






















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Chapter 12. Conclusion — The Moscow
Trials As Evidence

Moscow Trial Defendants Who Lied

We can establish that some of the Moscow Trial defendants lied
deliberately to the court.

A few words of caution are needed lest the reader mistakenly
conclude: “If a witness tells a lie once, he must be lying all the
time.” Of course this is not so. The fact that someone has made one
verifiably false statement does not in the least mean that all his or
her statements must be false. Likewise, someone who had made a
verifiably true statement does not necessarily tell the truth all the
time. Each statement must be checked. Historians should verify,
not “believe.”

The fact that in example after example we have shown that
Trotsky lied while defendants at the first two Moscow Trials told
the truth does not mean that all the testimony and accusations in
the Moscow Trials were true. Verifiable falsehoods can be found in
them - but not, as is commonly believed, in the form of false
accusations by the prosecution or false confessions of guilt by
innocent defendants. Rather the falsehoods we can now
demonstrate were told by guilty defendants who continued to
deceive the prosecution and court.

Sokol'nikov

For example, we can now confirm that the following statement
made by Sokol'nikov in his final statement at trial, is false:

I can add nothing to the information and the
evaluations which were here given by the members of
the centre - Pyatakov and Radek. [ think that these
evaluations have been sufficiently frank, and 1 fully
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share them. But I cannot add anything of my own,
because I was not in direct communication with
Trotsky, I was not directly connected with him,
and received information through third persons.
(1937 Trial 555)

Getty found a certified mail receipt of a letter to Sokol'nikov in
London that Trotsky mailed sometime during 1932. The receipt is
strong evidence that Sokol'nikov did receive the letter. Assuming
the letter reached him - a similar letter did reach Radek - it
follows that Sokol'nikov falsely denied having been in contact with
Trotsky in 1932 although Radek admitted he had received
Trotsky’s letter in the same year.

We don’t know why Sokol'nikov did this. Possibly Sokol'nikov
believed that direct contact with Trotsky would be considered a
more serious crime.

Radek

Some Moscow Trial defendants withheld more substantive
matters from the prosecution. During the first part of his
testimony Radek mentioned the name of Marshal Mikhail
Tukhachevsky {105). Later Vyshinsky asked Radek why he had
done so. Radek replied “Of course, Tukhachevsky had no idea
either of Putna’s role or of my criminal role,” adding

| say that | never had and could not have had any
dealings with Tukhachevsky connected with counter-
revolutionary activities, because [ knew
Tukhachevsky’s attitude to the Party and the
government to be that of an absolutely devoted man.
(146)

These passages in which Tukhachevsky’s name is mentioned are
omitted from the published Russian-language transcript, which is
less than half the length of the English transcript. We don’t know
why. It is possible that the much shorter Russian transcript was
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published soon after the trial while the fuller English version was
published later in the year after Tukhachevsky and other top
military leaders had been arrested, tried, and convicted of
espionage and treason in May-june 1937,

Radek must have known about Tukhachevsky’'s conspiracy.
Bukharin knew about it, and he was closely in touch with Radek.
Maybe Radek was still hoping in January 1937 that Tukhachevsky
and the other military men would be successful in overthrowing
the Stalin regime. Even Bukharin waited to mention
Tukhachevsky’s participation in the conspiracy until June 2, 1937,
a week after Tukhachevsky had been arrested and had begun to
confess.

Similarly, Bukharin concealed the involvement of Commissar of
the NKVD Nikolai Ezhov with the conspiracy. We know that
Bukharin knew of Ezhov's role by 1935 at the latest. In his first
pretrial confession, again at his trial, and finally in his two appeals
to the Soviet Supreme Court Bukharin claimed that he had
completely “disarmed,” confessed everything he knew. He said the
same thing in his letter of December 10, 1937, to Stalin in which he
retracted all his previous confessions, and whose content he then
later retracted in turn. Perhaps Bukharin too was still hoping that
Ezhov would be successful where Tukhachevsky and his own bloc
of Rights and Trotskyists had failed.

If Bukharin had named Ezhov as a co-conspirator the Soviet
government could have dismissed him from his post as Commissar
of Internal Affairs - head of the NKVD - as much as 18 months
before he was finally induced to resign in November 1938. The
hundreds of thousands of murders of innocent Soviet citizens
carried out under Ezhov’s leadership in 1937-1938, often called
the Ezhovshchina or “Great Terror,” could have been greatly
reduced in number and perhaps prevented altogether.!

! Grover Furr and Vladimir L. Bobrov, “Verdikt: Vinioven” [Verdict: Guiilty]. In 1937.
Pravosudie Stalina. Obzhalovaniiu ne podlezhit! Moscow: Eksmo-Algoritm, 2010, 13-63.
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Zinoviev and Kamenev

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

lagoda testified as follows:

[lo oTHolleHU K 3WHOBbeBy W KameHeBy y MeHs
6bl1a ABOUCTBEHHAS [IOJIMTHKA.

51 He MOT JO0NYyCTUTb, 4TOOBI C/eACTBHE M0 UX ey
Janexo 3auto. A Bosicd  HMX  OTKPOBEHHBIX
noxasaHui. OHH MOrJIK 6bl BbIJIJAaThb BECb 3arOBOP....

Hapsaay ¢ atTuMm nosoxeHue 3MHOBbeBA M KameHeBa,
OCYX/AEHHBIX H HAaXO[SALIHXCA B H30/1TOPE, BCe BpeMA
MeHsA 6ecrnokKouso. A BJpyr OHU TaM 4YTO-JH60
HaJyMalOT, HaZ0eCcT UM CHAETb U OHH pa3pasAaTcs
OOJHbBIMH M OTKPOBEHHBIMH TIOKa3aHUSIMH O
3aroBope, o IieHTpe, 0 Moedl poau (KameHeB, Kak
y4acTHHK 0611ero neHTpa 3sarosopa, HeCOMHEHHO
3HaJ1 060 MHE H 0 TOM, YTO A IBJIAIOCH YYAaCTHUKOM
3aroBopa). 5l ropopio, UTO 3TO 0OGCTOSITESILCTBO BCE
BpeMs MeHs TpeBoXHJIO. [IpaBaa, 1 IPUHA BCe MEPhI
K TOMy, 4TOGbl co3jaTb 3HMHOBbeBY H KameHeBy
HauboJsiee B1aronpUATHbIE YCI0BHS B TIOPbME: KHHUTH,
fyMary, muTaHHe, IPOTYJIKHU - BCe 3TO OHH NOJYyYaIn
6e3 orpaHudeHud. Ho yeM dyepT He wyTUT? OHU 6bLIH
ONaCHbIMH CBHUJIETE/SIMH.
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[losTomy, poknazaeiBasg pgeno B UK, 4, 4Tob6bI
NOKOHYWUTb C HHUMH, Tpensaraj 3UHOBbEBA H
KameHeBa paccTpensTn.

3TO He NPOULIO MOTOMY, YTO AAHHBIX AJs paccTpesa
JEeUCTBUTENBHO He BbLJIO.

... Jletom 1936 r. U3 N0JAUTU30JATOPOB B MOCKBY A5
IpUBJIeYEeHU K CHAEeACTBHI0 MO Jeay LeHTpa
TPOLKUCTCKO-3UHOBbLEBCKOTO 6JI0Ka ObLIH
JocTaBaeHbl 3UHOBbeB M KaMeHeB. MHe, Kak s yxe
TOBOPUJ, HYXHO 6blJI0O C HUMH NMOKOHYMUTL: OHU BCe
paBHO ObLIM  yKe [pOBaJieHbl, TpeTUuH pas
NPUB/IEKANNUCh, U S O4eHb GEeCrnoKOU/ICs, YTOGBl OHU
rae-HUbyab Ha CJeACTBUH He GOJITHYJIU JIMUIHErO.
[TosToMy 5 cuyes HEO6XOAUMbBIM MOTCOBOPUTL C HUMH.
flcHo, 4TO HHU Ha JOINpocax, HU BbI3bIBATH HUX B
KabGUHeT AJs pa3roBopa s He Mor. [losToMy 4 cTan
NpPaKTHKOBATb obxop, HEKOTOPBIX Kamep
apecTOBaHHBIX BO BHYTpeHHeH TiopbMe. [lo4TH BO
BCe Kamepbl s 3ax0AMJ BMeCTe C Ha4yaJbHHUKOM
TIopbMbl  [lonoBbiM. K <c. 199:> 3uHOBbEBYy U
KameHeBY (B OTAE/JBHOCTH K KO)XKJOMY) f1 TOXe 3alilel,
npeaynpeaus [lonoBa, 4To6bl OH OCTaJICS 33 ABEPLIO.

3a Bpems 5-10 mMuHyT a8 ycnesn npeaynpeauTb
3uHOBbeBa U KaMeHeBa 0 TOM, KTO apecTOBaH, Kakue
UMEIOTCSI IOKa3aHus. 3asiBUJA UM, YTO HHKaKHUX
JlaHHBIX O APYTUX LUeHTpax, IPUHUMABUIUX Y4acTHe B
3aroBope, TeM 6oJee 06 06UieM LieHTpe, C/Ie/ICTBHE He
3Haer.

"He Bce elie MOTepsiHO, HUYEro He BhlAaBaiTE CaMu.
llenTp 3aroBopa paeicTByeT. BHe 3aBUCUMOCTH OT
NPUroBOpa CyAa Bbl BEPHETECH KO MHe,” - FOBOPUI
uM. U 3uHoBbeB W KamMeHeB Ha C/1eCTBUH U Ha CYe,
KaK Bbl 3HaeTe, BBINOJHUIH MOH yKa3aHus. A nocie
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NpUTroBOpa OHU ObIM PacCTpeisiHbl. JTO ObLIO B
aBrycte 1936 r.

Translated:

In relation to Zinoviev and Kamenev my policy was
twofold. | could not permit the investigation of their
case to go too far. 1 was afraid of any frank
confessions from them. They could give up the
whole conspiracy. ...

At the same time [ was still troubled by the situation
of Zinoviev and Kamenev who had been convicted and
were in prison. Lest, suddenly, they get to thinking too
much, get tired of sitting in prison, and suddenly burst
out with full and frank confessions about the
conspiracy, about the center, about my role
(Kamenev, as a participant in the general center of
the conspiracy, unquestionably knew about me
and about the fact that I was a participant in the
conspiracy). [ say that this situation was troubling me
all the time. True, I took all means to obtain for
Zinoviev and Kamenev the most agreeable conditions
in prison: books, paper, food, walks - all this they
received without limit. But what the devil! They were
dangerous witnesses. Therefore when [ reported on
this case to the Central Committee, in order to be
finished with them, I proposed that Zinoviev and
Kamenev be shot. This was not accepted because the
facts necessary for their execution [to convict them of
a capital crime - GF] really did not exist.

... In the summer of 1936 Zinoviev and Kamenev were
sent from the political prisons to Moscow in order to
be brought to trial in the case of the Trotskyist-
Zinovievite bloc. As | have already said, | needed to
finish them. They were already doomed, about to be
tried for the third time; and [ was very worried lest at
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some point in the investigation they let drop
something they should not. Therefore [ began to make
rounds of some of the cells of arrested suspects in the
inner prison. 1 dropped in to almost all the cells
together with Popov, the chief of the prison. | also
dropped in on Zinoviev and Kamenev (separately on
each of them), after telling Popov to remain outside.

In the space of 5 - 10 minutes | succeeded in
informing Zinoviev and Kamenev about who had been
arrested and what kind of confessions they had made.
| told them that the investigation did not know any
facts about the other centers that were taking part in
the conspiracy, much less about the general center.
“Everything is not lost, do not give up anything
yourselves. The conspiratorial center is still
functioning. No matter what sentence the court
hands down you will return to me,” I told them.
And Zinoviev and Kamenev, as you know, carried
out my instructions during the investigation and
at the trial. And after their sentencing they were
shot. This was in August 1936. (Genrikh lagoda 192;
198-9)

lagoda rushed Kamenev and Zinoviev to execution before they
could expose yet more of the conspiracy.

It appears that Nikolai Bukharin felt the same way:

We now have some of the letters that Bukharin wrote
to Party leaders after the Zinov'ev-Kamenev trial. In
his letter of August 27, 1936 to Stalin, Bukharin wrote:

Excellent that these scoundrels have been
executed; the air became immediately cleaner.

In a letter to Voroshilov of a few days later, September
1, 1936, Bukharin calls Kamenev “cynic and
murderer,” “most loathsome of men,” “human
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carrion.” It had been Kamenev who at the August 1936
Moscow Trial implicated Bukharin as one of the
leaders of the Rights as late as 1934, something
Bukharin loudly denied. Bukharin added that he was
“fearfully glad” (strashno rad) that “the dogs” - he
means Zinov'ev and Kamenev - “have been shot.”

Bukharin’s words have the sound of someone who
“doth protest too much.” Sure enough, in these letters
Bukharin is trying hard to convince Stalin and others
that what Zinov'ev and Kamenev said about him at
their 1936 Trial was false. In fact, it was anything but!?
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From other similar events Stalin concluded that the Oppositionists
had an agreement to kill any of their number who named names.
In reply to a remark by Bukharin Stalin explained this at the
December 1936 Central Committee Plenum.

A 4TO Ke Tenepb 0Ka3anoch, Bbl norasauTte! Hocie
3TOrO Mbl YesioBeK 50, o kpaliHel Mepe, ONPOCHIIH.
Beab oHU Bce HYTpo IliTakoBa BBIBODOTHIIN. 3TO Xe
YyAOBHUIHBIN Yes0oBeK oKasascsa! [louemy OH 1les Ha
TO, YTOGBI BLICTYNIUTL 06LeCTBEHHBIM OOBUHHATENEM?
[ToueMy OH 1LlIes1 Ha TO, YTOOBI CAMOMY paccTpe/lnBaTh
cBOMX ToBapuuieii? OKasplBAeTCs, ¥ HHUX MPABUJIO
TaKoe: eXeJqd TBOH eJHHOMBIIJIEHHHK-TPOLKHUCT
apecToBaH M CTaJ BblJaBaTb JMOAeH, €ro Hajao
YHUYTOXKHTb. Bbl BHAMTe, Kakas ajicKag WTyKa
noay4yaetcs. Bepp 1noc/ie 3TOrc B HCKPEHHOCTb
OBIBLIMX OoNnno3uuroHepos! Hesb3s BepuTh Ha C/0BO
ObIBUIMM OIMO3MIHOHEPAM Jaxe TOrAa, Korja OHH
fepyTca  CcOBCTBEHHOPYYHO  paccTpesssTb  CBOMX

Apy3eH.

2 Furr, Grover and Vladimir L. Bobrov. "Stephen Cohen’s Biography of Bukharin: A Study in

the Falsehood of Khrushchev-Era 'Revelations.” In Cultural Logic 2010. At
http://clogic.eserver.org/2010/Furr.pdf
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Translated:

But as for how things have turned out, you can see
yourself! After that we questioned about 50 people, at
least. They really turned Piatakov inside out. It turns
out that he’s a monster of a person! So why did he
agree to be the public prosecutor? Why did he agree to
shoot his comrades himself? It turns out that they
have a rule like this: If your fellow Trotskyist is
arrested and has begun to give up the names of others,
he must be destroyed. You can see what kind of hellish
joke this comes to. Believe after this in the sincerity of
former oppositionists! We can't take former
oppositionists at their word even when they volunteer
to shoot their friends with their own hands. (Voprosy
Istorii 1,1995, pp. 9-10.)3

Bukharin, lagoda and others

Like Bukharin, lagoda certainly knew about Ezhov's participation
in the conspiracy as well, and like Bukharin he did not tell “the
whole truth” at his trial.* In another chapter we have quoted the
remarks by Mikhail Frinovsky in which he states that Bukharin,
lagoda, Bulanov, and perhaps others knew about Ezhov's
conspiracy and did not reveal it.

In the “mercury affair” {rtutnoe delo), which we mentioned in
Chapter 1, Ezhov told Bulanov to lie in order to build up his own,
Ezhov's, credibility. It was discovered after Ezhov’s arrest.

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

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

The conclusion of our verification of the Moscow Trials testimony
is this:

* Whenever we can check independent evidence concerning a
contradiction between Moscow Trial testimony and Trotsky’s
responses, it is the Moscow Trial testimony, not Trotsky’s
denial, that proves to have been truthful.

* As far as we can now determine, on the basis of the evidence
we now possess, none of the Moscow Trial defendants gave
false testimony that was wrung from them by the NKVD, the
Prosecution, or anyone else, including Stalin.

The present study too adds credibility to the Moscow Trials
themselves, while casting doubt on Trotsky’s denials and on the
Khrushchev-era and Gorbachev-era “Rehabilitation” reports.

In Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’ and in Leon Trotsky’s Collaboration with
Germany and Japan we examine further evidence that Trotsky did
urge “terror” against the Soviet leadership and did collaborate
with Germany and Japan. These were among the most important
and most dramatic charges made at the trials. The evidence that
Trotsky was guilty of spurring his Soviet followers to the use of
“terror” or assassination against the Stalin leadership goes a step
farther towards confirming the basic trustworthiness of the
testimony given at the Moscow trials.

As far as we can now determine, on the evidence now available the
Moscow Trial defendants:

(a) were guilty of at least those crimes to which they confessed;
(b) said what they themselves chose to say in their trial testimony.

This conclusion will be ideologically unacceptable to those who cut
their historical conclusions to fit their political prejudices. There is
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no lack of such persons in and around the field of Soviet history
and in politics. In the present case neither ideological
anticommunists nor, of course, Trotskyists will be persuaded by
this or any conceivable evidence. “Political correctness” -
ideological acceptability to influential forces motivated not by the
search for historical truth but by political agendas is, of course, not
a category of historical evidence and has no place in the struggle to
discover the truth.

In the eyes of many persons the evidence that Trotsky really did
urge his followers in the USSR to employ “terror” would appear to
justify the Moscow Trials. By the same token the evidence that the
defendants in the Moscow Trials were guilty will appear to justify
the actions of Stalin and the Soviet government of the day. After
all, no country would fail to pursue and deal harshly with persons
and groups who were guilty of the crimes to which the Moscow
Trials defendants confessed.

Powerful forces both within the field of Soviet studies and beyond
it will find this conclusion to be intolerable on political grounds.
The Cold War in historical studies against communism continues
with a vengeance. The histories of most if not all of the new post-
Soviet states are constructed upon a demonization of communism,
especially of Stalin and the USSR during his time. The academic
study and teaching of Soviet history is dominated by a tacit
requirement that Stalin and the USSR during his day be
condemned.

Meanwhile Trotskyism is not just tolerated but accorded an
honored place in the field of Soviet history. Two avowedly
Trotskyist journals, Revolutionary History and Critique, publish
articles in the field of Soviet history. The latter is published by
Taylor and Francis Ltd., a major publisher of mainstream academic
journals in the U.K. Pierre Broué was eulogized by Bernhard
Bayerlein, editor of the anticommunist Jahrbuch fiir historische
Kommunismusforschung. Broué worked with Bayerlein on a
number of anticommunist research projects. Broué was a member
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of the board of Bayerlein’s “International Newsletter of
Communist Studies.” >

Knowledge that the Moscow Trials were honest and the
defendants guilty will do much to debunk other harmful “cults”
that are still thriving. In some countries the “cult” around Trotsky
remains influential on the anti-imperialist and pro-working class
Left. The “cult” of the demonization of Stalin is even more
widespread, not only geographically but ideologically, its
adherents raging from anarchists and Trotskyists, to liberals, to
conservatives and fascists.

These “cults” are nourished by the myth that Trotsky and the
Moscow Trials defendants were “framed” in the Moscow Trials.
They persist only through ignoring the evidence that we have and
through misinterpretation, often flagrant, of the evidence that is
not ignored.

The Moscow Trials Testimony as Evidence

Whenever we can check a fact-claim made by a defendant in the
Moscow Trials against independent evidence we have found that
the defendant was telling the truth, in that the fact-claim in
question can be verified independently.

In a few cases a defendant chose to deceive the prosecution,
apparently with a view to concealing his responsibility for acts of
which, he hoped, the prosecution was unaware, or of preserving
what remained of the conspiracy, or both.

Since the defendants’ fact-claims that we can check have turned
out to be truthful, we have no basis to dismiss other fact-claims
whose truthfulness we cannot check. The success of this
verification process means that researchers may properly use the
fact-claims made by Moscow Trial defendants as evidence.

® See details at http://www.dr-bayerlein.eu/boocks.html
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The importance of this result for our further investigation of Leon
Trotsky’s conspiratorial activities during the 1930s should be
obvious. We now have no reason to reject the statements made by
defendants concerning Trotsky’s conspiratorial activities.

However, we now possess much more evidence of Trotsky's
conspiratorial activities than that contained in statements by
Moscow Trials defendants. In Trotsky’s ‘Amalgams’ we examine
other evidence of Trotsky’s conspiracies. Much of this evidence
comes from Trotsky’'s own false statements, through which he
carelessly or unconsciously revealed, in part, that which he wished
to conceal. Leon Trotsky’s Collaboration with Germany and Japan
examines more evidence concerning Trotsky’s collaboration with
Germany and Japan.
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