repliés were
curt. The following dialogue took place between me and him,
avhich I will take the liberty to repeat. I asked:

“What appraisal should be given the articles and statements
you wrote in 1933, in which you expressed loyalty to the Party?
Deception? .

“Ramenev: ‘No, worse than deception.’

“Vyshinsky: ‘Perfidy ?’
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“Hameney: *Worsel®

“Vyshinsky: ‘Worse than decepiion; worse than perfidy—find
the word. Treasom?

“Kameney: ‘You have found the word

17 2

Later on he said that bhe mot only did this in agresment

with Zinoviev, but that it was all done in fulfilment of the plam
- #p seize power that had been drawn up beforeband, which plan was
combined. with the necessity of winning confidence.

There Is a small detail which is of some importamee for
defamng the moral, or, if you will, the ideological level of the
gecused Kamenev, for characterizing hxs nntez‘esw at the iime,
for characterizing some of his moral premises.

I would like 1o mention.omne of the bocks of Machxaveh
{Vpl 5y, It was published in 1934 by the “Academia” Publish-
mg House, of which Kamenev was then the head, and has
& preface by Kamenev, 1§ is a very interesting book. It was
written in E;he 16th century. The author wrote it for a prince

wuct hiza in the art of governing the state’ in ac-
mz‘é'mae with his princely interests. Machiavelli wrote: “You must
kpow ihat there are iwo ways of centending, by law and hy
force: the fir st is proper io men; the second to beasts.

“Bui because many limes the frst is insufficiens, recourse
must be had to the second. A prince must possess the mature
of both beast and man.”

This pleased Kamenev .very mmch, and in his short pref-
ace to ihis book he wrele the following interesiing words: “A
master of political aphoristn and a brilliant diafectician. ...”
{According to Hamenev Machiavsii was a dialectician! This
hardened schemer furns out {o be a dialeciician]) “A master
of political sphorism. : . . A fine aphorissm indeel(ii Machia-
velid wrote: 1o fight by means of laws is characteristic of men,
i fight by means of force is characteristic of the Deast; pursue
this bestial policy and- you, says Machiavelli, will achieve’ your
goal. And thiy the accused Kamenev calls being a “master of
political sphorism.”

. _ Let us hear what Kamenev writes further: “. . . A dialec-

TE,ia?m.ira who from his cbservations had formed the ﬁ"wm opinien

$hat g eoncepis of the criteria of good and evil, of the per-
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missible and impermissible, of the lawful and criminel wers
relative. . . .” Evidently, according to Kamenev, this is digiec-
tics: mixing up what is criminal with what is not criminel, the
lawful with the unlawful, good with evi} is & new “Mmian" -
terpretation of dialectics & la Machiavelli,

“Machiavelli,” wrote Kamenev in 1934, “made his treatise
into an astonishingly sharp and expressive catalogue of the
rules by which the ruler of his time was to be guided in order
{o win power, to hcld it and victoriously to withstand any

_ attacks upon it.” You had a good teacher, Kamenev, but you,

and you must be given credltJ for tl:us, have excelled your
teacher.

Further on you write in _this preface: “This is far from
being the sociclogy of power, but from this prescription thers
magnificently stand out the zoolaglcal features of the struggle
for power in the society of slave owners based cn the rule of
the rich minority over the toiling majority.”

That is so. But you wanted to employ in our society the
methods of struggle and the principles of siruggle that were
worthy of slave owners; you wanted to apply them against
our society, against socialism. You write: “Thus, this secretary

- of the Florentine ‘hankers and their- ainbassador st the ‘Pope’'s
Court, by accident or design, crested a shell of tremendeus
explosive force which disturbed the minds of rulers for centu-
ries. .” You, Kamenev, adopted the rules of Machiavelli,
you dcveloped them fo the utmost point’ of umscrupulousness
and immorality, you modernized them and perfected them.

I do not ask you, comrades judges, to regard this book. as

“Tmaterial evidence in this case. I am not using this book to

prove that the accused are guilty of the -crimes of which they
are charged. I smply thought it necessary to devote a few min-
utes of attention to this circumstance, in order io show ihe
ideological source from which Kamenev and Zinoviev obtaimed
their susienance at that time—these men who even now, at
this trial, try to preserve their noble pose'of Marxists capabie
of thinking and arguing in - conformity with the principles of
Marxism.

-Drop this clownish farce! Tear the mask from your fages:
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once and for alll Here Kamenev calls Machiavelli’s book a
shell of enormous explosive force. Evidently Kamenev and Zinov-
iev. wanted to use’ this .shell to blow up our socialist father-
land. ‘They .miscalculated! And although Machiavelli was a
puppy and a yokel compared with them, nevertheless, he was their
spiritudl preceptor. “Machiavellism,” and Azefism served you as
the source of your activities and your crimes. Now this has
been exposed by Zinoviev and Kamenev themselves: murder,
cunning, perfidy and masquerade were the principal, decisive
methods in their criminal activities. '

Yesterday; Zinoviev and Kamenev, frankly if eynically, ad-
mitted that this entered into the plan of their activities. This
was testified to' by Reingold, this was teslified to by others of
the accused, and I think that a sufficiently exhaustive charac-
terization of these methods is contained in the materials which
I. have presented. Summing up this part of my speech, I can
say that the Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre was organized on a ter-
rorist basis and had its’ program, a very primitive and simple
one, it is true, expressed in only a few words, a program which
did’' not even need for drafting the two hours to which the
accused themselves contemptuously referred. Their program of
home ‘policy was confined to murder; their program of foreign
policy was_confined to the defeat of the U.S.S.R. in war; their
method was perfidy, cunning and tfreason.

The Countét-Revqu_tic‘mary Terroristic Activities of Lhe
- Trotskyites-Zinovievites are Fully Proved

I' now ‘pass to the second part of my speech for the prose-
cution, to the practical activities of the so-called united centre
and to ‘the characterization of the role of each of the accused
in this criminal conspiracy against the Soviet government.

"'Theré :is hot the slightest doubt that the union of the Zinov-
ievite' and “Trotskyite counter-revolutionary - groups which took
place in the autumn of 1932 arose and grew strong on the soil
and on' the basis' of -the mutual recognition of terror as the sole
dnd- decisive method in the struggle for power—a struggle which
was then the fundamental and principal task of the Trotskyites
and Zinovievites.
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“An’ qrga}q;zatlon ex1sted ‘An underorotmd conter-revolutionary
terrorist group :sted “Existéd and funetioned. However -much’
Smu'nov may try'to deny thls here, he will not' succeed The facts’
aré too strorg; the facts ‘are too” numierous; We, the prosecution,
have every ground for asserling that an underground;: counter-
revolutionary; Trofskyite:Zinovievite group existed, that this ter-
rorist organization was created, that it ‘was created precisely as a
terrorist organization, that it‘developed its activities precisely as
terroristic activities;.-that: it prepared for"ter.rori_stic,aitempts at
assassination.and that, to.our great misfortune and horror, one of
these altempts was successful. The foul murder of S rgei. erono—
vich Kirov on December 5 1934, was commitfed bj' {his, orgamza- A
ible of the crimes which t"LS orgamzahon i

succeeded in, commlitmg

~odn January 1935 we.. trled the Moscow centre in. connectlon
w:th the trial of the Lemngrad centre which. took place a little be-;
fore that, about two weeks before, and as & result of which L.

Nikolayev, Kotolynov, Rumyantsev, Sossitsky and a number of

others were convicted and shot. At that time we did not yet know
who were the real authors, instigators and participants in this

monsirous crime. But we were on the right track. The investiga-
tion directed by the People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs
proceeded along the true and correct trail of exposing the real

organizers of this crime, although the amount of evidence avail-

able at that time did not enable us to make a direct charge against

Kamenev, Zinoviev, Evdokimov and Bakayev of organizing this
murder, of guiding this murder, of committing this murder.

The verdict in the case of the so-called Moscow centre in which
Kamenev, Zinoviev, Evdokimov and several others played the
principal roles merely said in regard to the role they played that
they had fanned the terrorist sentiments of their accomplices, that
they had created the objective soil upon which this crime inevitably
had to grow up and did grow up.

Being absolutely objective, the investigating and prosecuting
authorities did not then charge Kamenev, Zinoviev, Evdokimov
and Bakayev with direcily instigating, directly organizing this
murder. The indictment stated that the investigating authorities’
had not established their direct participation. Nevertheless, all the
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materials in the possession of the investigating authorities per-
mitted them to say that these people—Kamenev, Zinoviev, Bakayev
and Evdokimov—were closely connected with this crime and, as
they themselves expressed it, had to bear complete moral and
political responsibility for it.

In conformity with this Kamenev, Zinoviev, Evdokimov and
Bakayev were given in the Moscow cenire case a relatively
Taild sentence—only deprivation of liberty. '

. Kamenev, Zinoviev, Evdokimov and Bakayev did all they pos-
sibly could to misrepresent the real state of affairs, to shield the
real organizers and accomplices in the crime. They fried to make it
appear that they had had no hand in this sordid and despicable
affair. Speaking in lofty style, they declared that the counter-revo-
Iution had chosen them as the instrument of its criminal act-
ivity, It was not they whe had chosen counter-revolution as the
instrument of their struggle, it was counter-revolution which had

“chosen them as its instrument. ... ‘

Zinoviev, Kamenev, Bakayev and Evdokimov did all they
could to assert and prove that they could not bear more respon-
sibility for this foul murder than moral and political responsibility;
but they declared that they were fully and honestly prepared to
bear this responsibility, and admitted the correctness and the
justness of the charges brought against them within those limits.

During the trial on January 15-186, 1935, Zinoviev said: “There
are many of us sitting in the dock, more than fifteen persons, each
with a different biography. Among us there are many who have
belonged to the working class movement for many years. Much of
whai they have done they did because they had confidence in me,

and for that, of course, I must torture myself. The task that I see

confronting me at this stage is to repent fully, frankly and sin-
cerely, before the court of the working class, of what I understood
to be a mistake and a crime, and to say’ it in such a way that it
should all end, once and for all, with this group.”

1 have already said that this statement of Zinoviev’s was a pose,
a manceuvre, a tactical move. _

This-is the way criminals always behave. Accused of murder
and robbery, they plead guilty only to robbery. Actused of rob-
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bery, they plead guilty only io larceny. Accused of larceny, they
plead guilty only to receiving siolen goods. These are ’aih; usual
tricks of criminals: charged with graver crimes, they plead
guilty to lesser crimes. It is a trick to wipe out the traces of the
f:rime committed, counting on the credulity of people who still,
in many cases, even in criminal cases, show some.confidemce in
criminals.

This was the position taken up by Zinoviev. An analogous posi-
tion was taken up—and this they will not deny—by Kamenev,
Evdokimov and Bakayev. Caught in 1935, almost red-handed,
these people admitted responsibility for the minor crime in order
to evade responsibility, real responsibility, for the major crime.

Zinoviev talked about making a “frank and sincere” confession,
but He did not really do that. Actually, they did all they counld o
shield their accomplices from the hand of Soviet justice, to leave
themselves some reserves, in order at the necessary moment to use
these reserves against our Party, agdinst the leaders of our country.

This explains the whole position tai;en'up by Zinoviev, Ka-
menev, Evdokimov and Bakayev at the Leningrad trizl on Jan-
nary 15-16, 1935. “It is true,” said Zinoviev, “that we are being
tried on objective features.”” He said that he did not know many of
the people who were with him in the dock at thiat time. Zinoviev, it
would appear, did not know either Evdokimov, or Geriik, or Ka- .
menev, or Sakhov. ... Zinoviev said that subjectively they were
“loyal’” to the working class.

Zinoviev even had the effrontery to allege that he and his 15
accomplices were subjectively loyal to the working class and did

. not want to take the path of counter-revolution, but chjectively
things turned out the other way. Why did things turn out ihe other
way? I would like the accused Zinoviev in his speech in defence
to say hoyy_ it happened that although he was subjectively loyal to

#the working class, objectively it turned out the other way. This

“cannot be the case; such things do not happen. If, objectively, it
really turned out that way, it was only because your subjective
loya}ty to the mevolwtion, accused Zinoviev, was false and rot-
ten! What\ were you thinking about when you said these things?
I ask you to tell us about that teo, in your speech in defence.
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In your fight against the Soviet government you armed youf-
self not only with rage but with firearms, You carried out your
criminal designs in practice. You yourself spoke about duplicity,
but you spoke about it in such a way as to conceal the fact that
even at that moment you were continuing the policy of duplicity.

You said: “I am accustomed to feel that I am a leader; for me,
persenally, that played an enormous role.” You said:

“T am accustomed to feel that I am a leader, and it goes with-
out saying that I should have known everything. If I am removed
from the leadership, it is either an injustice, or a misunderstand-
ing, or for a few months. This is no ‘justification, but I am telling
vou all I think, and thereby I am extracting from my body the

Xast splinter of the crimes that are being unfolded here.”

Zinoviev extracted the “last splinter” at the Leningrad trial. . . .
No! He did not do_that! He left that splinter, and not only that one,
but several, in the bbdy of our socialist country in order to con-
tinue to prepare for and commit the gravest crimes. -

Yeu said: o

. I did not think otherwise: how can I be without my circle,
without knowing everything, without being in the very heart of
politics,” ete.?

That was the thought that was torturing you—you thought that
nothing could happen without you. ... Your position in the past
was determined by deeds, just as your present position is deter-
mined by your deeds. Approaching the question as to whether there
was a centre, you said: Of course there was one up to 1929. You

tried to assert that there was no centre in the subsequent years,
that strictly speaking it did not function after 1929. That was de- "=~

cepiion. The old Zinovievite centre was transformed into the

centre of the united Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc. It was reor-’

ganized, it became somewhat stronger because several groups
were consolidated. In 1932 it began to develop its activities on a
wider scale. In 1933 it displag'red particular activity, it prepared
for a number of terroristic acts, and in 1934 it committed one of
them.

Zinoviev said, “this is not the centre that existed in 1926-27,”
gnd that he had no connection whatever with this centre. How did
Zinoviev then put the question of connection with the Leningrad
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centre? He said that “there was a group consisting of Kotolynov,
Mandelstamm, Myasnikov and others.” An important role wa.;
played by Kotolynov, which, Zinoviev alleges, he learned from ihe
mdlctment in the case of Kirov’s mirrder.

- Zinoviev wanted to assert that he learned about one of the
organizers of the Lenirigrad terronst group only from the indici-
ment!

Was that really the case? No, it was not Zmowev sent Ba.kayev
to Leningrad to esta.bhsh contacts with the kaolayev-Kotolvnov
group and to mvestxgate how leolayev Kotolynov Mandel-
stamrz and others were preparing to commlt the crime,

_Here again we have deceit, lies, again camquﬂagei

“We sought rapprochement with ‘them.” Ak'éad in 1985, jp
spite of all the camouflage, Zmowev had to admit th hﬁq
sought rapprochement ‘with Kotolynov and leoiayev, aml‘ﬁhsi
he found this rapprochement. Now this has been. established with
absolute precision.

Zinoviev related that in 1932 he met Levin, who was shm,m
1935 in connection with the murder of Comrade Ku‘gv, and added:
“We did not talk about organization. Nor was there any nged fog
this: my hints were understood, I-was an authority fer. hxm and:
he was an authority forme; I knew that this man of the- lengder-
less group’ would do what we told him.” This, too, contains @ mump-
ber of half hints and half ‘admissions; which BRky: aubaequemﬁy,
after a number of clues exposing Zineyiev had been collected, mede
it possible to ensure Zinoviev's full confession ¢4 his part in. this
crime. Now Zinoviev no longer conceals the fags m&mf&rday

_ Bakayev tried very hard to m,mxmzze, .

Already in January 1935, in conmectiom’iiith ‘the«Moscow
centre case, Zinoviev admitted that Viadimir mmm&&
larly intimate with Bakayev, But yesterday
g :mze this intimacy, to minimize it by stating shet he &d. m&@
“to meet Levin in Leningrad for conspirative, tefroristic: pu@em
But these were the only purposes possible, whess stich s’ iritisscy
existed. All the time he tried to impress: expange the words'“for this
purpose” from the evidenice and the indictmdiit, No. Bakeyev, we'
shall not expunge those words; they canneét b¢ expanged ‘Beshu
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you went there “for this purpose,” as an expert, an expert in terror-
ism, and your journey was not accidentall

Why did not Zinoviev send Reingold, Pickel or even Evdoki-
mov to Leningrad? Why did Zinoviev choose Bakayev and no
other to negotiate with the Leningrad group, with the group that
was to murder Comrade Kirov? I find the reply to that question
in Zinoviev’s evidence, and partly in that of Bakayev, at the trial
on January 15-16, 1935. Zinoviev’s choice fell on Bakayev because
Bakayev was most closely connected with Levin, who was the
representative of the Zinovievites in Leningrad, who was the leader
of the Leningrad terrorist underground organization, as he him-
self admitted before the Military Collegium, last year. We also find
confirmation of this in Zinoviev’s evidence: “Bakayev knew him
particularly closely, he was one of the important organizers of the
anti-Party struggle in Leningrad. . . .” :

Accused Zinoviev, was it only anti-Party struggle? It was an
anti-Soviet struggle, a counter-revolutionary struggle, a struggle
which by its very nature bore an openly counter-revolutionary,
anti-state, anti-Soviet character!

Zinoviev went on to say: “I did not give him any instructions.”
Well, you know this is jesuitry that can hardly be exceeded. It is
like the reply of the Jesuit monk who, when asked: “Did this man
pass here?” answered, pointing up his sleeve: “He did not pass
here”. ...

You had no contacts with Levin, but you did have contacts with
him through Bakayev. Bakayev travelled on your instructions.
Consequently, when you said: “I did not give him any instruc-
tions,” you lied again!

Bakayev was not the only one to carry out your instructions.
All of you—both Kamenev and Zinoviev, as well as the whole

of your centre, carried on negotiations with Levin, Kotolynov,
Nikolayev, Rumyanisev, Sossifsky, Mandelstamm and a number
of other members of this gang of Leningrad Zinovievites, which
has now been broken up and destroyed. The whole of your centre
checked up on the progress being made by the Leningrad gang of
Zinovievites in preparing for this crime; and you waited impatiently
for the time when at last that loyal son of our Party, the leader of
the Leningrad Bolsheviks and flery tribune, Sergei Mironovich
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Kirov, would be desiroyed. And they lived fc see this murder
committed.

In this Court Zinoviev admitted that he was pressing to hasten
murder. He was in a hurry, he cluiched feverishly at people
like Nikolayev and Kotolynov in order to hasten this murder. Not
the least motive was the desire to forestall the Trotskyite terrorists.
The Trotskyites were pressing hard.

Zinoviev admitted that Smirnov was also hurrying. They were’

all hurrying. The Trotskyites operated with greater determination
and energy than the Zinovievites. Zinoviev kmew that Trotskyite
terrorists were arriving from abroad. And Zinoviev declared that
it was a “maiter of honour”—I am ashamed to use such a word
in this connection—te carry out his criminal design sooner than
the Trotskyites! Hence Zinoviev’s feverish impatience. That is why
he was waiting every day for the moment when that treacherous
shot would at last be fired in Leningrad. All his activities were
directed towards committing this foul crime as soon, as swiftly
and as successfully as possible!

Such was the role played by Zinoviev, such was his conduct
in this affair.

In finishing with this episode, I would like now to get a straight
answer from Zinoviev to the following question: Does Zinoviev
now accept only moral responsibility, or the whole criminal re-
sponsibility, full responsibility, for preparing, organizing and com-
mitting the murder of Sergei Mironovich Kirov?

Of course, Zinoviev will say “yes.” He cannot say anything
else. He said this on the very first day of this trial when caught in
the grip of the iron chain of evidence and proof.

At that same trial Kamenev took an almost similar stand. Baka-
yev took a similar stand. Kamenev said that he did not know of the
existence of the Moscow centre. Trying to pose as 2 noble person,
he said that in so-far as the cenfre existed, and this was proved,
he was responsible for it. . . .

s The way Kamenev put if, it amounted to this: he did not know
there was a centre, but if there was a centre, well then, he knew
about it But Kamenev did know of the existence of the centre; he
indeed knew. This has been proved. And now this is corroborated
by fresh evidence obtained in connection with the discovery of n
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number of new criminal gangs operating in the same direction.
This evidence throws full light on this ghastly and terrible affair.

And then Kamenev tried tq' pose as a- man who had become
politically blind. He said: I became blind—I lived to the age of
50.and did not see this centre in which, it turns out, I mysélf was
active, in which I participated by action and by inaction, by speech
and by silence. » ’

It sounds like some sort of spiritualism, spiritualism and black
magic! ’

Even at that time we realized that this was simply an attempt
at concealment by means of false phrases, an attempt by means
of these false phrases to conceal the truth. Now all this has been
finally exposed. No, Kamenev did not become blind. Kamenev
very well saw and knew what he was doing. He saw perfectly

" well what was going on around him, because he organized what
was going on around him. Kamenev did not become blind, because
he acted by speech and silence. By silence when he did not say:
“Don’t do that,” when he should have said that; and by speech
when he said: “Do it,” when, perhaps, some of his younger, as-
sistants wavered ‘and furned to him as their authority, as their
mentor.

Kamenev said:

“] want o say—not in my own justification, I did not remember
this before but now I recail—that some time ago Zinoviev told me
that Sa_fardv had visited him and had proposed some sort of a

bloc. 1 said that T would not take part in any bloc because 1 never -

believed that man. Zinoviey can confirm this.-I was not opposed
to talking. I talked.”

With whom did he talk? )

“With Tolmazov and-Shatsky.” Tolmazov and Shaisky -were
active members of the Leningrad Zinovievite gang which killed
Comrade Kirov. '

Kamienev talked with Tolmazov and Shatsky, that is to say, with
two of the principal organizers of the murder of Comrade Kirov.
So Kamenev agreed to these conversations and carried them on
through Rakayev. But he tried to conceal this.

Arguing that he could not have any connection with terrorism,
Kamenev, striking a pose, said: =
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“I must say that I am not a coward by mature, but I never
banked on fighting with arms. I always expected that a situation
would arise in which the Central Committee would be compelied to
negotiate with us, that it would move up and make room for us....
These dreams did not recur during the past two years, simply be-
cause I am not a dreamer and not a fantast. There were fantasts and
adventurers in our midst, but I do not belong to that category.”

I think that Kamenev will now detine his part in this affair
somewhat differently. What aim did Kamenev set himsélf? Did be
or did he not bank on fighting with arms?

At that time he said—“No.” Now, two days ago, he said—*“Yes.”
At that time he said “no” because he knew, he saw that we
were as yet not in possession of all the threads of this ghastly crime,
because at that stage of the investigation all the threads had not yet
been finally unravelled. At that time he said: “No.” Now when
everything has been disclosed, he says—"“yes.”

Here is a characteristic fact! It shows what a great and decisive
role personal motives played in this criminal “work” of Eamenev.
Kamenev thought that a time must arrive when the Central Com-
mittee would move up and make room for him. But suppose it did

not move up? Suppose it did not make room for him? In that case
he, Kamenev, would take measures to have room made for him,

This is the whole of Kamenev’s logic and politicsi Logic and
politics which make it utterly impossible for us fo agree that he
does not helong to the category of people whom he himself des-
cribed as adventurers. No. Qhviously he belongs to this category,
as well as to the other category—the “fantasts.” Thers was not a
little of fantasy here, but there was plenty of willingness lo put

- this falitas‘ into practice, to make it real, to make it a living thing

even by means of adventures, by means of a bloc with spies, ageats
for diversive activities, secret police agents, murderers, apd by di-
rect murders. Kamenev agreed to this, Kamenev was prepared

#to do this. :

Here is something else he said at the Leningmaﬂ trial: “I am
speaking before the portraits. of these great builders ‘of social-

ism. . . .” It must be said that among these there was & portrait
frapaed in black, the portrait of Comradé Kirov. Eammence af the
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trinl vowed before the porirait of Kirov, whom Kamenev had mur-
dered!.

.. Befors the poriraiis of these great builders of socialism 1
am a criminal if I lacked the strength to leave and to take with me
those whom it was possible to take. , . .7

Lies! Again hypom:sy, cunning, perfidy and cynicism!

The Troiskyite-Zinovievite Centre Killed Comrade Kiroo

Above I asked: Was there an organization? Was there a Trots-
kyﬁe«Zm@vwvite terrorist cenire? I answer: Yes, there was. It arose
in 1932 It consisted of Kamenev, Zinoviev, Evdokimov, Bakayev,
Smiznoy, Ter -Vaganyen and Mrachkovsky.

This.gentze existed, and, what is most iinportaut, it was formed
on ghe direct imstructions of Troisky, Zinoviev and Kamenev. It

was formed on the direct instructions 6f Trotsky to adopt terror
as the sole method of fating against the leaders of the land of
Somets. it was formed on the basis ‘of . profound and strict secrecy.
Yes&er@ay we were able to observe ome of ‘the representatives of
this Trots&.y Lmoww-hamenev school of conspiracy in the per-
son of the 2ecused Holtzman, In the dock we have another con-
spu'ator in fhe person of Smirnov, The centre existed and function-
ed: it not (mly r&sorted to methods of downright perﬁdy, deceit and
treachery biat, as has now been dlehmtely esiablished, it organized
and established secret communications with the German fascists,
with whom it mated the German Trotskyltes, using them in the
fight agamst our leaders, using their connections with the German
Gestapo in the persons of Tukalevsky, P. Olerg and their like.

I take it as absolutely proven by the personal evidence of liter
ally alt the accused, inclnding that of Smirnov on thispoint, that
this cenire was organized on a terroristic basis, that the centre
resorted 1o terroristic methods, not shrinking from the most sordid
and eynical methods in its struggle. I take it as absolutely pm\ren
that this centre prepared a number of ‘terroristic attempts in the
Ukraine, in Moscow znd in Leningrad. Finally, this centre pre-
pared and comumified the murder of Sergei Mironovich Kirov in

As1 !m.m slready s2id, the mwunier of Sergel Mironovich Kirov
&0

was part-of the conspirators' general pian to murder the Keadersof
the Soviet state and the C.P.8.U. Incidentally, this has béin estab

lished by the evidence of Evdokimov. I ask the Court: to’ titke note
-of Evdokimov’s teshmony of August 10, when he. said ‘thnt th& )
murder of Kirov was committed on the direct ‘instructions’of the
united centre of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloe, wihen ‘he"said
that in 1984 Zinoviev gave him direct instructions: 'I:o ‘this effect.

Bakayev also corroborated this. The decision to organize the mius-
der of Kirov was adepted by Zinoviev, Kamenev, Eviokimov and
Bakayev, and by Trotsky s representatives, Mrachkovsky and Ter-
Vaganyan.

Evdokimov’s evidence, to which I now refer, reads as ffoliows
“For the purpose of preparing for the murder, Bakayey 'was sent
to’ Lenmgrad at the beginning of November 1934, that'is to say,
some days before Nikolayev killed Kirov'in the Smolny, i1 the clty
éf Leningrad—to check up on the préparations for this murder
Bakayev personaily met Nikolayey and onx'etummg to Moscow in-
formed Evdokimov, Zinoviev and Kamenev of this; The Iatter
poted with satisfaction, the $uecessful progress-of the préparations
for this foul crime and began to wait for the shot. Bakavev warned
Nikelgyev .and his accomplices that they must wait for: Zinoviev's:

" signal, that they must fire simultaneously with the shots to 'be

fired in Moscow and Kiev.”

" All this has mnow been proved by the trial. Let the accused
challenge ‘this in their defence speeches if they dare.

. After prolonged denials during the prellminary mveshgatlon
Zinoviev gave the evidence which I have already mentioned. A
¢haracteristic detail. As far back as the autumn of 19382, in Zin-
oviev's and Kamenev’s summer villa {they jointly occupied a
summer v;lla which, incidentally, Kamenev once called the source
of his mlsfortunes) Bakayev was instructed to prepare a terror-
istic act against Comradé Stalin, and Karev was instructed to pre-
peare one against Comrade Kirov. But then the situation changed,
for Karev was arrested and Kamenev and Zmoviev found them-
selves in exile.

Then came 1933, the year of revival of térroristie sentiments,
the year of resumption of activities by the Trotskylte-Zmovievite
céntre. ‘And. now;, Bakaye-v fs given instruetions; and thorcugh
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preparations for the murder of Comrade Kirov are begun.

 Kameney says: “I did not know these preparations proceeded
in practice because it was not 1, but Zinoviev who exercised prac-
tical direction in the organization of this terroristic act.” Accused
Kamenev, did you know that Bakayev went to Lcningrad to check
up on the progress of these preparations? Yes, you knew. Did you
know that Bakayev, after having checked up and found that every-
thing was going on successfully, arrived in Moscow and reported
to you the progress of these preparations? You knew. How, after
this, can you presume to say that you took no practical part in
the murder of Kirov? Your attempt to throw all the blame on
Zinoviev will not hold water. '

 Kamenev says “it was decided” to kill, and adds “I agreed to
this decision.” Is this not taking practical steps?

At the preliminary investigation Bakayev persistently denied
that he had played any part in the preparations for the murder
of Kirov; but he was exposed by Karev, who reminded him of a
number of facts. And only then, after that, did Bakayev confess.
That is why, in view of Bakayev’s full confession, T refrained from
examining Karey in Court.

It was the hand of Nikolayev, of Kotolynov, of his group that
murdered Sergei Mironovich Kirov. But who else took part in this
murder? I asked Zinoviev: When was the united centre organized?
Zinoviev replied: In the summer of 1932. During what period of
time d@id it function? Zinoviev: Practically up fo 1934. . . .

i would like to deal with this question in greaier detail. In
1932-33 Kamenev and Zinoviev were in exile; but the cenire func-
tioned. It is known that in 1934 Smirnov, too, was not at liberty;
he was arrested in January 1933; but the centre functioned. And
Zinoviev confirms ihat the centre functioned. 1 draw ﬂ';e.concln-
sion that if the centre functioned it was because of the well-organ-
ized technique of communication which enabled even those who
were not at liberty, Smirnov, for example, to take part in guiding
the work of this centre.

1 know that in his defence Smirnov will argue that he had left
the centre. Smirnov will say: “I did not do anything, I was in
prison.” A naive assertion! Smirnov was in prison from January i,
1833, but we know that while in prisen Smirnoy organized con-
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tacts with his Trotskyites, for a code was discovered by means
of which Smirnov, while in prison, communicated with his com-
panions outside. This proves that communication existed and
Smirnov cannot deny this.

But even this does not settle the question because, after all,
‘what is important for us is that Smirnov, like Zinoviev and Kam-
enev, is responsible for all the centre’s activities and for the ac-
tivities of the whole of the terrorist group which was organized,
built up and- functioned under his leadership when they were still
at liberty. Smirnov, Zinoviev and Kamenev were the organizers of
the centre; they directed the activities of their terrorists, of all these
Pickels, the Dreitzers and the rest. And they must bear full respon-
sibility for this, irrespective of whether any one of them was at lib-
erty at the time or not. This is elementary, and I do not think it is
necessary 1o deal with it in detail. As the leaders, they must an:
swer for the whole of the criminal activities of the organization
which they led and of all those groups which sprang up on the soil
they plowed.

What -did the activities of the centre consist of? Zinoviev
said: “Their principal activities consisted in the preparations
of terroristic acts against the leaders of the Party and the
Government.” I asked: against whom? Zinoviev answered:
against the leaders. I asked: that is to say, against Stalin, Vor-
oshilov and Kaggnovich?'Was it your ‘c'éﬁtre that organized
the murder of Kirov? Was the murder of Sergei Mironovich
Kirov organized by your centre, or by some other organization?

Zinoviev: Yes, by our.centre. o

I asked: Did this centre comprise you, Kamenev, Smirnov,

__ Mrachkovsky and Ter-Vaganyan?

Zinoviev: Yes. )
To my question: So you organized the murder of Kirov?
Zinoviev replied: Yes. ‘ '
And so it is Zinoviev, Kamenev, Smirnov, Mrachkovsky;
¥ Ter-Vaganyan and. all the rest who must answer for this crime.
The - most persistent in his denials is Smirnov. He pleaded
guilty only to being the leader of the Trotskyite underground
counter-revolutionary centre. True, he said this in a somewhat
jocular way. Turning to Ter-Vaganyan, Mrachkovsky and Dreitz-
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er, he said to them: “You want a leader? Well, take me.” Bui
you, accused Smirnov, were the leader. Smirnov was the leader
of the Trotskyite underground organization. It was no accident
that Zinoviev and Kamenev regarded him as Trotsky’s repre-
sentative, as Trotsky’s deputy, as the actual leader of the whole
of the Trotskyite underground organization. And finally he
himself confessed to this.

I do not know what Smirnov is going to say in his last
plea; but I think that on the basis of the material of the pre-
liminary investigation and of the material of the court in-
vestigation I have every ground for declaring the following: 1)
the accused Smirnov has confessed that for a number of years
he wag the actual leader of the Trotskyite nnderground or-
ganization; 2) he has confessed that he was Trotsky’s represen-
tative and deputy in the U.S.S.R.; 3) he has confessed that he
xvas in Berlin in 1931 and theré met Sedov; and 4) he has
confessed that Sedov informed him of the terroristic tasks and
gave the terroristic directions.

1t is true that Smirnov denies that these were Trotsky’s direc-
{ions. He says that this was Sedov’s “personal opinion.” Neverthe-
less, on returning to the U.S.S.R., he considered it necessary 10
communicate Sedov’s “persomal opinion” to his companions
in the underground organization. . . .

We asked him: Where is the logic of this? If this was Se-
dov’s personal opinion, and moreover, an opinion with which
Smirnov, as he asserted, did not agree, why communicate it to
the other members of the undeérground organization? Commu-_

nicate it and not say that he did not agree with it? All his -

companions in the counter-revolutionary underground organiza-
tion declare that he did not even hint at his disagree-
ment with this line. Under these circumstances, what can we
regard as established? Was there a meeting with Sedov in 1931?
There was. Is Sedov—the son of L. Trotsky—his closest and
first assistant in all his political activities? He is. During this
meeting, did Sedov talk to Smirnov? He did. Smirnov admits
this. Did they talk about terror? Yes, they talked about terror.
Smirnov admits this too. The question as to how Smirnov un-
derstood Sedov is after all a matter of complete indifference
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to the prosecution. If Smiirnov understocd his conversation with
Sedov not as an instruction, then there was no meed for him 46
communicate it to his colleagues in his underground group. If
he communicated this conversation and. did not say that hé
disagreed with it, it means that it was am mstmcﬁnm and n&
could not be otherwise.

Smirnov says that he did not agree with this mstmmaon But
if he did not agree with it he, as = sufficiently empériengsd un-
derground worker, factionalist and counter-revolutionary, should
have understood that it was his duty to break With this growp,
to leave this group. Otherwise he would not be a man engeged in
politics, let alone a leader of an underground organization ¥e¥
Smirnov was not merely a rank-and-file member of the Trgtskyite
group. Smirnév is not Holtzman. Holtzman i & poor. editic:of
Smirnov; but Smirnov is not Holtzman, Smirnov is Smitnov: He
is the leader. How ean the leader remain a meniber iof =@
underground group vwhen he disagrees with the main line of his
group? And the main line of this group was terrorism. And &
he says that in 1931 he did not accept, what Sedov seid as am
instruction, but took it merely as Sedov’s personal opinion, i
1932, however, he received direct instructions frém Trotsky
through Yuri Gaven. At that time he could no lomger say that
this was somebody’s “personal opinion,” for even if it realiy
was a “personal” position, it was the position of Troiskyl

From Sedov’s pérsonal position a straight fath leads io
Trotsky’s position. There are no personal positions! There is
the. Trotskyite decision, Trotsky’s line of terrorism. Yeu, Smif-
nov, received it in 1931 and in 1932. You also received the in-
struction from Dreitzer, not personally, but I am deeply’ ¢oi-
vinced that you knew about it notwithstanding the fact %hat your
were in a house of detention for political offenders. -~ . i’

"In 1932 you recéived Trotsky’s instruction through ﬂav&n,
Trotsky plainly seid:iTerror; put Stalin out of the wayh. kiﬂ
Voroshilov; kill the ieaders of the Party and the govemmeni
You, Smirnov, received thjs instruction, You sey: I redeivel: B,
but did not accept it.'If you did riot mecept it, and i you' pre-
served a semse of politiesl bhonesty io any degree,” aﬂerhawihg
heard in 1932 Troukyva msmction sent 4o you: through -Geven,



you could not but break with the Trotskyite organization. Yeu
understand this, and that is why you say—I broke, I left. But
whom did you teil that you had left? You told no ope. Mrachv
kovsky did not know sbout it, Ter-Vaganyan did not know
about it and even Safonova did not know about it. You did not
tell anyone! No one knew! -

Consequently, we have no right whatever to believe these
assertions of yours. We can assert that ini 1932 you received in-
structions on terrorism from Trotsky and you accepied them.
You would not be the Smirnov you are if you remained in the
Trotskyite group while disagreeing with the fundamental line of
this group, while dlsagreemg with the line of the man who was
such an- authority for you as was Trotsky. We know that ia
your defence speech you will curse Troisky. But no one will
believe you, because in this Court you have not said, and you
do not want to say, even two wonds of truth .about your work
in the terrorist cenire. Even _yesterday you wanted to conceal
the role played by Putna. You wanted to save some reserves;
who, perhaps, would npot be entirely exposed. You wanted to
save reserves for Trotsky, for your accursed Trotskyite under-
ground organization!

1 think' that all the circumstances I have mentioned permit
us to establish the following in regard te Smirnov.

First. Smirnov ‘was a member of the united centre of the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite terrorist organization. This centre was
organized with his participation. Consequently, he is one of
the most important organizers of the ceutre.

Second. He organized this centre on the basis of Trotsky's
instructions which he received in 1931. He gave this cenire its ter-
roristic character and the terroristic direction of its activities.

Third. Tn 1932, Smirnov received a second instruction from
Trotsky. This is indisputably established. AN Smirmov’s at-
tempts to prove that, having received this instruction, he did
not agree with it, although he remained in the ranks of the
Trotskyite underground organization, are oo transparent.

Comrades judges, there is one other very important circum-
stance. The question can be put in this way: All right, terroristic
basis, disposition towards terrorism, falk about terror being the
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sole means—but what about the organization of practical meas-
ures for the purpose of getling together terrorist groups, for
the purpose of putting terrorism into practice?

Ter-Vaganyan said that work was carried om to get to-
gether terrorist groups, but that this was preparatory work:
which did not go beyonf’ the dmits of prepamhons Bui was ’that'
really the case?

Of course not. The Zinovievites followed the Trotskyites,

and. Smirnov in particular, who persuasively and fervenily in-

sisted on the earliest application of terror, and not terror in
general, but terror against Comrades Stalin, Kirov, "Voroshiloy,’
and other of our leaders. It was Comrade Stalin and Comrade
Kirov who had smashed this dishonest opposition. It isg quite
uiaderstandeble, therefore, that Smirnov, this consistent, fully
cemvinced- and irreconcilable Trotskyite, should concenirate all
his organizing abilitiés on preparing the assassination first of all
of the leaders of the Central Committee of our Party, the lead-
ers of our couniry. Smirnov kept urging Zinoviev: Let us hurry
up and commit a terroristic act, let us hurry up and kil Stalin,
Kirov and Voroshilov. And Zinoviev, hurrying at the heels of the
Trotskyites is full of excitement and ag]tatwn fearing lest he
lag behind.

Smirnov mged Zinoviev to hurry up with the murder. He
was in no hurry about a platferm. He said: It could be drawn

#p at one sitting. What did they wani a platform for when they

had what in their opinion was a surer means—assassination!
Smirnov drew up and placed in the hands of his agents a con-
crete plan for the orgamization of terroristic acts. The murder of

 Comrade Kirov was carried out in fulfilment of this plan, for

which Zinoviev as well as Kamenev, Smirnov, Mrachkovsky and
Ter-Vaganyan must bear full responsibility before the land
of Soviets, before the Soviet people, before the Soviet prolets-

rian Court.
£

The M’&sks Are Torn From the Accused

I consider thai the guilt of Zinoviev, Kamenev, Evdokimov
and Bakayev has been fully esinblished, amd thet I cam be re-
ib7



Heved: of the duty of enpmerating the:many facts, and of analys-
ing the material of the Court investigation, which exposes them
to the fullest degree. I merely want to emphasize that by the
side -of Zinoviev, Kamenev, Evdekimov and Bakayev should
stand Smirnov, Ter-Vaganyan and Mrachkovsky. They ought
to stand side by side. Together they directed their criminal ac-
tivities against our government, together they murdered Kirov
and, therefore, together and fully must they answer for this.

Smirnov understands this perfectly well, and that is why
ke adopted a position of denial. At first he denied everything:
he denied the existence of a Trotskyite organization, he denied
the existence of a cenire, he denied his participation in the
cenireg he denjed conmection with ‘Trotsky, he denied that he
gave any secret instructions, even those which he gave in 1936,
and we know that this great conspirator managed.to organize
the communication of criminal instructions 1o his adherents even.
while he was isolated. He denied everything—he denied the
existence of the Trotskyite cenire in 1931, he denied the exis--
‘tence of such.a centre in 1932. He denied everything. The whole.
of his examination of May 20 consisted solely of the words: “L
deny that, again I deny, I deny.” That is the only thing left
for him to do.

Accused Smirpov, your experience, your skill in deceit, has
betrayed you. Exposed by the evidence of Safenova, Mrachkov-
sky and Ter-Vaganyan, you were compelled to admit that there
was a centre; that yon were a member of this centre. Your
denials were of no avail. You denied that you had received any
instructions on terrorism, but you were exposed on this matter by
Gaven, and you confessed; you were exposed by Helizman whe
received instructions from Trotsky to be conveyed to you person-
ally, and only to you, instructions to" the effect that it was now
necessary to adopt terrorism. Holtzman, whose Trotskyite alle-
giance was kept a particularly profound secref, said that he had.
received these instructions, but did not communicate them; and you
think that this can be believed. Ne, no one will believe this.

Holtzman adopted the same position as Smirnov—I. admit
everything except terrorism—because he knows that for terror-
ism he may have ¢o pay with his head. Smirnoy was exposed as &
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terrorist by Holtzman, by Mrachkovsky, by Safonova and by
Dreitzer.

On July 21, you, Smirnov, gave somewhat different evidence,
that is -to say, at first you denied that you had received any
instructions from Troisky to orgamize terrorism, but here yo{a
admitted that you did receive them. Your denials came to
nought.

When confronted with Mrachkovsky, you continued tc deny
that you had received from Trotsky and conveyed to Mrach-
kovsky instructions to organize a terrorist group. Mrachkovsky
put you to shame by saying: “Why, Ivan Nikitich, you want
to get out of a sordid bloody business with a clean shiri?”:1I
can repeat this: “Po you®really think, accused Smirnov, ‘that
you will get out of this bloody business unscathed?” In reply
to Mrachkovsky you said; “Invention and slander,” but later
you did confess to something.

You admitted that the bloc was organized on the prin-
ciple of the necessity of terrorism, and therefore you were one
of the organizers of the terrorist centre. You received. instrue-
tior.ls on terror from Trotsky. On that basis you developed ter-
roristic criminal activities. Trite, your arrest hindered vou some-
what from taking part in the carrying out of these.a‘ctiviii&s;
nevertheless you did all you possibly could to help these activ-
ities. .

1 want to remind you that the confrontation with Safonova
during the preliminiary investigation, which, in the main Tepro-
duced what we saw in this Court, was very characteristic. Smir-
nov does not venture to deny Safonova’s evidence. He invents
an elastic form of lies. He knows that Safonova will not slander
him, Siafonova was formerly his wife, and has no personai
grudge against him; therefore, he cannot plead a personal
grq:ige. He says: “I do not remember,” “evidently such a con-
versation may have taken place.” He is asked: Was there znv
talk about organizing terrorism? He replies: “There was not,
but there might have been.” When now, masking himself, he
says: “I have nothing to reply to that,” he is guided 'b‘y the
same animal cowardice. But on August 13 he was cotnpelféd
to admit that this conversation did take place in 1932, iat he,
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Smpirnov, bears full responsibility for this, and that now he
does not intend to evade responsibility.

I now want o deal with Ter-Vaganyam. He, ico, at first,
adopted a position of denial; but on August 14 he gave more
truthful evidence. Summing up his testimony and his behaviour
in Court we can draw several definite deductions: we may con-
sider it established that Ter-Vaganyan was a member of the

Trolskyite-Zinovievite centre, that he tock an active part in or-

ganizing the centre, that he carried out the instructions of
the centre on the basis wf Trotsky's instruciions which were
received through Smirnov, and of which he learned from Smir-
nov. He tries to assert that actually he did nothing. But I must
say beforehand that even if he “dRl nothing,” what he did
ts sufficient to deserve the penalty provided for in Aris. 585,
19 and 58%, 58" of the Criminal Code.

Moissei Lurye and Nathan Lurye. We have heard Nathan
Lurye's evidence of how he arrived here and for what purpose,
of the work he carried on in preparation for terroristic acts under
the guidance of Meissei Lurye, ‘of how, in fact, he was practically
the successor to the group which had been gotien together here
before him by Franz Weitz, the fascist agent and a trusied man of
Himmler, chief of the fascist black secret service, chief of the
Cerman S. S. detachments and suhsequently, chief of the Ger-
man Gestapo.

You remember all their evidence, and I do nof think it is
necessary te deal with it in detail. It has been fully, categoric?
aﬁy, and unguestionably proved that Nathan Lurye and Moissei
Lurye prepared to commit terroristic acts. They must bear full
responsibility for this crimel

When I spoke of the methods by which these gentlemen
operated 1 showed, tried to show, tc what depths these people
had sunk, morally and politicelly. And perhaps ome of the
most striking and characieristic proofs of the depths of moral
turpitude to which these people have sunk, of their lack of
even those “moral” principles and rules of conduct by which
even hardened criminals and gangsters are guided, is what Rein-
gold told us about here. I refer to their plan to remove the
traces of their foul crimes.
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Was it an accident, comrades judges, that they, in expectation
of successfully carrying out their heinous plan, iniended to ap-
point none other than Bakayev as chairman of the O.G.P.U—
precisely Bakayev, who is known as a man filled with malicious
hatred, as a resolute man, persevering and persisient, with a
wvery strong will, strong character and stamina, who would not
-stop at anything to achieve the aims which he had set himself!

If some of the accused coolly planned to come o power over
‘mountains of corpses of the best people of our Soviet land, then
Bakayev was perhaps the most deiermined and most implacable
executor of this plan! It is precisely this man that they intended
to appoint as chairman of the O.G.P.U. in the event of their plot
‘being successful. '

I will not deal with the ludicrous disiribution of portfolios
‘among the conspirators and terrorists. I merely emphasize once
again that none other than Bakayev was intended for the post
of chairman of the 0.G.P.U. Zinoviev and Kamenev did not
‘exclude the possibility that the O.G.P.U. was in possession of the
threads of the plot that they were hatching against the $tate, and,
‘therefore, they considered it to be one of their most important
‘tasks’ to appoint Bakayev chairman of the 0.G.P.U. He was to
obtain possession of all these threads and then destroy them, as
well ‘as the very people who carried out Zinoviev's and Kamenev’s
instructions. °

Kamenev and Zinpviev do not deny the first part of this, but
they deny the second part. That secornd part is too ghastly, and
Zinoviev said it was taken from Jules Verne. But do we not know
that there have been such examples in history? Do we not know
gertain neighbouring states in which such procedure has been
;applied, where participants in a plot were physically exterminated
dy the hand of the crganizers of the plot, as was the case with
Roehm and his henchmen?

Accused Zinoviev, you yourself say that it was intended to
appoint Bakayev. to the post of chairman of the 0.G.P.U. in order
to usé him for the purpose of removing the traces of your crime.
Why, then, do you say this is from Jules Verne? You have chosen
= faulty line of defence.
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This is not very important for the case; but that is not the
question, that is not the point. This is one of the remarkable
touches which characterize the people who aspired to the lead-
ership of our country. It proves how fortunate we are that they
were removed from this leadership in time!

Zinoviev and Kamenev call this fantastic tales from the
Arabian Nights. But, by your leave, what about the murder
of Zinoviev’s secretary Bogdan? What is that? A tale? Zinoviev
could not say anything about that; but Reingold revealed it and
Pickel confirmed it.

Zinoviev recommended Bogdan to Bakayev as a suitable per-
son to commit terroristic acts.

Reingold said it, Pickel confirmed it, but Bakayev vigorously
denies it and tries to escape from it. But it is a fact which nobody
can escape. Reingold and Pickel have proved that Bogdan’s “sui-
cide” was really murder. It was done by Bakayev on the instruc-
tions of the united centre! “You are hesitating to carry out the
instructions of our united Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre? Kill
yourself or else we will kill you.” That is what Bakayev said to
Bogdan, and Bogdan gave way. "

This was the beginning of the execution of the plan drawn
up by Zinoviev and Kamenev that was to be carried out in the
event of the terroristic plot turning out successful. Zinoviev and
Kameney tried to depict Bogdan’s suicide as the fate of a “victim™
of our Soviet regime. But you yourselves drove Bogdan to suicide
by confronting him with the dilemma: either to carry out a terror-
istic act or to commit suicide.

Comrades judges, if you link up this episode with all thesz:
methods of struggle, all the other methods of “work” adopted
by this eriminal gang, you will easily understand the truth-
fulness of the evidence given by Reingold and Pickel, who in
this Court again and again exposed Zinoviev, Kamenev and
Evdokimov as.the perpetrators of a number of grave crimes,

Dogs Gone Mad Should All Be Shot

I now conclude, comrades judges. The last hour is approach-
ing, the hour of reckoning for these pecple who have committed
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grave crimes against our great country. It is the last hour of
reckoning for these people who took up arms against our dearest
and most beloved, against the beloved leaders of our Party and
our country, against Stalin, Kaganovich, Voroshilov, Orjonikidze,
Zhdanov, Postyshev, Kossior and other leaders of our land of
victorious, growing and flourishing, new, socialist society. A sad
and shameful end awaits these people who were once in our
ranks, although they were never distinguished for either staunch-
ness or loyalty to the cause of socialism.

Just a few words more. Some of the accused tried to draw
a parallel with the historical past, with the period of the
Narodnaya Volya. They tried to compare some people with the
heroic terrorists who in the last century entered into combat with
the terrible, cunning and ruthlessly cruel enemy, the tsarist
government. In speaking of Bakayev, or perhaps of Smirnov, the
name of Gershuni was mentioned here. This argument does not
hold water.

That was a struggle waged by a handful of self-sacrificing
enthusiasts against the gendarme giant; it was a fight in the
interests of the people. We Bolsheviks have always opposed
{errorism, but we must pay our tribute to the sincerity and
heroism of the members of the Narodnaya Volya. Gershuni was
not a Bolshevik, but he, too, fought against tsarismy and not
against the people.

You, however, a handful of downright counter-revolutionaries.
representatives of the vanguard of the .international counter-
revolution, you took up arms against the vanguard of the world
proletarian revolution! You took up arms against the liberty and
happiness of the peoples. The comparison with the period of
Narodnaya Volya terrorism is shameless. Filled with respect for
the memory 6f those who in the times of the Narodnaya Volya
sincerely and honestly, although employing, it is true, their own
special, but always irreproachable methods, fought against the
tsarist autocracy for liberty—l emphatically reject this sacri-
legious parallel. I repeat, this parallel is out of place here. Before
us are criminals, dangerous, hardened, cruel and ruthless towards

our people, towards our ideals, fowards the leaders of our
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struggle, the leaders of the land of Soviets, the leaders of the
toilers of the whole world!

The epemy is cunning. A cunning enemy must not be spared.
The whole people rose to its feet as soon as these ghastly crimes
became known. The whole people is quivering with indignation
and I, as the representative of the state prosecution, join my anger,
the indignant voice of the state prosecutor, to the rumbling of the
voices of millions!

I want to conclude by reminding you, comrades judges, of
those demands which the law makes in cases of the gravest crimes
against the state. I take the liberty of reminding you that it is
your duty, once you find these people, all sixieen of them,
guilty of crimes against the state, to apply to them in full measure
those articles of the law which have been preferred against them
by the prosecution.

" I demand that dogs gone mad should be shot—every one
of them!
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AUGUST 22 (EVENING SESSION)

After the opening of the evening session the President of the
Court Comrade Ulrich addresses each of the accused, granting
them the floor for their speeches of defence, since they refused
counsel of defence. All the accused in turn tell the Court that they
will not make their speeches of defence, giving as the reason that.
they will avail themselves of their right of the last plea. A number
of the accused emphasize that they do not regard themselves em:
titled to defence as they recognize the correciness of the charges
made against them.,

After a short recess the Court commences the hearing .of the
last pleas of the accused.

The first to speak is Mrachkovsky.

The accused Mrachkovsky starts his last plea by relating his
autcbiography. Then he goes on to say:

“In 1923 I became a Trotskyite. I took a despicable path, the
path of deception of the Party. We must cross out past services; the
past does not ‘exist. But the present cannot be crossed out. I am a
counter-revolutionary. . . ..

“I do not ask for mitigation of my punishment,” continues
Mrachkevsky. “I do not want that. I want ic be believed that dur-
ing the investigation and in court I told the whole truth. I want to
depart from life without carrying any filth with me.

“Why did T take the counter-revolutionary path?” says Mrach-
koy’éky further. “My connection with Trotsky—that is what
brought me to this; it is from that time on that I began to deceive
the Party, to deceive its leaders. Some may say: ‘The Party gave no
help; it might have been possible perhaps to wrest the fellow from
counter-revolution and save him, but the Party took no measures.’
That would not be true. The Party did all it conld to tear me away
from counter-revolution. The Pariy helped me and helped me &
great deal.
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«I think I have said everything,” says Mrachkovsky in conclu-
siom. “Let everybody remember that not only a general, not only
a prince or nobleman can become a counter-revolutionary; work-
ers or those who spring from the working class, like myself, can
also become counter-revolutionaries.

] depart as a traitor to my Party, as a traitor who should be
shot. All I ask is that I be believéed when [ say that during the in-
yestigation 1 spat out all this vomit.”

“Wiho will believe a single word of ours?” asks Evdokimov in
opening his last plea, “Who will believe us, who played so
deiestable a comedy at the fresh grave of Kirov whom we had
killed: who wiil believe us, who only by accident, not through aay
fazlt of our own, did net become the assassins of Stalin and other
teaders of the people? Who will believe us, who gre facing the Court
as a counter-revolutiopary gang of bandits, as allies of fascism,
of the Gestspo? Did the heart of even a single one of us, who were
convicted in the last year’s trial of the Zinovievites in Leniugrad,
shudder at the thought of our accomplices remaining at Bberty,
knowing as we did, althoizgh in prison, that any day, any hour,
another dasiardly shot may be fired? Not one of us did what he
should have done had we been bound by the thinnest of threads
1o the cause of the revolution.

«“The difference between us and the fascists is very ‘miich in
our disfavour. Fascism openly and frankly inscribed on its ban-
ner: ‘Death to Communism.’ On our lips we had all the time ‘Long
Live Conumunism,” whereas by our deeds we were fighting secial-
ism victorious in the U.S.S.R. In words—Long live the Communist %
Party of the Soviet Union.’ In deeds—preparation for the assas-
sination of the members of the Political Bureau of the Ceniral
Committee of the Party, one of whom we did kill. In words—
‘Down with imperialism,’ in deeds—banking on ‘the defeat of the
U.S.S.R. in the struggle against international imperialism.”

Continuing, the accused Evdokimov says: “Trotsky is not
with us here in the dock because he is abroad. He has two perspec-
fives' Pefore him: either to disappear immediately and without a
trace, as Azef did, not only from the political arena, but from the
arena of life in general and go into oblivion, hide behind some
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false name as Azef did—or else, at some time, face a proletarian
court.”

“I don't consider it possible to plead for clemency,” says Ev-
dokimov in conclusion. “Qur crimes against the proletarian stale
and against the international revolutionary movement are too gieat
£o make it possible for us io expect clemency.” \

# & £

“The political importance and the past of each of us,” says
Dreitzer, “were not the same. But, having become assassins, we
have 21! become equals here. I, at any rate, am one of those who
have o right to expect nor to ask for mercy.”

Ed Ed &

“Whatever our fale may be,” says the accused Reingeld in
his last plea, “we have been already shot. politically. The repre-
sentative of the State prosecution, speaking with! the voice of
170,000,000 Soviet people, demanded that we be shot like mad
dogs. I knew where I was going and what I was going for. I and the
whole of the terrorist Trotskyite-Zinovievite organization sitting
here have been exposed by this trial as the shock froop, as a
white-guard, fascist shock troop, of the international counter-revo-
lutionary bourgeoisie. '

“The circle has closed. 1t is over with the political masquerade,
it is over with the shams of oppositions, discussions and platforms.‘
Opposition was superseded by conspiracy against the state; dis-
cussions and platforms were superseded by bullets and bombs.” In
conclusion Reingold says:

“Qur trial, the trial of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite terrorist and
fascist organization, will bury the political corpses of Zinoviev,
Kamenev and Trotsky, and of his shadow, his loyal armour-bearer,
Smirnov, as under a heavy tombstone. .

“I fully admitted my guilt. It is not for me to plead for mercy.”

& R3 *

“I am guilty of the assassination of Kirov,” declares Bakayev.

“I took a direct part in the preparation of other terroristic acts

against the leaders of the Party and the government. 1 am pre-

pared te bear full responsibility. We Trotskyites and Zinovievites
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not only worked for the benefit of the international counter-revo-

lutionary bourgeoisie, we also werked hand in hand with the’

agents of the most bitter enemy of the working class, fascism.

_“The facts which were revealed before this Courl show fo the
whole world that the organizer of this unprecedented Trotskyite-
Zinovievite counter-revolutionary terrorist bloc, its moving spirit,’
is Trotsky. I have wagered my head over and over in the interests
of Zinoviev and Kamenev. I am heavily oppressed by the thought
that I became an obedient tool in the hands of Zinoviev and Kame-
nev, became an agent of the counter-revolution, that I raised my
hand against Stalin.” S

Bakayev turns to Zinoviev and accuses him of not being frank
even 2t this trial.

Bakayev concludes by stating that he realizes the gravity of
his crime and awaits the deserved and jusi verdict of the prole--
tarian court.

* * *

The accused Pickel makes a detailed review of the history of
the development of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite opposition which
became a gang of counter-revolutionary terrorists. He says that
from 1925 onwards, the struggle this opposition waged against the
Party and its Central Committee contained all the elements of
political banditry. The struggle started with filthy insinuations
against the Party leadership and ended with terroristic acts.

“Only one conclusion can be drawn,” says Pickel. “We repre-
sent a most brutal gang of criminals who are nothing more nor’
less than a detachment of international fascism. Trotsky, Zinoviev
and Kamenev were our banner. To this banner were drawn ‘not‘
only we, the dregs of the land of Soviets, but also spies, and agents
of foreign states and those sent here for diversive activities.

“The last eight years of my life have been years of baseness;

years of terrible, nightmarish deeds. I must bear my deserved

punishment.”
’ * % *

With this the evening session closes.
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AUGUST 23 (MORNING SESSION)

During the morning session of August 23 the last pleas of
the accused are continued. :

I, together with Zinoviev and Trotsky,” declares Kamenev,
“was the organizer and leader of a terrorist plot which planned
and prepared a number of terroristic attempts on the lives of the
leaders of the government and the Party of our country, and which
carried out the assassination of Kirov.

“For ten years, if not more,” continues Kamenev, “] waged @
struggle against the Party, against the government of the land of
Soviets, and against Stalin personally. In this struggle, it seemis to
me, 1 utilized every weapon in the political arsenal known to me.
—open political discussion, attempts to penetrate into factories and
works, illegal leaflets, secret printing presses, deception of the
Party, the organization of street demonstrations, conspiracy and,
finally, terrorism. ]

“I once studied the history of the political movements and T
cannot remember any form of political struggle thaf we did not
use during the past ten years. The proletarian revolution allowed
us a period of time for our political struggle which no other reve-
lution gave its enemies. The bourgeois revolution of the 18th cen-
tury gave its enemies weeks and days, and ihen destroyed them.
The proletarian revolution gave us ten years in which to reformx
and to realize that we were in error. But we did not de that. Three
times-was I reinstated in the Party. I was recalled from exile
merely on the strength of my personal statement. After all the
mistakes T had commitied I was entrusted with responsible mis-
sions and posts. This is the third time I am facing a proletariamw
court on the charge of terroristic intentions, designs and actions.

“Twice my life was spared. But there is a limit to everything,
there is a2 limit to the magnanimity of the proletariat, and that
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limit we have reached. I ask myself,” says Kamenev further, “is it
an accident that alongside of myself, Zinoviev, Evdokimov, Ba-
kayev and Mrachkovsky are sitting emissaries of foreign secret-
police departments, people with false passports, with dubious bio-,
graphies and undoubted connections with the Gestapo. No! It is
not an accident. We are sitting here side by side with the agents
of foreign secret-police departments because our weapons were
the same, because our arms became intertwined before our fate
became intertwined here in this dock.

“Thus,” says Kamenev in conclusion, “we served fascism, thus
we -organized counter-revolution against socialism, prepared,
paved the way for the interventionists. Such was the path we took,
and such was the pit of contemptible treachery and all that is
Joathsome into which we have fallen.

* * %

“] want tc say once again,” says the accused Zinoviev at the
outset of his last plea, “that I admit that 1 am fully and comr-
pletely guilty. I am guilty of baving been an organizer of the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite blec second only to Trotsky, the bloc which
set itself the aim of assassinating Stalin, Voroshilov and a number
of other leaders of the Party and the government. I plead guilty
0 having been the principal organizer of the assassination of Kirov.

“The Party,” continues Zinoviev, “saw where we were going
and warned us. In one of his speeches Sialin pointed out that
tendencies may arise among the opposition to impose its will
upon the Party by violence. At one of the conferences held
before the XIV Congress of the Party, Dzerzhinski called us
Kronstadtists. Stalin, Voroshilov, Orjonikidze, Dzerzhinski and
Mikoyan did all they could to persuade us, to save us. Scores of
times they said to us: you may do enormous harm to the Party

and the Soviet government, and you yourselves will perish in
doing so. But we did not heed these warnings. We entered into
an alliance with Trotsky. We filled the pldce of the Mensheviks,
Socialist-Revolutionaries and whiteguards who could not come
out openly in our country. We took the place of the terrorism of
the Socialist-Revolutionaries. Not the pre-revolutionary terrorism
which was directed against the autocracy, but the Right Socialist
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Revolutionaries’ terrorism of the period of the Civil War, when the
S-R's shot at Lenin. o

“My defective Bolshevism became transformed into anti-Bol-
?he\'ism. and through Trotskyism I arrived at fascism. Trotskyism
is a variety of fascism, and Zinovievism is a variety of Trotskyism.

“Believe me, citizens judges, if I say that I sufferved the great-
est punishment, greater than anything that awaiis me, when I
heard the testimony of Nathan Lurye and the testimony of Olberg.
I felt and understood that my name will be associated with the
names of those who stood beside me. On my right hand Olberg,
on my left—Nathan Lurye. . . .” ‘

£ * *

In his last plea Smirnov deals in detail with the history
of his struggle against the Party leadership after he was forgiven
by the Party and reinstated into its ranks in 1929.

“I returned to the Party,” says Smirnov, “in 1929-30, and the
Party did all it could to help me get on the right track. But {
was unable to justify its confidence.”

Continuing, Smirnov says that in 1931 he resumed the fight
against the Party leadership. .

“This was the mistake X made, which later grew inte a crime.
It induced me to Tesume 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
l;orought me to terrorism. I communicated Trotsky’s instructi:ms
on terrorism to the bloc to which I belonged as a member of the
centre. The bloc accepted these instructions and began to act.”

Then Smirnov continues, just as during the pre!jx}jinary

__investigation and the trial, to deny responsibility for the crimes

commiited by the Trotskyite-Zinovievite terrorist cenire after his
arrest.

X Further, Smirnov appeals to all his adherents resolutely to
) break with the past, to fight against Trotskyism and Trotskv: He
*?.ieclnres: “There is no other path for our country but the one
it is now treading, and there is not, nor can there be, any other
leadership than that which history has given us. TrotskAy, who
sends directions and instructions on terrorism. and regards our

171 ‘



state as a fascist state, is an enemy; he is on the other side of the

barricade; he must be fought.”
* * *

“My entire political outlook,” says Olberg, “took shape under
the influence of Trotsky and Trotskyism. Following Trotsky, 1
shrank neither from terrorism nor from agreements with the fas-
cists. The aims of the Trotskyite counter-revolutionary organiza-
tion and the hopelessness of these aims became particularly clear
to me at this trial during which I saw, quite distinctly, how piti-
ful were the leaders of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite counter-revolu-
tion who led us, the young ones, along the path of terroristic
struggle, and how great was the power of the Soviet state ... I ask
the Supreme Court to give me the opportunity of trying at least
to some extent to atone for my monstrous crimes.”

* * *

“In apy last plea,” says Berman-Yurin, “I do not  want
to defend myself by any arguments. There are no such arguments.
T repented, but too late. Yesterday, in his speech for the prosecu-
tion, the citizen State Prosecutor drew the complete picture of my
crimes. And the proletarian state will deal with me as I deserve.

It is too late for contrition.”
E 3 * E3

“Here,” says Holtzman, “in the dock beside me, is a gang of

murderers, not only murderers, but fascist murderers. I do not

ask for merey.” ‘
* *® *

“My crime is clear, it has been proved,” says N. Lurye. “I do

not know what I might still say in my defence. In my last plea
T can only express regret for what I have done . . . but my regret
comes too late.”

* & *

_In his last plea M. Lurye says:
«1 did not conceal anything, 1 cannot be reproached for that.

The State Prosecutor demanded that I be sternly punished. But
can my crime be compared with the crime of my chief?”
M. Lurye pleads mitigating circumstances.
* ® *
With this the morning session closes.
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AUGUST 23 (EVENING SESSION)

During the evening session of August 23, last pleas are mads by
Ter-Vaganyan and Fritz David. ’

* * £

In his last ples, the accused Ter-Vaganyan fully admits his
guilt before the Soviet state and the Party. . .

“I am crushed by the weight of all that was revealed here,”
says Ter-Vaganyan. “I am crushed by the speech of the State Pro-
secutor.”

“It is very hard to bear when, by the whole course of one’s
crime, one finds oneself in the position of an enemy, of a2 fascist
being tried by a proletarian court. In such a moment it would of
<ourse be hypoerisy if I did not say one thing: I would like to
-have the opportunity of exerting every effort to fill the abyss, the
chasm, which separates me from my former comrades.

“I bow my head in guilt before the Court and say: whatever
your decision may be, however stern your verdict, I accept it as
deserved.”

“I want fo assure the proletarian Court,” says the accused
 Fritz David, “that I curse Trotsky. I curse that man who ruined
any life and pushed me into heinous crime.”

s At 7.p.m. the Court withdraws to the Council Chamber.
£ ES &
On August 24, at 2:30 p.m., the president, Comras s “Tirich;
' s ., , Comreade 1 :
reads the verdict. : e U'h‘l&" »
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THE VERDICT

In the name of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
the Military Collegium of the Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R., con-
sisting of: .

President: the President of the Military Collegium of the Su-
preme Court of the U.S.S.R., Army Military Jurist, Comrade V. V.
Ulrich;

Members: the Vice-Presidents of the Mililary Collegiuvm of the
Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R.,, Army Corps Military Jurist, Com-
rade 1. L. Matulevich, and Divisional Military Jurist, Comrade I. 7.
Nikitchenko; . ‘

Secretary: Military Jurist of First Rank, Comrade Kostyushko;

State Prosecution being represented by the State Atterney of
the U.S8.S.R., Comrade A. Y. Vyshinsky,
in an open court session, in the city of Moscow, cn August 19-24,
1936 heard the case against:

1. Zinowicy, Grigori Evseyevich, born 1883, employee, sen-
tenced on January 16, 1935, in the Zinovievite “Moscow centre™”
case to imprisonment for ten years in aceordance with Articles 17
and 588 of the Criminal Code of the R.S.F.S.R;

9. Kamenevo, Lev Borisovich, born 1883, employee, sentenced
on January 16, 1935 in the Zinovievite “Moscow centre”’ case o
imprisonmernt for five years, in accordance with Articles 17 and 58®
of the Criminal Code of the R.S.F.S.R,, and again sentenced on July
27, 19385, to imprisonment for iem years, in acccerdance with
Articles 17 and 585 of the Criminal Ceode of the RS.F.S.R;

3. Evdokimov, Grigori Fremeyevich, born 1884, employee,
sentenced on January 16, 1935, in the Zinovievite “Moscow centre”
case to imprisonment for eight years in accordance with Articles
17 and 58° of the Criminal Code of the R.S.FSR;

4. Bakayev, Ivan Petrovich, born 1887, employee, sentenced on
January 16, 1935 in the Zinovievite “Moscow cenire” case to im-
prisonment for eight years in accordance with Articles 17 and 588
of the Criminal Code of the RS.F.S.R.;

5. Mrachkovsky, Sergei Vitalievich, born 1883, employee;

6. Ter-Vaganyan, Vagarshak Arutyunovich, born 1893, em-
ployee;

" 4. Smirnov, Ivan Nikitich, born 1880, employee
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all seven being charged with having committed crimes covered
by Articles 58" and 58'! of the Criminal Code of the R.S.F.5.R.

8. Dreitzer, Ephim Alexandrovich, born 1894, employee;

9. Reingold, Isak Isayevich, born 1897, employee;

10. Pickel, Richard Vitoldovich, born 1896, employee;

11. Holtzman, Edounard Solomonovich, born 1882, empiloyee;

12. Fritz David, alias Kruglyansky, Ilya-David Israilevich, born
1897, employee; .

13. Olberg, Valentine Pavlovich, born 1907, employee;

14. Berman-Yurin, Konon Borisovich, alias Alexander Fomich,
born 1901, employee; -

15. Lurye, Moissei Ilyich, alias Emel, Alexander, born 1897, em-
ployee;

16. Lurye, Nathan Lazarevich, born 1901, employee
all being charged with having committed crimes covered by Ar-
ticles 19 and 588, 58! of the Criminal Code of the R.S.F.S.R.

The preliminary and court investigations have established that:

EIn't.he autumn of 1932, on the instructions of L. Trotsky re-
ceived by I. N. Smirnov, leader of the Trotskyite underground oz-
ganization in the U.S.S.R., a union took place between the Trotsky-
ite and Zinovievite underground counter-revolutionary groups
which formed a “united cenire” comsisting of Zinoviev, Kamenev,
Evdokimov and Bakayev (representing the Zinovievites), and of
Smirnov, Ter-Vaganyan and Mrachkovsky (representing the Trot-
skyites).

_ The union of these counter-revolutionary groups was achieved
on the basis of the use of individual terror against the leaders of
the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet Government.

The Trotskyites and Zinovievites, on the direct instructions of

" Trotsky, received by the “united centre” through the accused Smir-

nov, Holtzman and Dreitzer, in this period (1932-36) concentrated
all their hostile" activities against the Soviet Government and the
C.P.S.U. on the organization of terror against their leaders.

¢ The Court has established that the “united centre,” on the direct
instructions of L. Trotsky and Zineviev, organized and carried out
on December 1, 1934, throngh the medium of the underground ter-
rorist Leningrad Zinovievite group of Nikolayev-Kotolynov, the
foul murder of the member of the Presidium of the Central Execu-
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.tive Committee of the US.S.R. and member of the Ceniral
Committee of the C.P.S.U., Comrade Sergei Mironovich Kirov.

Not confining themselves to the assassination of Comrade Kirov,
the Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre prepared a number of terroristic
acts against Comrades Stalin, Voroshilov, Zhdanov, L. M. Kagan-
ovich, Orjonikidze, Kossior and Postyshev. '

. The materials of the court investigation and the confessions
_of the accused Zinoviev, Kamenev, Evdokimov, Bakayev, Mrach-
kovsky and Dreitzer have established that L. Trotsky, from ahroad,
and Zinoviev within the country, expedited by every means the
preparations for the murder of Comrade S. M. Kirov. For the pur-
pose of expediting the murder of Comrade S. M. Kirov, Kamenev,
in June 1934, on the instructions of the united Trotskyite-Zinoviev-
. ite cenire went to Leningrad where he conducted negotiations with
the leader of one of the Leningrad terrorist groups, Yakovlev,
whose case has been set aside for a separate irial, about the or-
‘ganization of this terroristic act against Comrade Kirov.

The Court has also established that on the instructions of the
<united centre” the accused Bakayev, in November 1934, aiso madce
a special journey to Leningrad to check up on the preparedness
of the Leningrad terrerist group of Nikolayev-Kotolynov for the
carrying out of the assassination of Comrade Kirov. At a secret
meeting of the members of this Leningrad terrorist group, Bakayev
‘heard the report of Leonid Nikolayev, the murderer of Comrade
Kirov, and, in the name of the united Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre,
-gave him and his accomplices 2 number of practical instructions
concerning the organization of the assassination of Comrade S. M
Kirov. It was in conformity with these instructions that L. Nikola-
_yev-and his accomplices committed the foul murder of Comrade
-S. M. Kirov on December 1, 1934.

The Court has also established that in 193¢, the accused Ba-
kayev, Reingold and Dreitzer, in accordance with the decisions of
the “united centre,” twice tried to make an attempt on the lifc of
‘Comrade -Stalin. -

" In order the more successfully to commit the terroristic acts
«planned by the “united centre” it organized in 1933 in the city, of
Moscow, the so-called “Moscow terrorist centre,” copsisting of the
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accused Reingold, Pickel and Dreitzer, under the direct guidauce
of the accused Bakayev, a member of the “united centre.” o

The “united centre” instructed the accused Bakayev to make
practical preparations for the assassination of Comarades Stalin and
Kirov, and it instructed Dreitzer, a member of the “Moscow terroi-
ist centre” to organize a terroristic act against Comrade Voro-
shilov. : ‘ ’

Not confining himself {o the organization of a number of terror-
istic acts against.the leaders of the Soviet Government and the
C.P.S.U. under the immediate direction of the “united centre,” L.
Trotsky, in the period of 1932-36, was systematically sénding a
number of - ferrorists into the U.S.S.R. from abroad for the same
purpose. : : o

In November 1932, L. Troisky sent to the U.S.S.R. Berman-
Yurin and Fritz David; and before leaving, the lafter received
from L. Trofsky personal instructions with regard to the'ofga“ni-
zation cf the ‘assassination of Comrade Stalin.- » S

In the'same year, 1932, L. Trotsky sent to Moscow from Berlin
the terrorist Nathan Lurye. In conjunction with Franz ‘Weitz,
agent of the Gestapo and a person trusted by Hlimmler,\mw‘cﬁierf'
of the Gestapo (Framz Weiiz was then lyving in Moscow under
the guise of  foreign specialist), Nathan Lurye made preparations
for attempis on the lives of Comrades Stalin, Voroshilov, Kagano-
vich and Orjontkidze,

In the winter.of 1932-33, after the departure of Franz Weitz
from Moscow, Nathan Lurye and his terrorist group continued
the preparation of these ferroristic acts joinily with ‘the -accused
Moissei Lurye who arrived in Moscow from Berlin in 1533, and
whe had aiso received from Trotsky instructions to'expedite fer-

__roristic acts against the leaders of the Soviet Government and the

C.PSU.. .

In 1934, \v{niie at Chelyabstroi, Nathan Lurye iried to make an
attempt on the lives of Comrades Kaganovich and Orjonikidze.
Finally, the said Nathan Lurye, on May 1, 1936, on the instruction

¥ of, and by previous agreement with, Moissei Lurye, tried fc make

an aitempt on the life of Comrade Zhdanov during the First of May
demonsiratior in Leningrad. o o :
In the summer of 1935, L. Trotsky, through his son L. Sedov,
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sent to the U.S.S.R. from Berlin the terrorist V. Olberg, who ssed
a falge passport issucd in the name of 2 subject of the Republic of
Honcsuras V. Olberg obtained this passport with the zid of the
Geman secret police, the Gestapo, having first received the con-
Qent of L. Tyoisky, through the latler’s som, Sedov,. to utilize the
assistance of the German secret police in this matier.

On arriving in the U.S.S.R., V. Olberg established eontact with
the counter-revolutionary Trotskyite terrorist group-in the city
<;£ Gorki, and trained a number of terrorisis who were fo commit
a terroristic act against the leaders of the Soviet Government and
the C.P.S.L. in the Red Square in Moscow on May 1, 1936.

The court investigation has also established that simultaneously
with the preparation of terroristic acts against Comrades S@a%im
’meshiiov, Zhdanov, Kaganovich and Orjonikidze, the Trotskyite-
Zimovievite terrorist centre made preparations for terroristic acis
against Comrades Kossior and Postyskev through the medimmn of
the Ukraindan térrorist group operating under the direction of
the Trotskyite Mukhin, whose case has heen set aside for separate
usai T

Thus it is established {hat

1} G. E. Zinoview;
- -2} E. B. Eamenev;

3) G. E. Evdokimoy;

4) L P. Bakayev;

&} 8. V. Mrachkovsky;

8} V. 4. Ter-Vaganyan and

7} i N. Smirnov
wre guilty of: o )

é) Havmg ergamzed thie united Tm&y ite Zinovievite terror:
ist centre for the purpose of assassxzzatmg the leaders of the Sovief
chemmerzt and of ihe C. P

b} Havmg prepared and on i)ecember £, 1034. papetraie& the
ffml marrder of Comrade S. M. Kjrov through e medmm of the
Leningrad underground terrorist group of kaolayev—gatolynev
and others sentenced on ‘December 29, 1934, by the Military Colle-
dmm of the SuQreme Court of the Us. S.R.

e} f*{asmg organued a number of tesronst gr%ps whe mads
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preparations to. assassinate Comrades S&ahn, Vorosh.alov, Zhdam)v
Kaganovich, Orjonikidze, Kossior and Postyshev—i.e., cmnes
covered by Articles 58% and 58'' of the Criminal’ Code of the
R.S.F.SR. .

.8) E. A. Dreitzer;

8} L I Reingold;

10) R. V. Pickel;

11) E. 8. Holtzman;.

12) Fritz David (Kruglyansky, llyu Davnd Isrmlevnch)

13) V. P. Olberg;

14). K. B. Berman-Yurin; .

15) M. 1. Lurye (Emel, Alexander) and

16) N. L. Lurye
are guilty of having been, while members of the underground
countier-revolutionary terrorist Trotskylte Zinovievite organiza-
tion, active participants in the preparations for the assassination
of the leaders of the Party and the Government, Comrades Stalin,
Voroshilov, Zhdanov, Kaganovich, Orjonikidze, Kossior and Pos-
tyshev, )

‘Le., crimes covered by Articles 19 and 58, 58" of the Criminal
Code of the R.S.F.S.R.

On the basis of the above, and guided by Articles 319 and 320
of the Code of Criminal Procedure of the R.S.F.S.R., the Military
Collegium of the Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R.

Sentences:

1) Zinoviev, Grigori Evéeyevioh

2)  Kamenev, Lev Borisovich

3) Evdokimov, Grigori Eremeyevich

4) Bakayev, Ivan Petrovich

- 8) Mrachkovsky, Sergei Vitalevich

6) Ter-Vaganyan, Vagarshak Arutyunovxch

7) Smirnoy, Ivan Nikitich

8) Dreitzer, Ephim Alexandrovich

8) Reingold, Isak Isayevich -

10) Pickel, Richard Vitoldovich
-11) Holtzman, Edouard Solomonovich
12) Fritz David (Kruglyansky, Ilya-David Israilevich)
18) Olberg, Valentine Pavlovich
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14). Berman-Yurin, Konon Borisovich =

C15) Lurye Moissei Ilyick (Emel, Aﬁexander) and

’18) Lurye, Naf?han Lazarevich | .
‘all to the supreme penalty—io be shot, and all properly per-
sonally belongmg to them to be confiscated.

Lev Davidovieh Trotsky, and his son, Lev Lvovich Sedov, now
2broad, comvicied by the evidence of the accused 1. N. Smirnov,
E. S. Holtzman, Dreitzer, V. Olberg, Fritz David (I I Kruglyansky)
and Berman-Yurin, and alsc by ihe materials in the present case
as having directly prepared and personally directed the organiza-
tion in the U.S.S.R. of terroristic acts against the leaders of the
C.P.S.U. and the Soviet Staie, are subject, in the event of their be-
ing discovered on the ter ritory of the U.S.S.R., to immediate arrest
and trial by the Military Collegium of the Supreme Couft of the
USSR

Presiding: _
[Signed]

V. V. ULRICH

President ‘of the Military CoIIegzum of
the Supreme Court of the US.S.R.
Army Military Jurist

- L'MATULEVICH
. Viée-President of the Military Collegium
of the Supreme Couri of the U.S.S.R.
Army Comps Military Jurist
1. NIKITCHENKO
Vice-President of the Military Collegium
of the Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R.
Divisional Military. Jurist.

Memé&a’s of the Court:
"{Sigred}
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