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Introduction.
The Khrushchev School of Falsification:

“The 20th Century’s Most Influential
Speech”

The fiftieth anniversary of Nikita S. Khrushchev’s “Secret Speech”, de-
livered on February 25, 1956, clicited predictable comment. An ardcle in
the London (UK) Telgraph called it “the 20th century’s most influential
speech.” In an atticle the same day in the New York Times William Taub-
man, whose biography of Khrushchev won the Pulitzer Prize for Biogra-
phy in 2004, called it a “great deed” that “deserves to be celebrated” on
its anniversary. !
Some time apo I reread Khrushchev's “Secret Speech” for the first time
in many years. | used the HIML version of the edition of the speech
pul:l]ished in a special issue of The New Lsader in 1962.2 During my read-
ing I remarked that the noted Menshevik scholar Boris Njkol,acvsky in
his annotations to Khrushchev’s talk, expressed his opinion that cettain
of Khrushchev’s statements were false. For example, early in his speech
Khrushchev says the following:

Lately, especially after the unmasking of the Beria gang,

the Central Committee looked into a series of matters

fabricated by this gang. This revealed a very ugly picture

of brutal willfulness connected with the incorrect

behavior of Stalin.

Boris Nikolaevsky’s note 8 to this passage reads:

This statement by Khrushchev is not quite true:
Investigation of Stalin’s terrorist acts in the last pedod of

"The full text of Khrushehev's speech 1s available online at:
hitp:/ / chss montclair.cdu/english/ fure/reseacch /kl/ speech. humi

? Khrushchev, Nikita 5. The Mew Leader. The Crimes of the Stalin Fra. Tntroduction by
Anatol Shub, notes by Boris Nikolacvsky. New York: The New Leader, 1962
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his life was ininated by Beria. ... Khrushchev, who now

depicts himself as having well-nigh initiated the probe of
Stalin’s torture chambers, actually tried to block it in the

first months after Stalin’s death.

I remembered that Arch Getty wrote something very similar in his magis-
terial work Oniginr of the Great Purper

Other inconsistencies in Khrushchev’s account include
an apparent confusion of Ezhov for Beria. Although
Ezhov's name is mentioned occasionally, Berda is
charged with as many misdeeds and repressions;
however, the latter was merely a regional secretary until
1938. Further, many reports note that the police terror
bepan to subside when Beria took over from Ezhov in
1938. Could Khrushchev have conveniently substituted
Benia for Ezhov in his account? What else might he
have blurred? At any rate, Beria’s recent execution by
Khrushchev and the leadetship made him a convenient
scapegoat. Khrushchev's opportunistic use of Beria
certainly casts suspicion on the exactitude of his
other assertions. (p. 268 n.28; emphasis added GF)

So I suspected that today, in the light of the many documents from for-
metly secret Soviet archives now available, serious research might dis-
cover that even more of Khrushchev’s “revelations® about Stalin were
false.

In fact, I made a far different discovery. Not one specific statement of
“revelation” that Khrushchev made about ecither Stalin or Beria
tumed out to be true. Among those that can be checked for verifica-
tion, every single one turns out to be false. Khrushchev, it turns out, did
not just “lie” about Stalin and Beria — he did virtually nothing else except
lie. The entire “Secret Speech” i3 made up of fabrications. This is the
“great deed” Taubman praised Khrushchev forl (A separate, though
much shorter, atticle might be written to expose the falsehoods in Taub-
man’s own New York Times Op-Ed article celebrating Khrushchev’s
meretricious speech).?

3 A few cxamples heres It was Beria, not Khrushchev, who released many prisoners,
though not “millions”, as Taubman claims. The *thaw™ he celebrates had began during
the last Stalin years. Khrushchev limited it to “rghtist”, anti-Stalin material only, Stalin
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For me, as a scholar, this was a troubling and even unwelcome discovery.
If, as I had anticipated, I had found that, say, 25% or so of Khrushchev’s
“revelations” were falsifications, my research would surely excite some
skepticism as well as surprise. But in the main I could anticipate accep-
tance, and praise: “Good job of research by Furt”, and so on.

But I feared — and my fears have been born out by my expenence with
the Russian-lanpuage onpinal of this book, published in December 2007
— that if I claimed every one of Khrushchev’s “revelations™ was false, no
one would believe me. It would not make any difference how thoroughly
or carefully I cited evidence in support of my arguments. To disprove the
whole of Khrushchev’s speech 15, at the same time, to challenge the
whole historical paradigm of Sovier history of the Stalin period, a para-
digm to which this speech is foundational.

The most influential speech of the 20% century — if not of all time — a
complete fraud? The notion was too monstrous. Who would want to
come to grips with the revision of Soviet, Comintern, and even world
history that the logic of such a conclusion would demand? It would be
infinitely easter for everyone to believe that I had “cooked the boo
shaded the tuth — that I was falsifying things, just as [ was accusing
Khrushchev of doing. Then my work could be safely ignored, and the
problem would “po away.” Especially since I am known to have sympa-
thy towards the worldwide communist movement of which Stalin was
the recognized leader. When a researcher comes to conclusions that sus-
piciously appear to support his own preconceived 1deas, 1t is only prudent
to sugpect him of some lack of objectvity, if notworse.

So 1 would have been much happier if my research had concluded that
25% of Khrushchev’s “revelations” about Stalin and Beria were false.
However, since virtually all of those “revelations™ that can be checked
are, in fact, falsehoods, the onus of evidence lies even more heavily on
me as 4 scholar than would ordinarily be the case. Accordingly, I have
organized my report on this reseatch in a somewhat unusual way.

The entire book is divided into two separate but interrelated sections.

had tried to retire in October 1952, but the 19 Party Congress bad refused 1o permut i
Taubman claims Khrushchev said he was “not involved” in the repressions, yet
Khrushchev had not responded to Stalin’s urgings, but had taken the initiative,
demmanding higher “guotas” for repressions than the Stalin leadership wanted. Tanbman
claims “Khrushchev somehow getained his humanity,” Tt would be more accunate to say
the opposite; Khnushchev appears more like a thug and murderer,
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In the frst sections, consisting of Chapters 1 through 9, 1 examine each
of the statements, or assertions, that Khrushchev made in his report and
that constitute the essence of his so-called “revelations.” (To jump ahead
a bit, I note that I have identified sixty-one such assertions).

Hach of these “revelations” is preceded by a quotation from the “Secret
Speech” which is then examined in the light of the documentary evi-
dence. Most of this evidence is presented as quotations from primary
sources. Only in a few cases do I quote from secondary sources. I have
set myself the task of presenting the best evidence that I can find, drawn
in the main from former Soviet archives in order to demonstrate the false
character of Khrushchev’s Speech at the 20* Party Congress. Since, if
interspersed with the text, long documentary citations would make for
difficult reading, I have only brefly referred to the evidence in the text
and reserved the fuller quotations from the primary (and occasionally
secondary) sources themselves in the sections on each chapter in the Ap-
pendix..

‘The second section of the book, Chapters 10 through 12, is devoted to
questions of a methodological nature and to a discussion of some of the
conclusions which flow from this study. I have given specal attention to
a typology of the falsehoods, or methods of deception that Khrushchev
employed. A study of the “rehabilitation” materials of some of the Party
leaders named in the Speech is included here.

1 handle the references to prmary sources in two ways. In addition to the
tradidonal academic documentation through footnote and bibliography I
have tried wherever possible to guide the reader to those primary docu-
ments available either in part or in full on the Internet. All of these URL
references were valid at the time the English language edition of this
book was completed.

In a few cases, I have placed important primary documents on the Inter-
net myself, normally in Adobe Acrobat (pdf) format. In a few cases this
has made it possible for me to refer to page numbers, something that is
either chumsy or impossible if using hypertext markup language (HTML).
In conclusion I would like to thank my colleagues in the United States
and in Russia who have read this work in its earlier drafts and given me
the benefit of their criticism. Naturally, they bear no respounsibility for
any errors and shortcomings that remain in the book despite their best
efforts.
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My especial gratitude goes to my wonderful colleague in Moscow, Vladi-
mir L'vovich Bobrov, Scholar, researcher, editor, and translator, master
of both his native Russian and Enplish, I would never have undertaken
this work, much less completed it, without his inspiration, guidance, and
assistance of all kinds,

T will be grateful for any comments and criticisms of this work by read-
ers.



Chapter 1.
The Cult and Lenin’s “Testament”

1. The Cult
Khrushchev:

Comrades! In the report of the Central Committee of the
party at the 20th Congress, in a number of speeches by
delepates to the Congress, as also formerly during the
plenary CC/CPSU [Central Committee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union] sessions, quite a
lot has been said about the cult of the individual and
about its harmful consequences.

After Stalin’s death the Central Committee of the party
began to implement a policy of explaining concisely and
consistently that it is impermissible and foreign to the
spirit of Marxism-Leninism to elevate one person, to
transform him into a superman possessing supernatural
characteristics, akin to those of a god. Such a man
supposedly knows everything, sees everything, thinks for
everyone, can do anything, is infallible in his behavior.
Such a belief about a man, and specifically about Stalin,
was cultivated among us for many years.

The objective of the present report is not a thorough
evaluation of Stalin’s life and activity. Concerning Stalin’s
merits, an entirely sufficient number of books,
pamphlets and studies had already been written in his
Tifetime. The role of Stalin in the preparation and
execution of the Socialist Revolution, in the Civil War,
and in the fight for the construction of socialism in our
country, is universally known. Everyone knows this well.

At present, we are concerned with a question which has
immense importance for the party now and for the
future — with how the cult of the person of Stalin has
been pradually growing, the cult which became ata



8 Khrushehey Lisd

certain specific stage the source of a whole series of

exceedingly serious and grave perversions of party

principles, of party democracy, of revolutionary legality.
This Speech is often referred to as one of “revelations” by Khrushchev
of crimes and misdeeds done by Stalin. The issue of the “cult of person-
ality”, or “cult of the individual”, around the figure of Stalin was the main
subject of the Speech. Khrshchev did not “reveal” the existence of a
“cult of personality” itself. Its existence was, of course, well known. It
had been discussed at Presidium meenngs since immediately after Stalin’s
death.

Yet Khrushchev does not specifically state at the outset that Stalin pro-
moted the “cult”. This was clearly deliberate on Khrushchev’s part
Throughout his speech Khrushchev implies — or, rather, takes it for
granied — what he ought to have proven, but could not: that Stalin him-
self fostered this cult in order to gain dictatotial power. In fact, through-
out his entire Speech, Khrushchev was unable to cite a single sl ex-
ample of how Stalin encouraged this “cult” — presumably, because he
could not find even one such example.

Khrushchev’s whole speech was built on this falsehood. All the rest of
his “revelations” were fitted within the explanatory paradigm of the
“cult” around himself which, according to Khrushchev, Stalin created
and cultivated.

This study will show that virtually all of Khrushchev’s “revelations” con-
cerning Stalin are false. But i’s worth mentioning at the outset that
Khrushchey’s explanatoty framework itself — the notion of the “cult”
constructed by Stalin and as a result of which the rest of his so-called
“crimes” could be committed with impunity — this is itself a falsehood.
Not only did Stalin not commit the ctimes and misdeeds Khrushcher
imputes 1o him. Stalin also did not construct the “cult” around hiraself
In fact, the evidence proves the opposite: that Stalin opposed the disgust-
ing “cult” around himself.

Some have argued that Stalin's opposition to the cult around himself
must have been hypocrisy. After all, Stalin was so powerful that if he had
really wanted to put a stop to the cult, he could have done so. Bur rhis
argument assumes what it should prove. To assume that he was that
powerful is also to assume that Stalin was in fact what the “cult” absurdly
made him out to be: an autocrat with supreme power over everything
and everyone in the USSR.
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1. Stalin’s Opposition to the Cult

Stalin protested praise and Hattery directed at himself over and over again
over many years. He agreed with Lenin’s assessment of the “cult of the
individual”, and said basically the same things about it as Lenin had
Khrushchev quoted Lenin, but without acknowledging that Stalin said
the same things. A long list of quotations from Stalin is piven here in evi-
dence of Stalin’s oppositon to the “cult” around him.* Many mote could
be added to it, for almost every memoir by persons who had personal
contact with Stalin pives further anecdores that demonsrrate Stalin’s op-
position to, and even disgust with, the adulation of his petson.

For example, the recently-published posthumous memoir Szulin. Kak Ia
Ego Zpal (“Stalin As I Knew Him”, 2003) by Akakii Mgeladze, a former
First Secretaty of the Georgian Communist Party later punished and
marginalized by Khrushchev, the author often comments on Stalin’s dis-
like of the “cult” around him. Mgeladze, who died in 1980, recounts how
Stalin wished to suppress any special celebration of his 70t birthday in
1949 and acceded to it with reluctance only because of the arguments
made by other Party leaders that the event would setve to unite the
communist movement by bringing together its leaders from around the
wotld.

Stalin was more successful in preventing others in the Politburo from
renaming Moscow “Stalinodar” (= “gift of Stalin™) in 1937. But his at-
tempt to refuse the award of Hero of the Soviet Union was thwarted
when the award, which he never accepted, was pinned to a pillow which
was placed in his coffin at his death.

2. Malenkov’s Attempt to Call a CC Plenum Concerning
the “Cult” Apnl 1953

Immediately after Stalin’s death, Malenkov proposed calling a Central
Committee Plenum to deal with the harmful effects of the cult. Malenkov
was honest enough to blame himself and his colleagues and reminded
them all that Stalin had frequenty warned them against the “cult” to no
avail. This arrempt failed in the Presidium; the special Plenum was never
called. If it had been, Khrushchev’s “Secret Speech” could not have
taken place,

4 See the quotations for Chapter 1 in Appendix 1 for 2 long list of quotations of Stalin
showing his opposition to the “cul® around him.
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Whether Khrushchev supported Malenkov’s proposal or not — the evi-
dence is unclear on this point — he was certainly involved in the discus-
sicn, Khrushchey knew all about Malenkov's attempt to deal with the
“cult” openly and early on. But he said nothing abour it, thereby effec-
tively denying that it had occurred.

3. July 1953 Plenum — Beria Attacked for Allegedly
Opposing “Cult”

At the July 1953 Plenum, called to attack an absent (and possibly already
dead) Beria, a number of the fipures blamed Benia for attacking the cult.
Khrushchev’s leading role at this Plenum and in the cabal of leaders

against Beria shows that he was complicit in attacking Beria and so in
supporting the “cult” as a weapon with which to discredit Beria.

4, Who Fostered the “Cult”?

A study of the origins of the “cult” is beyond the scope of this article.
But there is good evidence that oppositionists either began the “cult”
around Stalin or participated eagerly in it as a cover for their oppositional
acovities. In an unguarded moment during one of his achaye stavks (face-
to-face confrontations with accusers) Bulkharin was forced to admir that
he urged former Oppositionists working for Izpertifa to refer to Stalin
with excessive praise, and used the term “cult” himself, Another Opposi-
tionist, Karl Radek, is often said to have written the first full-blown ex-
ample of the “cult”, the strange futuristic Zodehii Solstatisiicheskogo Ob-
shebestva (“The Architect of Socialist Society™), for the January 1, 1934
issue of Igpestiia, subsequently published as a separate pamphlet.

5. Khrushchev and Mikoian

Khrushchev and Mikoian, the main fipures from the Stalin Politburo who
instigated and avidly promoted the “de-Stalinization” movement, were
among those who, in the 1930s, had fostered the “cult” most avidly.

If this were all, we might hypothetically assume that Khrushchev and
Mikoian had truly respected Stalin to the point of being in awe of him.
This was certainly the case with many others. Mgeladze's memoir shows
one example of a leading Party official who retained his admiration for
Stalin long after it was fashionable to discard it.

But Khrushchev and Mikoian had participated in the Presidium discus-
sions of March 1953 during which Malenkov’s attempt to call a Central
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Committee Plenum to discuss the “cult” had been frustrated. They had
been leaders in the June 1953 Plenum during which Beria had been
sharply criticized for opposing the “cult” of Stalin.

These matters, together with the fact that Khrushchev’s “revelations” are,
in reality, fabrications means there must be something else at work here.

2. Lenin’s “Testament”

Khrushchev:

Fearing the future fate of the party and of the Soviet
nation, V. I. Lenin made a completely correct
characterization of Stalin, pointing out that it was
necessary to consider the question of transferring Stalin
from the position of the Secretary General because of
the fact that Stalin is excessively rude, that he does not
have a proper attitude toward his comrades, that he is
capricious and abuses his power.

In December 1922, in & letter to the Party Congress,

Vladirmir Tlyich wrote; ‘After taking over the position of

Secretary General, Comrade Stalin accomulated in his

hands immeasurable power and I am not certain whether

he will be always able to use this power with the required

care.”
We must interrupt this quotation to note an important fact. Khrushchev
here attributes to Lenin the accusation that Stalin “abuses his power.” In
reality, Lenin wrote only that he was “not certain whether he [Stalin] wall
be always able to use this power with the required care.” There is nothing
in Lenin’s words about accusing Stalin of “abusing his power.”
Khrushchev continues:

This letter — a political document of tremendous
importance, known in the party history as Lenin’s
“testament” — was distributed among the delegates to the
20th Party Congress. You have read it and will
undoubtedly read it again more than once. You might
reflect on Lenin’s plain words, in which expression is
given to Viadimir Ilyich's anxicty concermng the party,
the people, the state, and the future direction of party
policy.
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Vladimir Tlyich said:
Stalin is excessively rude, and this defect, which can
be freely tolerated in our midst and in contacts
among us Communists, becomes a defect which
cannot be tolerated in one holding the position of
the Secretary General. Because of this, 1 propose
that the comrades consider the method by which
Stalin would be removed from this position and by
which another man would be selected for it, a man
who, above all, would differ from Stalin in only one
quality, namely, greater tolerance, preater loyalty,
greater kindness and more considerate attitude
toward the comtades, a less capricious temper, etc.

This document of Lenin’s was made known to the
delegates at the 13th Party Congress who discussed the
question of transferring Stalin from the position of
Secretary General. The delepates declared themselves in
favor of retaining Stalin in this post, hoping that he
would heed the critical remarks of Vladimir Ilyich and
would be able to overcome the defects which caused
Lenin serous anxiety.
Comrades! The Party Congress should become
acquainted with two new documents, which confirm
Stalin’s charactet as already outlined by Vladimir Ilyich
Lenin in his “testament.” These documents are a letter
from Nadezhda Konstantinovna Krupskaia to [Lev B
Kamenev, who was at that ime head of the Political
Bureau, and a personal letter from Vladimir Ilyich Lenin
to Stalin.
1 will now read these documents:

LEV BORISOVICH!

Because of a short letter which [ had written in
words dictated to me by Vladimir Ilyich by
permission of the doctors, Stalin allowed himself
yesterday an unusually rude outburst directed at me.
This is not my first day in the party, During all these
30 years T have never heard from any comrade one
word of rudeness. The business of the party and of
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Ilyich are not less dear to me than to Stalin. T need at
present the maximum of self-control. What one can
and what one cannot discuss with Ilyich I know
better than any doctor, because I know what makes
him nervous and what does not, in any case I know
better than Stalin, I am turning to you and to
Grigorii [E. Zinoviev] as much closer comrades of
V. 1. and I beg you to protect me from rde
interference with my private life and from vile
invectives and threats. I have no doubt as to what
will be the unanimous decision of the Conmol
Commission, with which Stalin sees fit to threaten
me; however, 1 have neither the strength nor the
time to waste on this foolish quarrel. And I am a
living person and my nerves are strained to the
utmost.”

N. KRUPSKATIA

Nadezhda Konstantinovna wrote this letter on
December 23, 1922. After two and a half months, in
March 1923, Vladimir llyich Lenin sent Stalin the
following letter:

TO COMEADE STALIN:
COPIES FOR: KAMENEV AND ZINOVIEV
Dear Comrade Stalinl

You permitted yourself a rude summons of my wife
to the telephone and a rude reprimand of her.
Despite the fact that she told you that she agreed to
forget what was said, nevertheless Zinoviev and
Kamenev heard about it from her. I have no
intention to forget so easily that which is being done
against me; and I need not stress here that I consider
as directed against me that which is being done
against my wife. T ask you, therefore, that you weigh
carefully whether you are agreeable to retracting your
words and apologizing or whether you prefer the
severance of relations between us.

SINCERELY: LENIN
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MARCH 5, 1923
(Commotion in the hall))

Comurades! I will not comment on these documents.
They speak eloquently for themselves. Since Stalin could
behave in this manner during Lenin’s life, could thus
behave toward Nadezhda Konstantinovna Krupskaia —
whom the party knows well and values highly as a loyal
friend of Lenin and as an active fighter for the cause of
the party since its creation — we can easily imagine how
Stalin treated other people. These negative characteristics
of his developed steadily and during the last years
acquired an absolutely insufferable character.”

The document in question was not widely “known in the party history as
Lenin's ‘Testament'™. Khrushchev took this term from Trotsky, who
wrote & book with that title in 1934. It had never been known as such in
the Bolshevik Party except among oppositionists. In fact there is a history
to the very use of the term “Lenin’s Testament” — one that does not re-
fleet well on Khrushchey,

In 1925 Trotsky, in a sharp criticism of Max Eastman’s book Sine Lenin
Died, had explicitly repudiated Eastman’s lie that Lenin left 2 “testament”
ot “will” Along with the other members of the Politburo, Trotsky said
that Lenin had not done so. And that appears to be correct: there is no
evidence at all that Lenin intended these documents as a “testament” of
any kind. Then, in the 1930s, Trotsky changed his mind and began writ-
ing about “Lenin’s Testament™ again, this time as a part of his partisan
attack on Stalin. Therefore Khrushchev or, more likely, one of his col-
laborators, must have taken this usage from Trotsky — though they would
never have publicly acknowledged doing so.

Other aspects of Khrushchev’s speech are similar to Trotsky’s writinps.
For example, Trotsky viewed the Moscow Trials as faked frame-ups —
naturally enough, because he was an absent co-defendant in them. Al-
though the first Moscow Trial defendant, Akbal Ikramov of the March
1938 “Bukharin” Tnal, was not officially “rehabilitated” undl May 1957,
after the 20 Party Congress®, Khrushchev did deplore the executions of

5 Ikeamov was rehabilitated on June 31957, See Realifitatina. Kak Ero Byl Felbwral® 1956 =
nachaip S0-kh godor. Mosksa: "Materik”, 2003, (hereafter RKEB 2), 851, See also
heep:/ /wrwrw.memo.ea/ memory/ communarka/ chapterS. hem
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Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Trotskyites in the Secret Speech. This consa-
tuted at least an implicit declaration of their innocence, since their pun-
ishment would not be consideted too harsh for anyone really puilty of the
crimes to which they confessed in 1936,

But in fact the whole tenor of Khrushchev’s speech, which blamed Stalin
alone for derailing socialism through immense crimes of which Khru-
shchev held him alone responsible, was identical to Trotsky’s demonized
portrait of Stalin. Trotsky’s widow recognized this fact, and applied for
the rehabilitation of her late husband and within a day of the “Secret
Speech™.5 The fact that Natalia Sedova-Trotskaia learned of the suppos-
edly “secret” speech immediately it happened suggests that the Trotsky-
ites may have still had high-level informants in the CPSU.

There are good reasons to suspect that Lenin’s letter to Stalin of March 5,
1923 may be a forgery. Valentun A. Szkharov has published a2 major
scholatly book on this subject on this thesis with Moscow Umvenu:y
Press. His general argument is outlined in several articles of his and in
reviews of the boole7

There is no question that at the time Stalin himself, and everybody who
knew about it, believed that it was genuine. But even if genuine, Lenin’s
letter to Stalin of March 5 1923 does not show what it has often been
assumed to show — that Lenin was estranged from Stalin. For less than
two weeks later his wife Nadezhda Konstantinova Krupskaia (called
“c(omrade) UPianova (N.K.)” in this exchange) told Stalin that Lenin had
very insistently asked her to make Stalin promise to obtain cyanide cap-
sules for him, in order to end his great suffering. Stalin agreed, but then
reported to the Poliburo on March 23 that he could not bring himself to
do it, “no matter how humane it might be,”

¢ Aimermakher, 1., V.IU. Afiani, et al. eds: De&lad Khrushcbera o kalfe Bchmosti Stakne na XX
7t KPSS, Dokswmenty. Moscos: ROSSPEN, 2002, (hereafter Dodilad Kbrusbeheva) Razdel
IV, Dok, No. 3, p. 610, The editors of this official volome note that the letrer must be
dated on or after Febroary 25; that is, they relate it to Khmshehev's Speech, which was
dedivered the same day. Another possibility is that Sedova’s letter was written in response
to Mikoian's speech to the Congress on February 16. A fucsimile of Sedova’s letter to the
Presidium of the 20" Party Congress is at

http:/ /chss.montclair.edu/english/ forr/ research /sedovaltr022856.jpg

" V.A. Sukhacov, “Poliicheskos gaswsbcbasis V.1, Loniaa: real'nost"storis i mify poliki. Moscow:
Izdatel'stvo MGU [Moscow State Universiry], 2003.
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These documents were quoted by Dmitrii Volkogonov in his very hostile
biography of Lenin.? Copies of them remain in the Volkogonov Papers in
the Library of Congress. There 1s no doubt about their authenticity. Lidia
Foteva, one of Lenin’s secretaries, had made a note in 1922 that Lenin
had told her he would request cyanide capsules if his illness progressed
beyond a certain point?

Thetefore, even if Lenin’s letter of March 5, 1923 be genuine — and Sak-
harov’s study calls this into serious question — Lenin sl trusted and re-
lied upon Stalin. There was no estrangement between them.

According te Velkogonov (and others),
In the moming of December 24 Stalin, Kamenev and
Bukharin discussed the situation. They did not have the
right to force their leader [Lenin] to be silent. But care,
foresight, the greatest possible quite, were essental. A
decision was taken:
1. Vladimir [lich is given the dpht to dictate daily for 5-
10 minutes, but this must oot be in the form of
correspondence, and Vladimir [lich must not expect
answers to these notes. No meedngs are allowed.
2. Neither friends nor family are permitted to
communicate anything of political life to Vladimir Tlich,
so as not to thereby present materials for consideration
and excitement.’0

According to Robert Service (Lews), Lenin suffered serious “events”
(probably strokes) on the following dates:

® May 25, 1922 — 2 “massive stroke™ (p. 443);

¢ December 22-23, 1922 — Lenin “lost the use of his
whole right side” (p.461);

# A facsimile of Stalin's letter to the Politburo of March 23, 1923 is published in 1AL
Volkogonov, Lenin. Politicheskis portret, V' 2-kb kwigath, Kn. IT, Moscow: Novost, 1994, pp.
384-385. Stalin's [etter to the Politburo of March 23, 1923 1s reprodured, with
commentary, at http:/ /warwheonoo/libris/stalin/16-67.html and in Appendix 1 of the
present book

? This note was published in 1991 and can be consulted at

htip:/ /worw. hrono.m/libeis/sealin/16-9.html

1 Volkggonov, Dmitrl. Sfale. Vol. L M., 1992, Ch, 2, par. 156; cited at

hrtp:// militeea lib.ra/bin/volkogonov_dv/02Zhtml
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¢ The night of March 6-7, 1923 — Lenin “lost the use of
the extremities of the ripht side of his body.” (pp.
473-4).
On December 18 the Politburo put Stalin in charge of Lenin’s health and
forbade anyone to discuss politics with him. Krupskaia viclated this rule
and was reprimanded for it by Stalin, on December 22. That vety night
Lenin suffered a serious stroke.

On March 5, 1923 Krupskaia told Lenin that Stalin had spoken rudely to
her back in December. Incensed, Lenin wrote Stalin the famous note,
According to Krupskaia’s secretary V. Dridzo, whose version of this
event was published in in 1989, it happened this way:

Now, when Nadezhda Konstantinovna’s name and

Stalin’s relationship with her 1s more frequently

mentioned in some publications, T wish to tell abont

those matters I know for certain.

Why was it only two months after Stalin’s rude
conversation with Nadezhda Konstantinovna that V.I
Lenin wrote him the letter in which he demanded that
Stalin excuse himself to her? Itis possible that I am the
only one who really knows how it happened, since
MNadezhda Konstantinova often told me about it.

It happened at the very beginning of March 1923,
Madezhda Konstantinovna and Vladimir Ilich were
talking about something. The phone rang. Nadezhda
Konstantinovna went to the phone (in Lenin’s apartment
the phone always stood in the corridor), When she
returned Viadimir Ilich asked her: “Who called?” — Tt was
Stalin, he and I have reconciled.” — “What do you mean?”

And Nadezhda Konstantinovna had to tell everything
that had happened when Stalin called her, talked with her
very rudely, and threatened to bring her before the
Control commission. Nadezhda Konstantinovna asked
Vladimir Lich to pay it no mind since everything had
been settled and she had forgotten about it.

But Vladimir Tlich was adamant. He was deeply offended
by LV. Stalin’s disrespectful behavior towards Nadezhda
Konstantinovna and on March 5 1923 dictated the latter
to Stalin with a copy to Zinoviev and Kamenev in which
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he insisted that Stalin excuse himself. Stalin had to
excuse himself, but he never forgot it and did not forgive
Nadezhda Konstantinovna, and this had an effect on his
relationship with her.”1!

The next day Lenin had a further serious stroke.

In each case Lenin had a stroke shortly after Krupskaia discussed political
matter with him — something that, as a Party member, she was not sup-
posed to do. This cannot have been a coincidence, for Lenin’s doctors
had specifically warned against getting Lenin upset about anything. So it
seems more than possible that, in fact, it was Krupskaias actions that
precipitated Lenin’s last two serdous strokes,

As one of Lenin’s long-time secretaries Lidia Fotieva said,

Nadezhda Konstantinovna did not always conduct

herself as she should have done. She might have said too

much to Vladimir Tlich. She was used to sharing

everything with him, even in situations when she should

not have done that at all... For example, why did she tell

Vladimir Ilich that Stalin had been rude to her on the

telephoner. . .12
Incidentally, when Stalin’s wife committed suicide in 1932, Krupskata
wrote the following letter of consolation to Stalin, which was published
in Pravda on November 16, 1932:

Dear Tosif Vissarionych;

These days everything somehow makes me think about
you, makes me want to hold your hand. Tt is hard to lose
a person who is close to you. I keep remembering those
talks with you in Ilich’s office during his illness. They
gave me courage at that ame.

I press your hand yet again. N. Krupskaia.'*

V.5, Drdao, “Vospominania.” Kammunis § (1989).

2L Fotieva, Cited in A. Bek, “K istoril poslednikh leninskikh dokumentoy. [z arkhiva
pisatelia, besedovavshego v 1967 s lichnymi sekeetaciami Lenina.” Maskowsbic Novosti No.
17, April 23, 1989, pp. 8-9,

B Cited in E.N. Gusliarov, Stafin v ohizei, Sistenatizirovannyi ssod vesponsinanti savremenwikay,
doksrmentoy Zpokl, sersii isterikear, Moscow: OLMA -Press, p. 237, Online at

hrtp:/ /worw.stalin.su /book.phpraction=pagesefs_page=68:fr_hook_id=1 Also cited in
Nosvor Vrenria No. 46, Nov. 14, 2004.
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This letter shows once again that Stalin was not estranged from Lenin’s
wife after the December 1922 dispute.

Stalin was held in very high esteem by all those in Lenin’s household. The
writer Aleksandr Bek wrote down the reminiscences of Lidia Fotieva, in
which she said:

You do not understand those times. You don’t

understand what great significance Stalin had. Stalin was

great... Maria I'inichna [UPianova, Lenin’s sister] during

Vladimir Tlich’s lifetime told me: ‘After Lenin, Stalin is

the most intelligent person in the party... Stalin was an

authority for us. We loved Stalin. He was a great man.

Yet he often said: ‘T am only a pupil of Lenin’s’ (In Bek,

opeit)
Khrushchev was simply trying to make Stalin “look bad,” rather than
transmit any understanding of what went on.

It is obvious that Khrushchev took Lenin’s letter to Stalin out of context,
and in so doing he seriously distorted the situation. He omitted the fact
that the Central Committee had instructed Stalin to make sure Lenin was
isolated from political issues for the sake of his health, This prohibition
explicitly mentioned “friends” and “domestic persons.” Since Lenin’s
secretaries were not likely to violate a Central Committee directive,
ptobably the term “domestic persons™ was specifically intended to in-
clude Lenin’s sister and Krupskaia, his wife. Stalin had criticized Krup-
skaia for violating this isolation.

Nor did Khrushchev mention Stalin’s reply of March 7, 1923 to Lenin’s
note, or Lenin’s later request to Stalin for poison. By omitting these facts,
Khrushchev seriously distorted the context in which Lenin’s note to Sta-
lin of March 5 1923 occurred, and deliberately distorted Lenin’s relation-
ship with Stalin.

Khrushchey omitted the accounts of Lenin’s sister Maria Ilinichna.
Lenin’s secretaries Volodicheva and Fotieva, and Krupskaias secretary
Dridzo, were still alive, but their testimony was not sought. He omitted
the evidence that Krupskaia’s actions in violating the CC’s prohibition
about getting Lenin upset may well have been the cause of two Lenin’s
strokes. He omitted the fact that, far from making any break with Stalin,
two weeks later Lenin trusted only Stalin with the secret request to be
given poison if he asked for it. Finally, he omitted Krupskaia’s reconcilia-
tion with Stalin.
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Khrushchev strove to depict Stalin in a bad light in this affair at all costs,
He showed no interest in what had really happened or an understanding
of the events in their context.



Chapter 2.
Collegiality “Trampled”

3. “Collegiality” In Work

At several points in his speech, Khrushchev complains about Stalin’s lack
of collegiality and violation of collective leadership. Here is a typical pas-
sage:

We have to consider seriously and analyze correctly this

matter in order that we may preclude any possibility of 2

repetition in any form whatever of what tock place

during the life of Stalin, who absolutely did not tolerate

collegiality in leadership and in work, and who practiced

brutal violence, not only toward everything which

opposed him, but also toward that which seemed, to his

capncious and despotc character, contrary to his

concepts.
This very general accusation can be easily refuted, but only in similarly
general terms, by citing the testmony of many others who worked with
Stalin, some more closely than Khrushchev ever had. Marshal Georgii
Zhukov had worked with him closely during the war, and testifies to Sta-
lin’s method of work. In the fitst quotation he obviously has the “Secret
Speech™ in mind and calls Khrushchev a liar, Genetal Shtemenko says
much the same thing ™

According to Ivan A. Benediktov, long-time Minister for Agriculture,
decisions were always taken collegtally. Dmitrii T. Shepilov, by far Stalin’s
junior, did not work as closely with Stalin, but his anecdote is revealing.
Even Khrushcher himself, in his memoirs, contradicted himself and
called Stalin’s ability to change his own mind when faced with someone
who disagreed with him and defended his viewpoint well, “chacacteris-
tic.”

" These and other quotations are given in Appendix 1.



22 Khrushchev Lied

Anastas Mikoian supported Khrushchev wholeheartedly and was very
anmgonistic to Stalin. Yet Mikoian complained that democracy and col-
lective leadership were never achieved at any time under Khrushchev or
Brezhnev.

It was Khrushchev himself who refused to lead collectively, and was re-
moved in large part for that in 1964. It appears that Mikhail A. Suslov,
who gave the main speech against Khrushchev, echoed in his wording
both Lenin’s “characteristics” letter about Stalin of 1922 and Khru-
shchev’s “Secret Speech™ attacks on the “cult” around Stalin. The irony
could not have been lost on Khrushchev or his audience.

4. Stalin “Morally and Physically Annihilated”

Leaders Who Opposed Him

Stalin acted not through persuasion, explanation and
patient cooperation with people, but by impaosing his
concepts and demanding absolute submission to his
opinion. Whoever opposed this concept or tried to
prove his viewpoint and the correctness of his position
was doomed to removal from the leading collective and
to subsequent motal and physical annihilation.

There is not one single example, during Stalin’s whole life, of his

“removing” someone “from the collective leadership” because that
person disagreed with Stalin. It is sipnificant that Khrushchev himself
does not even allege a specific instance.

Stalin was the General Secretary of the Party’s Central Committee. He
could be removed by the Central Committee at any time. His was only
one vote in the Politburo and in the Central Committee. Stalin tried to
resign from his post as General Secretary four umes. Each time his at-
tempt was rejected. The last such artempt was at the 19% Party Congress,
in Ocrober 1952. It too was rejected.

Khrushchev and the rest not only could have opposed Stalin, but did in
fact oppose him. Some examples ate given below — for example, that of
the taxes on the peasantry, which apparently came up in February 1953.15
None of those who opposed the tax increase were “removed from the

1+ This claim of Khrushchev's is discussed in Chaprer 9.
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leading collective,” “morally annihilated” — whatever that means - or
“physically annihilated.”

Although Stalin never removed anyone from the leadership for opposing
him, Khtushchev did. Khrushchev and the others had Lavrentii Beda
arrested suddenly on June 26, 1953, on false charges and without any
evidence. Subsequently they had Bera killed, together with six others —
Merkulov, Dekanozov, Kobulov, Goglidze, Meshik, and Vlodzimirskii —
who had been close associates of his.

Nor was Beria the only person in the leadership of the Party whom
Khrushchev had removed for disagreeing with him. In July 1957 Khru-
shehey called a CC Plenum to have Malenkov, Molotov, Kaganovich,
and Shepilov removed from the leadership simply because they disagreed
with his policies and had tried to get Khrushchev voted out of the Party
leadership. Khrushchev’s high-handedness was a main reason for his re-
moval by the Central Committee in 1964,

Khrushchev and those who supported him needed to have some kund of
explanation or excuse for failing to oppose Stalin in all his alleged
“crimes” during all the years they shared the Party leadership with him. It
seems that this — the threat of “annihilation™ — became their alibi. Khru-
shchev evidently said many times that, if “they” had tred to *restore
Leninist norms to the Party,” or to ask him to retire, “not even a wet spot
would have remained of us.”"¢

Others in the communist movement saw through this thin excuse:

When the Soviet leader Anastas Mikoian led the CPSU
delegation to China to attend the CCP’s 8% Congress in
1956, P’eng [Te-huai] asked him face to face why it was
only now that the Soviet party was criticizing Stalin.
Mikoian apparently replied: “‘We did not dare advance
our opinion at that time. To have done so would have
meant death.” To which P’eng retorted: “What kind of a
communist is it who feats death?*?

But of course the accusation itself was false.

1 E.g. by 1Udi Shapoval, “Proshchanic s viast'in”, Zenkab Nedelf Oct. 23-29, 2004, At
hutp:/ fwww zerkalo-nedelicom/nn/print /48113/

17 Rodedck Macfacquhar, The Oirigins of the Cultural Revolution. Vol 2 (New Yore: Columbia
University Press, 1983), p. 194,
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5. Mass Repressions Generally
Khrushchey:

Warth noting is the fact that, even during the progress of
the furious ideological fight against the Trotskyites, the
Zinovievites, the Bukharinites and others, extteme
tepressive measures were not used against them. The
fight was on ideclogical grounds. But some years later,
when soctalism 10 our country was fundamentally
constructed, when the exploiting classes were generally
liquidated, when the Soviet social structure had radically
changed, when the social basis for political movements
and groups hostile to the party had violently contracted,
when the ideological opponents of the party were long
since defeated politically — then the repression directed
against them began. [t was precisely during this period
(1935-1937-1938) that the practice of mass repression
through the Government apparatus was borm, first
against the enemies of Leninism — Trotskyites,
Zinovievites, Bukharinites, long since politically defeated
by the party — and subsequently also against many honest
Communists, against those party cadres who had borne
the heavy load of the Civil War and the first and most
difficult years of industrialization and collectivization,
who actively fought against the Trotskyites and the
tightists for the Leninist party line.

Nothing in Khrushchev’s speech was more shocking than his accusation
that Stalin had instigated massive and unjustified repression against high-
tanking Bolsheviks. We will examine his specific allegations below, and
preface those remarks here by stressing a few basic points.

Khrushchev himself was responsible for massive repressions, possibly
more than any other single individual aside from Nikolai Ezhov, head of
the NKVD from 19306 to late 1938, who was cerminly bloodier than any-
one else.'s Unlike Stalin and the central Party leadership to whom he re-
ported, but like Ezhov and many others, Khrushchev either had to know

18 [Ui Zhukov adds Robert I Eikhe to this group of bloodicst cepressons. See
“Podlinnaia istoriia losifa Stalina®™ Literaturaaio Gazeta No. 8 |, February 28, 2007, We will
returm to this question below.
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that many, probably the vast majority of those he repressed were inno-
cent or, at the very least, that their fates were decided without detailed
investigation.

Khrushchev was defending both Ezhov and Genrikh Iagoda (Ezhov’s
predecessor as head of the NKVD) as late as February 1 1956, twenty-
four days before the “Secret Speech”. He reiterated this defense, though
in somewhat more moderate terms, in the “rough draft” of his speech
dated February 18, 1956. This is hard to explain unless Khrushchev were
already trying to deny that any conspiracies had actually taken place, and
therefore that all those who had been repressed were innocent. Khru-
shchev did in fact take that position, though not till well after the 20%
Party Congress. In his Speech Khrushchev claimed Stalin must have been
responsible for all of Ezhov’s repressions. He had to know this was false,
since he had far more evidence at his disposal than we do today. It is
clear from what relatively little we now have that Ezhov was guilty of
huge illegal repressions.

Khrushchev was either candidate or full Polithuro member during the
investigations that established Ezhov’s guilt. However, so were others,
such as Mikoian, Molotov, Kaganovich, and Voroshilov. Mikoian was a
close accomplice of Khrushchev’s. But the acquiescence to Khrushchev’s
speech by Molotov, Kaganovich, and Voroshilov, though only tempo-
rary, can’t be explained in the same way.'

Khrushchev declared many executed Party leadets “rehabilitated”, inno-
cent, in defiance of the evidence we have today, after the release of a
small fraction of the documents relating to them. Sometimes he declared
them to have been innocent victims of unfounded repression a prior,
even before the formality of a study of the evidence, Prosecutot’s protest,
and Supreme Court decision had been completed or even begun. The
Pospelov Report? was drawvn up to provide evidence for Khrushchev
that the Party leaders had been unjustly executed, and came to foregone

19 We rerum to this question in the final chapter.

3 The *“Pospelov Commission Report™ or simply *Pospelov Report” is dated February 9,
1956. Its official title is “The Report of the Commission of the CC CPSU to the
Presidinm of the CC CPSU to Establish the Causes of the Mass Repressions Against
Members and Candidate Members of the CC CPSU Elected at the 17 Party Congress.”
The Report was signed by A B, Aristov, N.M. Shveenik, and P.T. Komarov in addibon to
Pospelov. For the Russian texe see Doklad Kirurhobesa 185-230; RKEB 7 317-348 does not
contain the appendices, incloding Eikhe's letter.
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conclusions. It failed to consider a great deal of the evidence we know
exists. Hven as it stands it does not prove the innocence of the persons

whose repression it studies.

All the evidence we presently have points to the existence of 2 wide-
spread Rightist-Trotskyist series of ant-government conspiracies involv-
ing many leading Party leaders, both NKVD chiefs Iagoda and Ezhov,
high-ranking mulitary leaders, and many others.?! Broadly speaking, this is
more or less the picture drawn by the Stalin government at the time, ex-
cept that some vital details, such as Ezhov’s involvement in the leader-
ship of the Rightist conspiracy, wete never publicly revealed.

There is a lot of circumstantial evidence to suggest that Khrushchev him-
self may well have been a participant in this Right-Trotskyite conspir-
acy. Such an hypothesis makes sense of much of the evidence we have,
but it is suggestive rather than conclusive. However, such a hypothesis
would go far towards explaining Khrushchev’s attack on Stalin, and even
the subsequent history of the CPSU.

Included in the Appendix section below and online in Russia and English

are:

¢ evidence of Khrushchev’s massive repressions;

® excerpts from confessions by Iagoda, Ezhov, and Frinovskii
(Ezhov’s second-in-command) concerning their participation in
the Rightist-Trotskyist conspiracy, in the separate section on
Ezhov.

6. “Enemy of the People”
Khiushchev:
Stalin onginated the concept “enemy of the people.”
This term automatically rendered it unnecessary that the
ideological errors of a man or men engaged in a
controversy be proven; this term made possible the
usage of the most cruel repression, violating all norms of
revolutionary legality, against anyone who in any way
disagreed with 8talin, against those who were only
suspected of hostile intent, against those who had bad

U See Chapter 4.
£ For some of this see the Appendix on the present chaprer.
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reputations. This concept “enemy of the people”™ actually

eliminated the possibility of any kind of ideological fight

or the making of one’s views known on this or that issue,

even those of a practical character. In the main, and in

actuality, the only proof of guilt used, against all norms

of current lepal science, was the “confession” of the

accused himself; and, as subsequent probing proved,

“confessions” were acquired through physical pressures

against the accused. This led to glaring violations of

revolutionary legality and to the fact that many entirely

innocent persons, who in the past had defended the

party line, became victims.

We must assert that, in regard to those persons who in

their time had opposed the party line, there were often

no sufficiently serious reasons for their physical

annihilation. The formula “enemy of the people™ was

specifically introduced for the purpose of physically

annihilating such individuals.
Stalin certainly did not “originate the concept.” The phrase fennemi du
peuple was widely used during the great French Revolution. It was used by
the writer Jean-Paul Marat in the very first issue of his revolutionary
newsletter 24w du Pesple in 1793.5 Subsequent use of the term derives
from the French Revolution. It is famously the name of a play by Ibsen.
Maxim Gorky used the tetm in his sketch *The Tauride Chersonese™
(“Khersones Tavricheskii’”™) in the “Oath of the Chersonesers,” a sketch
published in 1897.

Because all the revolutionaries of 1917 tended to view the revolution in
Russia through the lenses of the revolution of 1789, the term was used
widely from the very beginning. Lenin used the term before the revolu-
tion. The Constitutional Democratic Party, called the “Cadets”, which
was the party of the rich bourgeoisie, was banned by the Council of Peo-
ple’s Commissars on November 28 1917 as an “enemy of the people.” It
was signed by Lenin.

A Josus elassicus for the use of the term “enemy of the people” dunng the
1930s is the Decree of the Central Executive Committee and the Soviet
of People’s Commissars of August 7, 1932, also known as “the law of the

B See hitp:/ /membreslycos fr/jpracat/ jpmif.html]
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three ears.” Here the term “enemy of the people” does not refer at all to
oppositionists in the Party, but rather to the pursuit, within the bounds of
legality, of thieves, robbers, and swindlers of various kinds. The law was
signed by Kalinin, Chairman of the Central Executive Committee (the
Legislative Branch), Molotov, Chairman of the Councl of People’s
Commissars (the Executive Branch), and Enukidze, Secretary of the
CEC. Since he was not a leading member of either the Legislative or the
Executive branches of the Soviet government Stalin did not sign it

The phrase “enemy of the people” - in Russian, wrag maroda — occurs
about a dozen times in Stalin’s works after the beginning of 1917. Khru-
shchev himself also used it frequently

7. Zinoviev and Kameneyv
Khrushchev:

In his “testament” Lenin warned that “Zinoviev’s and
Kamenev’s October episode was of course not an '
accident.” But Lenin did not pose the question of their
arrest and certainly not their shooting,

By implication Khrushchev here accused Stalin of having Zinoviev and
Kamenev shot without justification. He sidesteps the whole question of
their confessions to serious crimes at their 1936 trial. This, of course, is
the main issue.

Lenin was furious with Zinoviev and Kamenev for their “strikebreaking”
activity near the time of the Bolshevik Revolution. But of course their
arrest and execution were not contemplated — they were not charged with
involvement in assassinations at that time.

No evidence has ever emerped to sugpest that Zinoviev’s or Kamenev’s
confessions were other than penuine. Evidence has emerged since 19N
that corroborates their confessions of guilt. The Russian government has
so far refused to release the investipative materials of their case. We now
have additonal evidence of their guilt, however.

One such piece of evidence — at least, evidence that Stalin himself was
convinced they were guilty, and just as convinced that their conspiracy

# The last time kKhrushchey used this term before the *Secrer Speech” was juse 11 days
before in his regulic report o the 2008 Party Congress, See 1U. V., Emeltianov, Kbrnsbobes,
Semrtvan » Kreele. Moscow: Veche, p. 32
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really existed — 1s a private letter from Stalin to Kaganovich, first pub-
lished in 2001. It's clear from this letter that Stalin is reading the confes-
sions of the defendants at trial and trying to learn and draw conclusions
from them.

The section of Dmitriev’s confession first published in 2004 is part of an
investigative report sent to Stalin by Beria on October 23, 1938, Beria
was in the process of rooting out NKVD men who had conspired to
frame innocent people, mislead investigations, and aid the Rightists Buk-
hatin, Rykov and others to overthrow the government. The accused.here,
D.M. Dmitriev, had been head of the NKVD in Sverdlovsk oblast’. He
refers directly to the interropation of Kamenev’s wife to which Stalin had
referred, and so provides striking verification of the genuine nature of
Stalin’s letter to Kapanovich of August 23, 1936 printed among the
documents in the Appendix. It is completely consistent with a Rightist
plot.

We now have a few of Zinoviev’s, Kamenev’s, and Bukharin’s pre-trial
interrogations from the Volkogonov Papers, in which all mutually accuse
one another — that is, all their confessions are mutually reinforcing, and
consistent with their testimony at trial,

We also possess their appeals for clemency to the Supreme Court, which
they wrote after their sentencing. In them they again reaffirm their guilt.
Even the Rehabilitation report on them published in 1989, though heav-
ily edited, contains suggestions of their puilt, for in it Zinoviev twice
states that he is “no longer” an “enemy.”

Sentencing Zinoviev and Kamenev, among others, to be shot for treason
was not arbitrary if they were guilty, as all the evidence at our disposal at
present supgests. We may assume Khrushchev had no evidence of their
innocence, or he surely would have had it released. Therefore, we have
every reason to conclude that Khrushchev lied hypocritically when he
deplored Zinoviev's and Kamenev's fates.

8. Trotskyites

Khrushchev:

O, let us take the example of the Trotskyites. At
present, after a sufficiently long historical period, we can
speak about the fight with the Trotskyites with complete
calm and can analyze this matter with sufficient
objectivity. After all, around Trotsky were people whose
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otigin cannot by any means be traced to bourgeois
society. Part of them belonged to the party ntelligentsia
and a certain part were recruited from among the
workers. We can name many individuals who, in their
time, joined the Trotskyites; however, these same
individuals tock an active part in the workers’ movement
before the Revolution, during the Sodialist October
Revolution itself, and also in the consolidation of the
victory of this greatest of revolutions. Many of them
broke with Trotskyism and returned to Leninist
positions. Was it necessary to annihilate such peopler

In a speech to the February-March 1937 Plenum on March 3, Stalin did
refer to Trotskyites in very hostile terms. But he did not advocate perse-
cuting them. While stressing the need for renewed vigilance Stalin also
proposed the establishment of special ideclopical courses for all leading
party workers. That is, Stalin saw the problem of Trotskyism as a result
of a low level of political understanding among Bolsheviks.

Meanwhile at the same Plenum, in his concluding speech on March 5,
Stalin argued strongly against punishing everyone who had ever been a
Trotskyist, and called for “an individual, differentiated approach.” This is
precisely what Khrushchev, in the “Secret Speech,” claimed that Stalin
. did not do. So Khrushchev advocated exactly what Stalin advocated at
the Feb.-March 1937 Plenum,* while denying that Stalin did this. The
parallel berween Khrushchev’s and Stalin’s speeches are so close that
Khrushchev may in fact have copied this passage out of Stalin’s very
speech!

There’s a great deal of documentary evidence that Trotsky and his sup-
porters were involved in anti-Soviet conspiracies, including with the Na-
zis. Full documentation must await a separate smdy, but General Pavel

B There is now considerable evidence to support Soviet allegations of the 19305 that
Troesky was involved with other Oppositionists within the USSR in a conspincy to
overthrow the Stalin government, and even that he was in touch with the German and
Japanese military, There is also evidence that clandestine Trotshyist proups, both ourside
and inside the Party, weee involved in sabotage and espionage within the USSR, and in
speeading false accusations of treason against others.

% See Grover Fure, “Evidence of Leon Trotsky's Collaboration with Germany and
Japan.” Citural Lagie (2000), at heepe/ / elogic eserver.org/ 2009/ Purr.pdf
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A. Sudoplatov’s claim, together with some Nazi documentation showing
that Sudoplatov was telling the truth, is cited in Appendix 1 at this point.

9. Stalin neglected Party

Whereas, during the first few years after Lenin’s death,
party conpresses and Central Committee plenums took
place more or less regularly, later, when Stalin began
increasingly to abuse his power, these principles were
brutally viclated. This was especially evident during the
last 15 years of his life. Was it 2 normal situation when
over 13 years elapsed between the 18th and 19th Party
Congresses, years during which our party and our
country had experienced so many important events?

Khrushchev implies that Stalin failed to call any such Congress. The little
evidence that has been published so far from the former Soviet archives
suggests that the Stalin leadership wished to call a Congress in 1947 or
1948, but that this sugpestion was rejected by the Politburo for some rea-
son that has not been disclosed. The proposal was made by Andrei
Zhdanov, who was very close to Stalin. It is highly unlikely that Zhdanov
would have made this proposal without Stalin’s agreement.

Furthermore, as a member of the Politburo Khroshchev would have
been there to hear itl This makes the fact that Khrushchev does not actu-
ally state, in so many words, that Stalin “refused” or “failed” to call 2
Congress, significant: many in his audience may have been aware of the
plan for an earlier conference. Nor did Khrushchev mention the war of
1941-45 or the Russo-Finnish War of 1939-40. If peacetime years only
are counted, then a Conggess in 1947 or 1948 would have been timely —
three peacetime years (1940-1, 1946, 1947) since the Eighteenth Party
Congress in 19392

So once again Khrushchev was not being honest a Congtess was
planned for 1947 or 1948, but was never held. Khrushchev must have
known the details of this very interesting discussion, including the rea-
sons for not calling the Congress. But he never alluded to the fact at all
Nor did he or any of his successots ever release the transcript of this and
succeeding CC Plenums. It has not been released to date.

T See Ustav Vsesoiuznoi Kommunisticheskoi Parti (bol’shevikov) ... Moscow, 1945, p.
13
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Khrushchev also made the following similar and equally false accusation:

It should be sufficient to mention that during all the
years of the Patriotic War not a single Central
Committee plenum took place. Tt is true that there was
an attempe to call a Central Committee plenum in
October 1941, when Central Committee members from
the whole country were called to Moscow. They waited
two days for the opening of the plenum, but in vain.
Stalin did not even want to meet and talk to the Central
Committee members. This fact shows how demoralized
Stalin was in the first months of the war and how
haughtily and disdainfully he treated the Central
Committee members.

Even Boris Nikolaevsky’s note to the original New Leader edition of this
speech recognized that this is a lie, though in his final sentence Ni-
kolaevsky shows that he prefers to believe Khrushehev rather than Sealin-
era Soviet sources.

If one were to trust official Soviet sources, this statement
by Khrushchev would not be true: According to the
collection, The Communist Party of the Soviet Union in
the Resolutions and Decisions of Congresses,
Conferences and Central Committee Plenums (published
by the Marx-Engels-Lenin-Stalin Institute of the Party
Central Committee in 1954), one Central Committee
plenum was held during the war (January 27, 1944),
when it was decided to give the various Union Republics
the right to have their own foreign ministries and it was
also decided to replace the Internationale by the new
Soviet national anthem. But it is Likely that Khrushchev
1§ correct, that there was no Central Committee plenum
in 1944 and a fraud was perpetrated: The plenum was
announced as having oceurred although it never had.

Wishful thinking on Nikelaevsky's part! For if Khrushchev lied here,
where else might he have lied? The 1989 Russian edition of Khrushchev’s
Speech acknowledges that these two Plena were scheduled,? and that

2 Doklad Khreshcheva 152 o, 23,
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one of them took place, though without pointing up the obvious conclu-
sion — that Khrushchev had lied.

In October 1941 leading party members were at the front and at this, the
most crucial time of the war. With the Nazi armies near Moscow, they
could not be recalled for 2 CC meeting. And not only was there, in fact, 8
CC Plenum on January 27, 1944 — it was the Plenum at which the Soviet
National Anthem was changed. Virtually everyone in Khrushchev’s 1956
audience had to know this! Yet Khrushchev still said it/ Pechaps this is
best explained as one of Khrushchev’s blunders. It was certainly one of
many falsehoods in his speech that must have been obvious even at the
time.

2 Further decisions of the January 1944 Fleoum of the CC are descrdbed in 2 1985 Soviet
textbook Valkaia Ofechestoennaia Voiva, Voprogy § Gtwety. Eds. PN, Bobylev et al. Moscow:
Politizdat, 1985. At

http:/ fwww.biografia m/cgi-bin/quotes.plPoaction=showdname=voynalla3



Chapter 3.
Stalin’s “Arbitrariness” Towards
the Party

10. Reference to “a party commission under
the control of the Central Committee
Presidium”; fabrication of materials during

repressions
Khrushchew:

The commission has become acquainted with a larpe
quantity of materials in the NKVD archives and with
other documents and has established many facts
pertaining to the fabricatdon of cases against
Communists, to false accusations, to glaring abuses of
socialist legality, which resulted in the death of innocent
people. It became apparent that many party, Soviet and
economic activists, who were branded in 1937-1938 as
“enemies,” were actually never enemies, spies, wreckers,
etc., but were always honest Communists; they were only
so stigmatized and, often, no longer able to bear barbaric
tortures, they charged themselves (at the order of the
investigative judges -falsifiers) with all kinds of grave and
unlikely crimes.

[l

It was determined that of the 139 members and
candidates of the party’s Central Committee who were
elected at the 17th Congress, 98 persons, i.e., 70 per cent,
were arrested and shot (mostly in 1937-1938).
(Indignation in the hall) ... The same fate met not only
the Central Commuttee members but also the majornty of
the delegates to the 17th Party Congress. Of 1,966
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delegates with either voting or advisory rights, 1,108

petsons were arrested on charges of anti-revolutionary

crimes, Le., decidedly more than a majority.
This statement is one of my three “Special Cases™ for the following
reason: Khtushchev implies that Stalin was responsible for something,
but does not say precisely what. Nor does he make an explicit accusation.
Therefore, strictly speaking, there is no “revelation,” and nothing to ex-
pose.
However, Khrushchev’s staternent was certainly meant to imply that Sta-
lin simply had all these Party members murdered. That implication is
completely false, and it will be refuted in the present section of this essay.
However, even though this implication was cleatly intentional and 1s, as
we shall see, false, Stalin is not explicitly accused of anything.
We now have the report of this commission, known as the Pospelov
Commission,™ after Petr N. Pospelov, director of the Institute of Marx-
Engels-Lenin and secretary of the Central Committee. An historian,
Pospelov directed this commission and later wrote the first draft of
Khrushchev's “Secret Speech.” During Stalin’s lifetime Pospelov’s works
were among the most flagrant examples of the “cult.” He became a close
ally of Khrushchev’s, Pospelov is considered to have been a very politi-
cally-biased histortan. Given his position, it would be surptising if he had
not been. Even if we knew nothing about him, howewver, the report that
bears his name would suggest that this was the case.

The Pospelov Commission report does indeed conclude that many exe-
cuted Party figures were innocent. But the evidence cited in the report
does not demonstrate their innocence. The Commission simply de-
clared them innocent. The whole structure of the report makes it clear
that its purpose was to find Swmlin guilty of massive repressions and to
hush up any evidence that contradicted this foregone conclusion.

We also have the summary teports prepared for the “rehabilitaions™ of
those leading Party fipures repressed during the 1930s. Some of these

3 See Chapter 10, “A Typology of Khroshchev's Prevarications,” for discussion of this
and other catepories of Khoushchey's prevarications,

31 Cr. Reabiktaiviia. Kak Efo Bylo. Dokssenty Presidinma TiK KPSS § dragee materialy. 17 3-kh
tesnakh. Tom I Mart 1953 — Ferral' 1955, Moscow: Mezhdunarodnyi Fond Demolratiia,
2000, pp. 317-348. Also at hﬁP‘.ffww.a!e:nndemkovlev.mgfﬂmmmhﬁnsidefalmmh—
doc/55752
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reports were prepared before the Pospelov Report, and most of them
were prepared afterwards. Edited and published by Alexandr N. Iakow-
lev’s “Memorial” fund, they include the Pospelov Report within them,
but much other material too. “Memotial” is a very anti-communist ot-
ganization extremely hostile to Stalin, It can be assumed that they would
have included any and all evidence that tended to make Stalin look puilty
of repressing innocent people.’

In this section we cover the following matters:

* There is a great deal of evidence suggesting thata
significant number of the hiph-ranking Party
members whose tepression is cited by Khrushchev
appear to have been guilty after alll At the very least,
there is sufficient evidence of their guilt that the short
summaries of their cases given in the Pospelov -
Report are utterly insufficient to establish their

innocence.

s Ezhov was responsible for fabricating cases against
many Soviet citizens. It is possible that this includes a
few of the Patty members cited by Khtushchev.
Ezhov confessed to doing this and was tried and
executed for it (See the separate section 17 on Ezhow,
below).

® Many, if not most, of the investigations that
established the fact of fabrications of confessions and
torture against those arrested, were done during
Betia's tenure as head of the WKVD, after he
replaced Ezhov in late 1938,

¢ Khrushchev initiated a coverup of the specific
reasons for arrests, investigative and trial information,
and executions of Central Committee members.
Khrushchev referred to the large per centage of the Central Committee
elected at, and Delepates to, the 17" Party Congress in 1934 who were
subsequently the victims of repression. As with the more detailed “ac-

3 Op. ot We have also studied the two further volumes of “rehabilimtion™ materials, but

as they publish materials later than the 20 Party Congress, they have no direct beanng on
Khmshchev's “Seccet Speech™
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counting” of the CC delegates later published®® Khrushchev gives no
details about when and why different delegates were arrested, tried, and
many of them executed. His account gives the impression that his was
done in an undifferentiated way by “Stalin.”

But Khrushchev knew better. We can be sure of that, because we have
the “rehabilitation” reports, including the Pospelov Commission report.
Their contents make clear that there were several different reasons for
these arrests and executions.

According to the Commission,
* “Most” were innocent. That implies that some were

not, although the Commission did not specify which
were guilty, except for Ezhov.

¢ Some were falsely implicated by others. Both Eikhe
and E.G. Evdokimov speak of falsely accusing
others, including CC members, when they were
beaten or otherwise tortured.

e Some were tortured into signing false confessions
and accusations against others.

In addition the Commission emphasizes that Stalin was sent confessions
and interropations of many of those accused, which he then sent on to
othets on the Politbure. We know this is true, since a few of these have
now been published.

Both Khrushchev and the Pospelov Commission try to blame Bena for
repression as well as Ezhov. But their own facts — many gathered during
Beria’s investigation of NKVD crites and excesses during Ezhov’s ten-
ure — and their own statistics, give the lie to this theory. The reality is that
Beria put an end to the “Ezhovshchina®,

The Pospelov Commission report lifts the curtain a tiny bit on what was
really poing on, while Khrushchev’s “Secret Speech™ keeps it all reso-
lutely hidden. But neither during the existence of the USSR nor since
1991 have the relevant materials been made available to researchers. So
the truth of what went on continues to be covered up. It is reasonable to
sucmise that this is so because such a study would tend to exculpate both

3 In Ipestita ToK KPSS No. 12, 1989, pp. 82-113.
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Stalin and Beria, whom Khrushchev and Co. went to great lengths to

blame for everything,

In fact Khrushchev himself was one of those most guilty of mass repres-
sion. We discussed this briefly in the previous chapter and cite docu-
ments as evidence in the Appendix.

In this chapter and the following one, we will examine the case of each of
the repressed Party figures named by Khrushchev. In none of these cases
did the “rehabilitation” matenials, including the Pospelov Commission
report, cite sufficient evidence to establish their innocence. In fact, in a
number of cases the report itself admits the existence of contradictory
evidence.

Since the end of the USSR and the very partial opening of former Soviet
archives to a few researchers some evidence relating to the charges
against the high Party officials mentioned by Khrushchev and discussed
in the Pospelov Commission’s report has come to light. The Russian
government has refused to make public the full investigative matedals
about any of these fipures. Therefore, we cannot be certain that these
men were guilty. But the evidence available to us today demonstrates the
utter inadequacy of the Pospelov Commission’s conclusions that these
men were innocent. The vast preponderance of evidence available to us
today points towards their guilt.

11. December 1, 1934 “directive” signed by

Enukidze
Khrushchev:

On the evening of December 1, 1934 on Stalin’s
initiative (without the approval of the Political Burean —
which was passed two days later, casually)...

This is a false statement. Khrushchev was complaining to the Party lead-
ership that this law had been signed by the Governmental body — the
Presidium of the TsIK — but not by the Politburo of the Party.

But the Soviet Constitution said nothing about the Politburo of the Party,
and there was thus no reason for the Politburo to pass on this decision. It
was signed by Kalinin and Enulddze, Chairman and Secretary of the Cen-
tral Executive Committee respectively. Khrushchev gives no evidence
that it was passed “on Stalin’s initiative.” Stalin wrote a note on the draft
that he was “for publication,” This means it had been submitted to him
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to ask him if he agreed with publishing it. Since it had been submutted to
him, this draft at least cannot have come from him in the first place.*
The question of this decree is distorted in the 1989 official Russian edi-
tion of Khrushchev’s Speech, which states that it was not submitted for
confirmation by a session of the Central Executive Committee of the
USSR. No evidence is given in suppott of this statement. But even if this
is so — what does it have to do with Stalin? He was not Chairman of the
CEC. And it is irrelevant to our putpose anyway, 25 Khrushchev was not
referring to ratification by the CEC at all. He was complaining that the
Politburo — a Party organ — had not passed oa it beforchand. But there
was no need for it to do so.

The fact that Khrushchev complained Stalin had not sought approval by
the Politburo for this decree supports the theory put forward by some
researchers that one of Khrushchev’s motives in attacking Stalin was Sta-
lin's attempt to move the Party out of governing society and running the
economy. This theory has been supported in various ways by researchers
such as Turii Zhukov, Arch Getty, and Turit Mukhin, as well as the author
of this present work.3

12, Khrushchev Implies Stalin’s involvement

in Kirov’s murder.
Khrushchew:

It must be asserted that to this day the circumstances
surrounding Kirov’s murder hide many things which are
inexplicable and mysterious and demand a most careful
examination. There are reasons for the suspicion that the
killer of Kirov, Nikolaev, was assisted by someone from
among the people whose duty it was to protect the
person of Kirov. A month and a half before the killing,
Nikolayev was arrested on the grounds of suspicious

3 Valkogonov's photocopy shows thar Stalin and Molotov agreed ro the publication of
the decision, then passed it back to Enukidze, whose signature appears a second time,
dated December 2, 1934, to note it had been seat to the newspapers. Sec
http://chss.montclair.edu/english/ fure/ eesearch/12_01_34_kw.pdE

3 Forall these references see Grover Furr, “Stalin and the Struggle for Democeatic
Reform” (two pasts) in Cudural Logic (2005). At http:// clogic.eserver 0rg/2005/ furr hitml
and hrrp:/ /clogic eserver.ong/ 2005/ fure2 hrml
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behavior but he was released and not even searched. It s

an unusually suspicious circumstance that when the

Chekist assigned to protect Kirov was being brought for

an interrogation, on December 2, 1934, he was killed in a

car “accident” in which no other occupants of the car

were harmed, After the murder of Kirov, top

functionaries of the Leningrad NKVD were given very

light sentences, but in 1937 they were shot. We can

assume that they were shot in order to cover the traces

of the orpanizers of Kirov’s killing.
In this passage Khrushchev implied, though without stating it overtly,
that Stalin was involved in Kirov’'s murder. As Arch Getty has pointed
out, several Soviet and post-Soviet commissions tried to find evidence
that Stalin was involve in Kirov’s assassinaton, and all failed. In a longer
discussion in The Road To Terrer (141-7) Getty concludes that there is no
evidence ar present that Stalin had anything to do with Kirov’s assassina-
tion. Sudoplatov too concluded there was no reason to suspect Stalin in
this assassination.

Getty, along with most Russian researchers, believes that Stalin “framed”
— fabrcated a false case against — the Oppositionists who were tried,
convicted, and executed for involvement in Kirov’s assassination. But
there is good evidence that they were not framed at all. For example,
though only a tiny amount of the mvestipative material from the Kirov
assassination is even open to researchers, and much less than that has
been published, we have a partial transcript of an interropation of Ni-
kolaev, the assassin, in which he incriminates an underground Zinovievist
group that included Kotolynov, and a partial interrogation of Kotolynov
of the day before in which he accepts “political and moral responsibility”
for the assassination of Kirov by Nikolaey.*

13. Stalin’s and Zhdanov’s telegram to the
Politburo of September 25 1936.
Khrushchev:

3 I arbianka, Stalin I VCHEK-GPU-QGPUNIEYD. LAnar' 1922 — debabr’ 1936, Moscow:
IDF, 2003, Nos. 481 and 482, pp. 575-577. Viadimir Bobrov and | ace preparing 2
derailed study of the Kirov Assassinadon.
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Mass repressions grew tremendously from the end of
1936 after a telegram from Stalin and [Andrei] Zhdanov,
dated from Sochi on September 25, 1936, was addressed
to Kaganovich, Molotov and other members of the
Political Burean. The content of the telegram was as
follows:

“We deem it absolutely necessary and urgent that
Comrade Ezhov be nominated to the post of
People’s Commissar for Internal Affaits. Yagoda has
definitely proved himself to be incapable of
unmasking the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc. The
OGPU is four years behind in this matter. This 1s
noted by all party workers and by the majority of the
representatives of the NKVD.
This Stalinist formulation that the “NKVI 1s four years
behind” in applying mass repression and that there 1s a
necessity for “catching up” with the neglected work
directly pushed the NKVD workers on the path of mass
arrests and executions.

Stalin’s phrase did not refer to repression, much less mass repression, at
all but to dissatisfaction with the investigation of the recently-discovered
Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc, Getty?” shows that the phrase “four years
behind” must mean four years, not from the Riutin Platform but from
the discovery of the bloc of Rights and Trotskyites formed in 1932. That
is, it showed suspicion of Iagoda. Thurston and Jansen and Petrov
agree.®

In fact, Khrushchev knew this too, but hid the fact in the “Secret
Speech.” The Pospelov-Aristov draft of Khrushchev’s speech stated di-
rectly that the *fout years” was since the formation of the bloc in 1932.
(Doklad Khrushchera, 125). Pospelov and Aristov introduced the words
naversiar’ spushchenuoe (“catch up what has been neglected”). But this was
an invention of theirs. Stalin had not used these words.

3 Getty, Origins, Chapter 5; Getty, “The Great Purpes Reconsidered”. Unpub. PhD diss.
Boston College, 1979, p. 326.

3 Robert Thusston. Life and Tervor in Stabn's Rucria, 1934-7941. (Yale Univessity Prebs;
199), p-35; Marc Jansen, Nildta Petrov. Stefin's Leyal Execationer: Peopie's Commsissar Nikotai
Ezpon, 1895-1940. (Hoover Institution Press, 2002), p.54.
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Khrushchev picked up this expression, but omitted the fact that the
“four years” was since the formation of the bloc. The Pospelov Report
also omitted reference to the “bloc,” interpreting the “four years” to
mean the need for repression (Doglad Kbrushebeva, 220). An important
part of Khrushchev’s and Pospelov’s basic premise is that no bloc ex-
isted.

It’s clear that the “neglected work™ Stalin and Zhdanov meant in their
telegram was the investigation of the Right-Trotskyite bloc and its in-
volvement with representatives of foreign povernments in planning a
“palace coup™ and with “terror™ (femor = assassination, murder). Both
Getty and prominent Trotskyist scholar Pietre Broué affirm that such a
bloc really existed. Their studies in Trotsky’s own archives at Harvard
University, opened in 1980, prove this beyond doubt.®

14. Stalin’s report at the February-March 1937
CC Plenum

Khrushchev:

Stalin’s report at the February-March Central Committee

plenum in 1937, ‘Deficiencies of party work and

methods for the liquidation of the Trotskyites and of

other two-facers’, contained an attempt at theoretical

justification of the mass terror policy under the pretext

- that as we march forward toward socialism class war

must allegedly sharpen. Stalin asserted that both history

and Lenin taught him this.
Stalin’s report at this Plenum did not contain any such theoretical justifi-
caton. Khrushchev seriously distorted Stalin’s words. Stalin never said
that “as we march forward towards socialism class war must sharpen.”
What he said was:

.. the further forward we advance, the greater the
successes we achieve, the greater will be the fury of the
remnants of the broken exploiting classes, the sooner
will they resort to sharper forms of struggle, the more

3 ]. Arch Getty, “Trotsky in Exile: ‘The Founding of the Fourth International.® Semes
Studier 38 MNo. 1 (January 1986), 28 and n. 19 p. 34; Picrre Broue, “Trotsky ot le bloc des
oppositions de 1932 Cabiers Leon Trodrky 5 (1980) 5-37.
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will they seek to harm the Soviet state and the more wll
they clutch at the most desperate means of struggle, as
the last resort of doomed people. It should be borne in
mind that the remnants of the broken classes in the
USSR are not alone. They have the direct support of
our enemies beyond the bounds of the ULS.S.R.%

Stalin went on to call for an individual approach and for political educa-
tion, not for anything like repressions or “terror.” But about the “direct
support of enemies beyond the bounds of the USSR” Stalin was correct.
A great deal of evidence that foreign agents were recruiting Soviet citi-
zens into sabotage and espionage had already been gathered, and a lot
more would be uncovered in the months after the Plenum.

And, in fact, Lenin had said something very similar to this in a passage
Stalin had quoted in a speech of Apl 1929. Even in this specch the solu-
tions Stelin called for were vigilance, along with political education
courses to be organized for all Party leaders above a certain rank. This
call for political education, not mass repression, marks the culminating
point of his speech.

On March 5 1937 Stalin also made another, concluding report at the Feb-
ruary-March CC Plenum. This closing speech of the Plenum could never
be termed a “theoretical justification of the mass tetror policy”. Stalin
explicitly argued that “there must be an individual, differentiated ap-
proach. Further on in the report Stalin made the same point again, explic-
itly arpuing against a mass approach. Swmlin argues that there are, at
most, only a few thousand Party members who could be said to have
sympathized with the Trotskyites, or “about 12,000 Patty members who
sympathized with Trotskyism to some extent ot other. Here you see the
total forces of the Trotskyite gentlemen, ™!

Rather than calling for a “mass terror policy,” Stalin made a strong argu-
ment against it. Turli Zhukov (Inef Stakin, 360 ff) agrees that Stalin’s
speech was very mild. A resolution was prepared on his report. It was
passed unanimously, but has never been published. Zhukov quotes it
from an archival copy (362-3).

9 .V, Stalin, Masterinz Bolchesicar (New York: Workess Libeary, 1937), p. 30. At
http:/ fwww.mark2mao.com/ Stalin/ MB37. hitml

1 Thid, 60,
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Far from calling for “mass repression”, as Khrushchev falsely claimed,
Stalin called for more inner-Party political education, especially for Party
leaders such as those at the Central Committee Plenum. He called for
each such Party leader to pick two replacements for him so he could go
to Party courses that would last four months, while moare local Party
leaders would go to courses lasting six months.

Many or most of the Delegates to the Plenum were First Secretaries and
local Party secretaries. They could have interpreted this plan as a threat.
In effect, they were to choose their own potential replacements. A kind
of “compeution” for these high Party posts seemed to be in the offing. If
the Party Secretaries went off to these courses, who could say that they
would requrn?

In reality, it was the Party First Secretaries and others around the country
— including, as we have seen, Khrushchev himself — who turned to “mass
repression.” These courses were never set up. At the next Plenum in June
1937, the Secretaries instead turned to Stalin with frightening stories of
threats by reactionaries and returning &wiaks. They demanded extraordi-
nary powers to shoot and imprison tens of thousands of these people.
This will be discussed in more detail below.

Eatlier in the Plenum also, on February 27, Stalin gave the report of the
commission on the investigation of Bukharin and Rykov. This marked a
total of three reports by Stalin — the most he ever made at any Plenum. In
this report he recommended a very mild resolution. Getty and Naumov
(411-416) study the voting of the commission and point out that Stalin’s
recommendations were mildest of all — internal exile. Ezhov, the onginal
teporter, along with Budienniy, Manuil’skii, Shvernik, Kosarev and Iakir
all voted to “turn [them)] over to trial with a recommendation to shoot
them.”

See the detailed discussion by Viadimir Bobrov and Igor’ Pykhalov* in
an article that examines a rumor, spread by Bukharin’s widow Larina in
her memoirs, that Stalin had been for execution and and Iakir had op-
posed it — exactly the opposite of what really occurred, but a bit of anti-
Stalin “folklore” that became elevated to the status of historical “fact”
until the documents were published in post-Soviet imes.

42 “lakir I Bukharin: Spletni [ Dokumenty.” http://delostaling.ru/?2p=333 and clsewhere.
It is reprinted in Igor’ Pykhalov, Vebks Obapanny Voghd' Moscow: Yauza, 2010), Chap-
ter 6, 355-366.
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Stalin had outlined a view that the class strupple had to sharpen as the
Soviet Union developed towards socialism. But this was not in 1937, but
at the April 1928 Joint Plenum of the Central Committee and the Central
Control Commission:

What is the issue hete? It’s not at all the issue that the

further ahead we drive, the stronger the task of soctalist

construction becomes developed, then the stronger will

grow the opposition of the capitalists. That iso’t the

issue. The issue is why does the opposition of the

capitalists grow stronger? (Emphasis added, GF)*
According to Bordiugov and Kozlov this thesis had been further devel-
oped by Valerian Kuibyshev at the September 1928 Plenum. They add
that Bukharin had opposed it at the April 1929 Plenum, but in an equivo-
cal way: Bukharin had agreed that class struggle sharpened at certain
times — and agreed that 1929 was one of those times — but said that it was
not a general principle.

15. “Many Members questioned mass
repression”, especially Pavel Postyshev
Khrushchey:

At the February-March Central Committee plenum in
1937 many members actually questioned the rightness of
the established course regarding mass repressions under
the pretext of combating “two-facedness.

Comrade Postyshev most ably expressed these doubts.

He said:
I have philosophized that the severe years of fighting
have passed. Party members who have lost their
backbones have broken down or have joined the
camp of the enemy; healthy elements have fought
for the party. These were the years of
industrialization and collectivization. I never thought
it possible that after this severe era had passed

# Uncorrected transedipt of Stalin’s speech ar the Joint Plenum of the CC and the CCC of
the AUCP(b) April 22, 1929, in Kak lamai NEP. Stensgramery Plenscaoy T VEP() 1928-
1929 g9, V' 5 fomakh. Tow 4. (Moscow: MDF, 2000), p.655.
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Karpov and people like him would find themselves

in the camp of the enemy. (Karpov was a worker in

the Ukrainian Central Committee whom Postyshev

knew well) And now, according to the testimony, it

appears that Karpov was recruited in 1934 by the

Trotskyites. 1 personally do not believe that in 1934

an honest party member who had trod the long road

of unrelenting fight against enemies for the party

and for socialism would now be in the camp of the

enemies. [ do not believe it.... I cannot imagine how

it would be possible to travel with the party during

the difficult years and then, in 1934, join the

Trotskyites. It is an odd thing... #
In the mid-1990s the transcript of this February- March 1937 Central
Committee Plenum was fnally published. We can now see that, while this

quotadon of Postyshev is genuine, Khrushchev’s commentary is deliber-
ately false.

Khrushchev obviously knew he was lying about it. Khrushchev said
“many members...questioned the rightness...” In fact, not a single
member did so. Even Postyshev did not do sol After the section quoted
by Khrushchev, Postyshev went on to condemn Karpov, and anyone else
who had joined forces with the enemy.

Postyshev was actually harshest of all at expelling large numbers of peo-
ple, and was removed as candidate member of Politburo for this at the
Janiiary 1938 CC Plenum. Getty demonstrates at length how Postyshev
was raked over the coals at this Plenum for excessive repression, speak-
ing of “the overvigilant Postyshev as being sacrificed for the sake of end-
ing mass expulsions in the party...” (Getty & Naumov 517; cf 533(f)

H See Lubianka. Sealin [ Glatwoe sprovienie gosbezopasuosti NEVD 1937-1938. Moscow: MDF,
2004 (hercafter Lubianka 2} No. 17, pp. 69 ff, 2 report made to Stalin by Ezhov on
February 2, 1937 of an interrogation of AsranPrn shout o "Right-Leftis?” organtzation in
the Ukeaine that was collaborating with the Trotskyist and Ukrainian Nationalise
undergrounds. In the transeript of Aseanfian’s confession of January 14, 1937 Stalin
circled Karpov's name and wrote “Whi is this?” in the margin —p. 71-2,

i Getty, |. Arch and Oleg V. Naumov, Téhe Road re Terror. Stalin and the Self-Destraetion of the
Balthawidis, 1932-1239 New Haven: Yale University Press, 1999 (hereafter Getty & Nau-

mov)., 517; cf. 533 £ The document confirming Postyshev’s expulsion and arrest is
reproduced on pp. 514-516.
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Turi Zhukov's analysis aprees that at the January 1938 Plenum the Stalin
leadership again tried to put brakes on the First Secretaries’ illegal repres-
sions. The document confirming Postyshev’s expulsion and arrest for
repressing innocent people in a mass way is quoted at length, in transla-
tion, by Getty and Naumov.

Khrushchev was present at the January 1938 CC Plenum, and certainly
knew all about Postyshev’s fate and why he was sacked. As a Plenum
participant Khrushchev also had to know that “many members” did not
“question the rightness” of the repressions. Khrushchev himself made a
harsh, repressive speech at the Febmary-March 1937 CC Plenum in
which he supported the repression wholeheartedly.

Furthermore, it was Khrushchev who replaced Postyshev as candidate
member of Polithuro.% According to Getty and Naumov Khrushchev
himself was one of those who were “speaking up forcefully against Po-
styshev.”™

Therefore, Khrushchev was lying. Far from “questioning” the mass re-
pressions, Postyshev was one of those who most flagrantly engaged in
them himself, to the point where he was the first to be removed from
candidate membership in the Politburo, and soon after that expelled
from the Party and arrested. The partial transcript of this Plenum now
available confirms this. Postyshev’s lawless and arbitraty repressions are
documented in a letter from Andreev to Stalin of January 31, 1938,

Postyshev was soon arrested, and later confessed to involvement in some
kind of conspiracy to participating in a Rightist conspiracy, naming 2
number of others, including other First Secretaries and CC members.
According to Vlzdimir Karpov, Postyshev confirmed his confession to
Molotov.

Given the documentaton cited above — a small fracton of all that is
available but not yet released — there is every reason to believe that Posty-
shev’s arrest, trial and execution were justified. His execution came more
than 2 year after his arrest. We know there is a lengthy investigative file
on him, and a trial transcript, but virtually none of this has been released
by the Russtan government.

46 Stalinskoe Politbince v 30-2 gody. Shomik dolumentov (Moscow: AIRO-XX, 1995),
p-167.

47 Getty & Nanmov, 512,



Chapter 4.
The “Cases” Against Party Members and
Related Questions

16. Eikhe

Khmshchev:

The Central Committee considers it absolurely necessary
to inform the Congress of many such fabricated “cases™
against the members of the party’s Central Committee
elected at the 17th Party Congress. An example of vile
provocation, of odious falsification and of criminal
violation of revolutionary legality is the case of the
former candidate for the Central Committee Political
Bureau, one of the most eminent workers of the par

and of the Soviet Government, Comrade Eikhe, who
was a party member since 1905,

Khrushchev goes on to quote from several documents pertaining to
Eikhe’s case, including part of the text of Eikhe’s letter to Stalin of Octo-
ber 27, 1939. This letter — really a declaration of a complaint of mistreat-
ment — exists. There’s no reason to doubt Eikhe’s claim in it, that he was
beaten by the interrogators into confessing things he never did. However,
there is no reason to believe that Eikhe was telling the truth, or the whole
truth, either.4

The Pospelov Report quotes somewhat more from the text of Eikhe’s
letter, but does not contain any evidence concerning Eikhe’s guilt or in-

nocence. It concludes with the single sentence: “At the present time it
has been unquestionably established that Eikhe’s case was falsified.” #

* The letter is published in Dokdad Khmsbobera, pp. 225-229, without archival identifiers,
The original letter, as well as perhaps much elge from Hikhe's investigation file, is still
kept top scere by Russian authorities wday. Even the editors of this official publication
were mot permimed to eitc its exact location in the archives. We have translated and anno-
tated it in Chapter 11 below.

4 RKER 1, p. 328.
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Concetning “Torture”

We should keep in mind some things that are, or should be, obvious. The
fact that somebody has been beaten or tortured does not mean that that
petson was “innocent.” The fact that a person may have given false con-
fessions under torture does not mean that person was not guilty of yet
other offenses, The fact that a person claims that he was beaten, tortured,
intimidated, etc., into giving z false confession does not mean that he is
telling the truth — that he was, in fact, tortured or that the confessions he
gave were false. Of course, it doesn’t mean that he is lying, either.

In short, there is no substitute for evidence. Eikhe’s letter is not sufficient
evidence to establish anything, including whether he was tortured or not.

In one of the few quotations we have from his own trial in 1940, Ezhov
claims to have been beaten into false confessions as well. Yet there can
be no doubt that Ezhov was guilty of falsifying confessions, beatings and
torture, fabricating cases against many innocent people and executing
them.

However, this is only part of the Eikhe story. We do not know all of it,
because neither Khrushchev, nor any of his successors as heads of the
CPSU, nor Gorbachev, Yeltsin, or Putin, have ever seen fit to publish the
documents in Eikhe’s case, or even to make Eikhe’s case available to re-
searchers.

There is good evidence suggesting that it was precisely Eikhe who led the
way for the First Secretaries in demanding extraordinary powers to shoot
thousands of people and send thousands more to what became the GU-
LAG — that it was, in fact, Hikhe who began the mass repression that
Khrushchev is claiming to dencunce.® Juri Zhukov outlines the details
we know. (KP Nov. 16, 2002). He believes that Ezhov was working with
the First Secretaries on this, and would have arrested and executed Stalin
if Stalin had refused them (Nov. 16 2002; Nov. 20, 2002).

In early 2006 a volume was published with transcripts of a single, long
interrogation each from Ezhov and Frinovskii, Ezhov's second-in-

0 See SN, Mironov's note to Nikolai Ezhov of June 17, 19537, printed in Ezhov's “special
communication™ to Stalin of June 22, 1937, in Viadimir Khaustov and Leanart
Samucl'son, Sealin, NKVD i repressei 1936-1938 gz, (Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2009) 332-333.
Mironov explicitly names Eikhe in this note.
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command in the NKVD.5! Both confess to being a part of the conspiracy
of the Rights that included Bukharin, Rykov, and Ezhov's predecessor as
head of the NKVD Iagoda. Frinovskii names Evdokimov and Ezhov, as
well as Tagoda, as leading Rightist conspirators. He specifically mentions
EHikhe, once as a visitor of Evdokimov’s, a second time together with
both Ezhov and Evdokimov.52 Evdokimov was very close to Ezhov, and
was tried, convicted, and executed together with Ezhov in February 1940,
It is clear that Frinovskii suspected Eikhe was involved in the same
Rightist conspiratorial group that he, Ezhov, Evdokimov and others
were, or he would not have mentioned him in this connecton. But he
does not give specifics concerning Eikhe.

Zhukov's hypothesis best explained the known facts even before the
publication of Frinovskii’s statement of April 11, 1939. In it Frinovskii
confirms the existence of a very broad Rightist conspiracy all over the
Soviet Union. Evdokimov, who outlined this conspiracy to Frinovskii in
1934, told him that already by 1934 the Rights had recruited a large num-
ber of leading Soviet officials around the USSR.* It was precisely the
trials and executions of such people that Khrushchev claimed Stalin had
fabricated. Frinovskii’s statement makes it clear this was no fabrication.

Evdolkimov emphasized that it was now necessary to recruit among the
lower levels of Party, state, and peasant — i.e., kolkhoz — members, in or-
det to take charge of the wave of uprsings which were already under
way, and which the Rights hoped to organize into a movement for a
conp

According to documents available to Jansen and Petrov, many of which
have been re-classified by the Russian government, Eikhe interfered in
NKVD matters, insisting on the arrest of persons apainst whom there
was no evidence,’® Ezhov told his subordinates not to oppose Eikhe but
to cooperate with him. This is consistent with Frinovski’s statement

N | ulismka, Stalfn | NKVD-WNEGB-GUKR “Cerersh’’ 1939 — mart 1946, Moscow: MDE,
2006, Doc. No. 37, pp. 52-72, and Doc. No. 33, pp. 33-50. This volume will be cited
hereafter as Lubianka 3.

3 Fikhe confirms one such visit to Ezhov's together with Bvdokimow in the letter to
Stalin. Cf. Dakedad p. 228,

# Lubianka 3, p. 38,
3 Ibid.

5 M.Jansen, N.Petrov. Stabn’s Layal Execetioner: Paople's Comariisar Nikolai Exbon 1895—
1940 (I loover Instditution Press, 2002), p.91.
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about the way Ezhov, and he himself, operated — beating and framing
innocent persons in order to appear to be fighting a conspitacy while
hiding their own conspizacy.

Zhukov believes that the goal of Eikhe, together with other First Secre-
taries, was to avoid at all costs the contested elections scheduled for De-
cember 1937, by claiming that the oppositional conspiracies were too
dangerous.5¢ Whether they really belicved this or not, at the October
1937 CC Plenum they were successful in persuading Stalin and Molotov
to cancel the contested elections.

Stalin was under other pressures, too. One of his closest collaborators on
the Constitution and election issues, Ia. A, Iakovlev, was suddenly ar-
rested on October 12, 1937. In a confession-interrogation that was first
published only in 2004 Iakovlev said he had been working for the Trot-
skyist underground since the time of Lenin’s death, and was cooperating

with Trotsky through a German spy.¥” Given this avalanche of evidence
that real and extremely dangerous conspiracies involving highly-placed
persons in the Soviet government, Party and military, Stalin and the Pol-
itburo were in no position to ipnore firm demands from a number of
First Secretaries for an all-out war against the danger.

It is interesting that Eikhe appears to have been tried and executed at the
same time as Ezhov and Ezhov's associates. Can it be that the ma/
charpes against Fikhe at trial were not those of espionage, but that he
conspired with Ezhov to accuse, perhaps to torture, and to execute with-
out evidence? A.S. Iakovlev, the famous aircraft designer, wrote in his
memoirs that Stalin had told him FEzhov had been executed because he
had “killed many innocent people.” It appears that Ezhov was executed

56 Stalin wanted elections to the Supreme Soviet of the USSR to take place with 2-3
candidates for a given positon. Candidates would be proposed not just by the
Communist Party (ACP(b)) but also by union-wide sodial organizations. As evidence
Zhukov published a sample ballot for the December 1937 elections on which is written:
“Leave on this ballot the last name of ONE candidate for whom you wish to vore. Cross
out the rest.” Tt is the sixth illuswraton after p. 256 in Zhukov, TU. Iner Stalin. Moscow:
Vagrius, 2003. I have put it online ar

http://chss.montclaicedu/ english/furr/ research/sample_ballot_1937. heml

57 Lubianka 2 Doc. No. 26, pp. 387-395.

58 AS. lakoviev, Tl Zhigni Moscour Politizdat, 1973, p. 264. This book is also available
online at I:.u:p:,f,l’m.i].im.]ib,rufmcmufnlssiﬁnfyakovlev—asfzmhml
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for that, and for his own participation in the Rightist conspiracy. Pethaps
that was so with Eikhe.

The whole text Eikhe’s letter to Stalin of October 27, 1939 was appended
to the Pospelov Commission’s report. In it, Eikhe makes clear that he
was charged with either conspiring, or working closely with, Ezhov. (p.
229) The evidence we cite here, which was available to Petrov, strongly
suggest that Eikhe was deeply involved in Ezhov’s mass repression.

Eikhe’s claims in his letter to Stalin that he was beaten and tortured into
making false confessions is very credible, since he names Ushakov and
Nikolaev [-Zhurid] as his torturers. We know independently that these
two specific NKVD officers tortured many others, and in fact were tried
and executed for precisely this under Beria.

Nikolaev-Zhurid was finally arrested in October 1939 under Bera,. This
18 the same month that Fikhe wrote his letter to Stalin. Nikolaev-Zhurid
was also executed, and therefore probably tried, at the same time as were
Ezhov and Eikhe, in early February 1940. So was Ushakoy.

This suggests that Ezhov and his men may have been trying to put the
blame on each other in order to disguise their own responsibility. This is
consistent with the way Frinovskii described Fzhov. Frinovskii explicitly
describes Ezhov as demanding that Zakovskii be shot so that Bera
would not be able to question him and, possihly, learn about Ezhov's
role in massive illegal repressions and in the Rightist conspiracy.5

Eikhe was arrested on Aprl 29, 1938, long before Beria joined the
NKVD, and therefore long before Ezhov had to fear Beria’s interrogat-
ing Eikhe. Given what we know from Jansen and Petrov’s summary of
the documents they got to see, it seems clear that Ezhov and Eikhe had
some kind of falling out. We know from Frnovskii’s statements and
from other sources that Ezhov and his men routinely tortured those they
arrested, whether guilty or not, to force them to make confessions in-
criminating themselves.

What we do not have is the rest of Eikhe's case file, including the trial
documents — the actual accusations made against him at his trial in Feb-
ruary 1940, evidence, testimony, the prosecution’s charge (obwinitelnos
gakiuchente) and sentence. We know that the “archival-investigatory file”

# Lubianka 3, 45
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on Fikhe exists — ot did in Khrushchev’s day, because it was cited as the
place where Eikhe's letter was taken from (p.229).

But the only thing released from the Fikhe case file was the letter to Sta-
lin. The rest of the contents of that file have not been released. And not
all of Eikhe’s letter to Stalin was in either Khrushchev’s Speech or in the
Pospelov Report. Specifically, Tikhe wrote that he was not willing to

...undergo beatings again for Ezhov, who had been

arrested and exposed as a counter-revolutionary, and

who was the undoing of me [or, “who has destroyed

me”] was beyond my strength @
The underlined section was carefully excised from the Pospelov Report,
as were the following words:

My confessions about counter-revolutionary ties with

Ezhov are the blackest spot on my conscience.
Eikhe evidently believed that Ezhov was a counter-revolutionary; had
confessed to counter-revolutionary ties with Ezhov which he here denies;
and blamed Ezhov, rather than Bena, for his downfall
Khrushchev wanted to blame Beria rather than Ezhov. Fikhe blamed
Ezhov, so it's easy to see why Khrushchev omitted these passages.
Eikhe’s claim that Ezhov was in reality a counter-revolutionary would
have raised questions in the minds of the Central Committee — questions
inconvenient for KChrushchev. The recently-published interrogations of
Ezhov and statement by Frinovskii flesh out Ezhov’s conspiratorial ac-
tivity and his frame-ups of innocent people. Khrushchev and Pospelov
covered them up too, for the sake of casting all the blame on Stalin and
Beria.
Though we'd like to know a lot more, the interrogation /confessions of
Frinovskii and Ezhov are fully consistent with the facts outlined above.

17. Ezhov

Although it breaks the order of the original somewhat, it is convenient to
examine what Khrushchev says about Ezhov here, since it is closely
linked to Fikhe.

Khrushchev:

4 Doldad Khrushcheva, p. 229,
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We are justly accusing Ezhov for the degenerate
practices of 1937. But we have to answer these
questions: Could Ezhov have arrested Kossior, for
instance, without the knowledge of Stalin? Was there an
exchange of opinions of a Political Bureau decision
concerning this? No, there was not, as there was none
regarding other cases of this type. Could Ezhov have
decided such important matters as the fate of such
eminent party figures? No, it would be a display of
naiveté to consider this the work of Ezhov alone. It is
clear that these matters were decided by Stalin, and that
without his orders and his sanction Ezhov could not
have done this.

The interrogations of both Ezhov and Frinovskii published in eatly 2006
fully confirm Ezhov’s deliberate tortuting and killing of a great many in-
nocent people. He organized these massive atrocities to cover up his own
involvement in the Rightist conspiracy and with German military espio-
nage, as well as in a conspiracy to assassinate Stalin or another Polithuro
member, and to seize power by wup d'éat.

These confessions are the most deamatic new documents to appear in
years that bear upon our subJE:l:t They completely contradict Khru-
shehev’s allegations on every point: his contention that Ezhov was just
dotng Stalin’s bidding; that the Military leaders were “framed”; and that
the Moscow Trials wete faked (as Khrushchev suggests). We now (2010)
have a great many more interrogations of Ezhov's, all of which confirm
the existence of his very setious conspiracy and give much detail about
iLlSI

Khrushchev, his supporters, and those who did the “research” for the
Pospelov Report and the “rehabilitation™ reports, had all this information
at their disposal. So why did they not deal with it in those reports? The
most obvious reason is that they covered it up in order to reach conclu-
sions exactly the opposite from the truth.

& English translations of the texts of all of Ezhov's interrogations published as of 2010
are in Grover Furr, “Interrogations of Nikelal Ezhov, former People’s Commissar for
Intemal Afiairs," at
hmff&ss.montcl:inuiufcngliﬁhfFurr,n"mscarchfczhovimermg—s.hm1
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The question naturally arises: Why did Ezhov do all this? Zhukov thinks
he may have been in league with a number of the First Secretades in
some kind of conspitacy. Ezhov’s men functioned together wath the First
Secretaries in the provinces. [n documents available to Jansen and Petrov
in the early “90s and extensively quoted by them in their book, S.N. Mi-
ronov, head of the NKVD of the Western Siberian region, tells of being
instructed by Ezhov not to interfere with Eikhe even though the latter
was insisting on the arrest of persons without evidence and was person-
ally interfering in the investigations© The trial transcripts for those tried
at the same time as Ezhov have not been released. But it seems very
likely that 2 number of these men, of whom Eikhe was one, were tried
and convicted of working with Ezhov to kill innocent people.

The recently published confessions of Frinovskii and Ezhov now con-
firm that Ezhov himself headed an important Rightist conspiracy, in col-
lusion with the German military, and that he conspired to seize power in
the USSR himself.

All this information, and much more, was of course available to Khru-
shchev and his inwvestigators. Yet as late as February 1, 1956, Khrushchev
took the position that Ezhov was completely innocent, and Stalin was to
blame!®* He modified this view of Ezhov only slightly in the “Secret
Speech™ as he tried to shift all the responsibility for Ezhov’s actions onto
Stalin

Stalin, however, blamed Ezhov, and his testimony is entirely consistent
with the evidence presented by Jansen and Petrov. In Russia, at least, the
passage from aircraft designer A. Iakovlev’s memoirs, in which Stalin
explained to him how Ezhov had innocent men framed, is very well
known. Molotov and Kaganovich said similar things in their interviews
with Felix Chuev.

Ezhov was removed from office, evidently with difficulty. In April 1939
Ezhov was arrested for, and immediately confessed to, gross abuses in
investigations: beatings, falsified confessions, torture, and illegal execu-
tions. Jansen and Petrov, relying in part on documents no longer avail-
able to researchers and in part on some documents only released in 2006,
show the tremendous extent of these abuses and describe the criminal
methods of Ezhov and his men. There is zero evidence — none at all —

8 See the Appendix to this chapter for quotations.
8 Sce RKEB 7, pp 308-9 and Appendix to this chapter.
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that Stalin or the central leadership wanted him in any way to act like this,
and plenty of evidence that they thought this criminal,

18. Rudzutak
Khrushchev:

Comrade Rudzutak, candidate-member of the Political
Bureau, member of the party since 1905, who spent 10
years in a Tsanst hard-labor camp, completely retracted
in court the confession which was forced from him. ...
After careful examination of the case in 1955, it was
established that the accusation apainst Rudzutak was
false and that it was based on slanderons materials.
Rudzutak has been rehabilitated posthumously.

According to the rehabilitation materials Rudzutak did, in fact, confess.®
Evidently this was a very detailed confession in which he named “more
than sixty people” with whom he was involved in the conspiracy — in-
cluding Fikhe, who is named twice in the two pages of his rehabilitation
report. Then he retracted this confession at trial, stating that he was
“forced” to confess by “an abcess [gnoyaik] not yet uprooted from the
NKVD.” It is interesting that he evidently did not claim he had been tor-
tured, or the Rudenko’s report would have so stated. Molotov later told
Chuev Rudzutak had been tormured and did not confess 45

There is a great deal of testimony against him. The Rehabilitation Materi-
als by Rudenko of December 24, 1955 do not establish Rudzutak’s inno-
cence. Furthetmore, they acknowledge that Rudzutak was inculpated by a
great many other defendants.

Obviously it is problematic to convict someone of a serious crime based
only upon his own confession. By the same token, a person cannot be
declared innocent solely because he denics consistently denies his guilt
But muluple, independent accusations by different defendants, interro-
gated by different investigators, is sttong evidence in any judicial system.
For example, in the United States today, defendants are routinely con-
victed of conspiracy solely on the testimony of alleped confederates. And

1 RKEB 1 pp. 2945,
4 B Chuev. Molotow: Pofuderghavnyi Viastelin. Moscow: OLMA -PRESS, 1999, p. 484.
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co-conspirators are guilty of crimes committed by other members of the
conspiracy.
There is no evidence in that “rehabilitation” that Rudzutak was innocent,
as Khrushchev claimed. The only “evidence” the rehabilitation « can
come up with is that the testimonies against him are “contradictory.”
This is not evidence that they ‘are false. Just the opposite: if a substantial
number of confessions or testimonies were identical that would he prima
faie evidence that they had been “orchestrated” in some way.
Rudzutak evidently retracted his confession at trial. But we can’t be sure
he retracted all of it. The Rudenko Rehabilitation Materials of 1955 give
much more extensive information on the accusations against Rudzutak.
The Pospelov Report mentions only the accusation that he was in a “Lat-
vian nationalist organization, engaged in sabotage, and was a spy for for-
eign intelligence.”#, Khrushchev falsified even this:

They did not even call him to the Politburo, Stalin did

not want to speak with him. ... Through an exhaustive

verification carried out in 1955 it was established that the

case against Rudzutak was falsified. And he was

condemned on the basis of slanderous evidence.

There's nothing in either the Rudenko materials or the Pospelov Report
about these things. Perhaps Khrushchev just made thiem up.

And a great deal is omitted. For instance, the Rehabilitation materials on
Rudzutak do not even mention Tukhachevsky, though Rudzutak was
closely associated with him in expulsions, ¢tc.¢?

This is how we know Khrushchev lied — if the “rehabilitation™ report on
Rudzutak does not clear him, then Khrushchev did not know, in reality,
whether Rudzutak was guilty or not. Khrushchev spoke “in flagrant dis-
regard for the truth” — he may not have known what it was, but he
claimed to know. And of course Khrushchev and Pospelov had access to
all of Rudzutak’s file and to all of the investigative materials linked with
it. If exculpatory evidence existed, why did they not cite it?

Still, we do know now that Ezhov and, at his instruction, his men, were
fabricating confessions against many thousands of people. It's quite pos-
sible that there was some falsification in Rudzutak’s case. Ezhov and his

% REEB 1, p.328,
& RKEB [ ,pp. 294-5.
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interrogators could have falsified some information against Rudzutak
even though Rudzutak had admitted his guilt on some matters, and had
been implicated by a great many others.

It is all the more important, then to be able to carefully scrutinize all the
evidence available to Soviet investigators and courts at the time. But this
is exactly what we cannot do. Neither in Khrushchev’s day, in Gorba-
chev’s time when “glastnost™, or “openness”, was supposed to lead to
the archives being “opened”, nor to this day, have any but a tiny propot-
tion of the investigative materials against even the major defendants at
the three famous Moscow Trials of 1936, 1937, and 1938 been released.

No materials from Rudzutak’s case have ever been published, either dur-
ing the USSR or since. This in itself is suspicious, as Rudzutak was ar-
rested in close association with Tukhachevsky.

Rudzutak was one of the people accused by Stalin of involvement in the
Militaty Conspiracy on June 2, 1937 at the expanded extraordinary ex-
panded session of the Military Soviet.® Yet he was not executed until July
28, 1938, over a year after the Tukhachevsky group. This suggests that a
long, serious investigation occurred. But we do not have access to any of
It

Rudzutak was convicted through the restimony of others, despite the lack
of any confession of his own, He is named in several NKVD documents
published in Lubianka 2, such as

¢ No. 290, M.L. Rukhimovich’s very detailed
confession. Rudzutak is named on p. 484.

* No. 323, pp. 527-37; Rudzutak is named on p. 530.

Of course these do not prove his guilt, all the more so since they are
“Bzhov” documents, confessions made duting Ezhov’s tenure as head of
the NKVD — and we have seen above the kind of stuff that went on un-
der Ezhov. But they are incompatible with any claim Rudzutak was inno-
cent — that is, with his “rehabilitation.” A defendant’s confession of guilt
may not be truthful, for one reason or another. But it can never be evi-
dence of innocence.

Stalin’s private annotations on these® as well as other documents are
consistent with someone trying to learn from the police reports being

* Lubianka 2, Ne. 92 pp. 202 ff. On Rodzutak particularly see 204-5,
8 Ivd . 537,
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submitted to him, but not at all with someone “fabricating” anything. It
is hard to imagine anyone making such annotations, intended only for the
eyes of his closest supporters, if he did not in fact accept them as true.

Rudzutak is named many times in the 1938 Moscow Trial by defendants
Grin’ko, Rozengol’ts and Krestinsky, who testify about him at length and
in preat detail In another interrogation — confession just published in
early 2006 RozengoP'ts is named by Tamarin as the person who recruited
him into the Right-Trotskyite conspiracy.™

According to Krestinsky, Rudzutak was central to the whole conspiracy.
Molotov agrees Rudzutak told him he had been beaten and tortured, but
still refused to confess. However, there was much testimony against
him.™

19. Rozenblium

Khrushchev:

The way in which the former NKVD workers
manufactured various fictitious “anti-Soviet centers” and
“blocs™ with the help of provocatory methods is seen
from the confession of Comrade Rozenblum, party
member since 1906, who was arrested in 1937 by the
Leningrad NKVD.

During the examination in 1955 of the Komarov case
Rozenblum revealed the following fact: When
Rozenblum was arrested in 1937, he was subjected to
terrible torture during which he was ordered to confess
false information concerning himself and other persons.
He was then brought to the office of Zakovskii, who
offered him freedom on condition that he make before
the coutt a false confession fabricated in 1937 by the
NKVD concerning “sabotage, espionage and diversion
in a terroristic center in Leningrad.” (Movement in the
hall) With unbelievable cynicism, Zakovskii told about
the vile “mechanism™ for the crafty creation of.
fabricated “anti- Soviet plots.”

# Lubianka 3, 84-90, 92-93.
N Chuev, Melsiar, 483-5.
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“In order to illustrate it to me,” stated Rozenblum,
“Zakovskii gave me several possible variants of the
organization of this center and of its branches. After
he detailed the organization to me, Zakovskii told
me that the NKVD would prepare the case of this
center, remarking that the tral would be public.
Before the court were to be brought 4 or 5 members
of this center: Chudov, Ugarov, Smorodin, Pozern,
Shaposhnikova (Chudov’s wife) and others together
with 2 or 3 members from the branches of this
center. ..

“... The case of the Leningrad center has to be built
solidly, and for this reason witnesses are needed.
Social origin (of course, in the past) and the party
standing of the witness will play more than a small

role.

“You, yourself,’ said Zakovskii, “will not need to
invent anything. The NKVD will prepare for you a
ready outline for every branch of the center; you will
have to study it carefully and to remember well all
questions and answers which the Court might ask.
This case will be ready in four-five months, or
perhaps a half year. During all this time you will be
preparing yourself so that you will not compromise
the investigation and yourself. Your fature will
depend on how the tial goes and on its results, If
you begin to lie and to testify falsely, blame yourself.
If you manage to endure it, you will save your head
and we will feed and clothe you at the Government's
cost until your death.™
This is the kind of vile things which were then practiced.
(Movement in the hall.)
Khrushchev never explicitly states, but stongly implies, that Stalin was
involved in this. In reality, the evidence we have today — and that Khro-
shchev had then — shows that Zakovskii was Ezhov’s man.
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Rozenblium testified about Zakovskii's fabrication of cases. Zakovskii
was “one of Ezhov's closest coworkers.,”? Zakovskil was arrested on
April 30, 1938, and sentenced to death on August 29, 1938. Bena was
named as Fxhov’s second-in-command in August 1938,

If Rozenblium™ was telling the truth here, then two conclusions emerge.
First, Zakovskil would not have done all this without Ezhov’s leadership.
Therefore it’s clear that Ezhov was involved in some kind of major con-
spiraq.r to build himself up by fabricating large-scale conspiracies. This is
consistent with the details available to, and reported by, Jansen and Pet-
rov concerning Ezhov’s conspiracy, which we have examined briefly

above.

Second, Beria — which means Stalin and those around him in the Polit-
buto — was involved in investigating, and ultimately uncovering and
eliminating, this conspiracy. Stalin and Beria were involved in smashing
Ezhov’s conspiracy, not in fomenting it. This is consistent with Zhukov’s
deductions.

Jansen and Petrov (151) quote Ezhov as having Zakovskii shot in August
1938 to get him out of the way, so he could not testify against him
(Ezhov). Frinovslai affirms this in his recently-published (February 2006)
confession statement of April 11, 1939. According to Frinovskii and the
other evidence we have, Zakovskii was part of Ezhov’s conspitacy. Fri-
novskii quotes Ezhov as telling him in October 1937 that Zakovskii “is
completely ‘ours™. Then on August 27-28 1938 Evdokimov, Ezhov's
right-hand man, told Frinovskii to make sure Zakovski and “all of
Iapoda’s men™ had been shot, because Beria might reopen their cases and
“these cases could turn against us.”™

Zakovskii was explicitly blamed for torturing people “as a rule” in Stalin’s
telegram of Jan. 10, 1939 (which may in fact have been sent, or resent, in
July — for this telegram, see below). Even without the recent statements

2 Exhav is called “one af the closest coworkers of ML Ezhov” in the Zakovski
biography from Zalesky, Inqperiia Statina, at hip:/ /wrarw. hrono.mu/biograf/zakovski html]
™ AM. Rozenblium, according to the Paspelov Report of Feb. 9, 1956 — sce Daklad
Khrushehepa, p. 193, 865; RKEB 1, 323, When arrested in 1937 he was the chief of the
Palitical department of the October milroad. In his speech Khrushchev did not refer to
Rosenblium’s criminal case Hle but to bis statements to the Commission of the CC CPSL
in 1955,

™ Jansen & Petrov, 151, Lubianka 3, p. 45. Cf text at
http:/ / chss.montelair.edn fengl:ishfﬁm_-;’ rescarch/ finovekyeng html
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and confessions by Ezhov, Frinovskii and others, this would be strong
evidence that Stalin was opposed to this kind of behavior,

But Khrushchev omitted this part of the Stalin telegram in the “Secret
Speech” — undoubtedly because it would conflict with the impression he
was attempting to produce here. Therefore Khrushchev is blaming Stalin
for Ezhov’s conspiracy, while in fact Stalin had Ezhov arrested, tried, and
executed for precisely this conspiracy.

20. I.D. Kabakov
Khrushchev:

Even more widely was the falsification of cases practiced
in the provinces. The NKVD headquarters of the
Sverdlov Oblast “discovered” the so-called “Ural
upnising staff” — an orpan of the bloc of rightists,
Trotskyites, Socialist Revolutionaries, church leaders —
whose chief supposedly was the Secretary of the
Sverdlov Oblast Party Committee and member of the
Central Committee, All-Union Communist Party
(Bolsheviks), Kabakov, who had been a party member
since 1914. The investigative materials of that time show
that in almost all krais, oblasts [provinces] and republics
there supposedly existed “rightist Trotsky‘lte espionage-
terror and diversionary-sabotage organizations and
centers” and that the heads of such organizations as a
rule — for no known reason — were first secretaries of
oblast or republic Communist party committees or
central committees.

Despite the Russian government’s refusal to release investigative materi-
als of this period, there is quite a lot of evidence against Kabakov.

The American mining engineet John D. Littlepage was hired during the
Depression to work in the USSR developing the mining industry, and
wrote 2 memoir of his years there upon his return to the USA (he was
from Alaska). In In Search of Soviet Gold NY: Harcourt, Brace and Co.,
1938 (1937) Littlepage discusses sabotage in Urals. He specifically sus-
pects Kabakov; claims that Kabakov had never competently seen to the
fruitful exploitation of the rich mineral area under his stewardship; claims
he suspected some kind of conspiracy in all this; and expressed no sur-
prise when Kabakov was arrested shortly after the Piatakov trial, since
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the two had long been closely associated. More recently, James Harris has
seen and quoted evidence against Kabakov from Kabakov's criminal case
without suggesting any fakery in 1t.™

Kabakov was dismissed from both the CC and the Party itself by a reso-
lution circulated to the CC on May 17-19, 1937 and confirmed at the
June 1937 on June 29%, This may suggest some kind of relationship ei-
ther with the Tukhachevsky — military conspiracy, which was being un-
raveled at that time, or with the Rightist conspiracy generally, as lagoda
was being intensively questioned about this time.

Kabakov was named by L.I. Mirzoian, former First Secretary of the Cen-
tral Committee of the Communist Party of Kazakhstan, as a leader of the
Right-Trotskyite underground.’ He figured in Ezhov’s report to the June
1937 CC Plenum on the widespread nature of the conspiracy.™

Kabakov was named by P.T. Zubarev, one of the defendants in the
March 1938 “Bukharin” Moscow Trial, as known by him to be a member
of the Rightist conspiracy in the Urals as early as 1929. Zubarev claimed
to have worked closely with Kabakov in this conspiracy since that dme.
Rykov, one of the main defendants along with Bukharin, also named Ka-
bakov as an important member of the Rightist conspiracy. Theze is no
evidence that Rykov of, indeed, any of the defendants in this Trial were
subjected to torture.

Kabakov was named as head of a counterrevolutionary organization in
Urals in a note to the Politburo signed by Kabakov's successor, First Sec-
retary of the Sverdlovsk Obkom A. Ia. Stoliar, NKVD man D.M
Dmitriev of Sverdlovsk later confessed to being involved in a conspiracy
himself, and fingered Stoliar as a conspirator too. But he also speaks of
the “liquidation of the Aabakosshching” in the Urals in 1937 — that is, Ka-
bakov was the first to go but other conspirators, including him and Sto-
liar, remained. Stalin’s annotation on Stoliar’s note suggests he is not ot-
ganizing this news, but leaming of it.7

In declaring Kabakov “rehabilitated”, therefore, Khrushchev was casting
the strongest doubt on the 1938 Moscow Trial, as he had already done

75 James R Harris. The Grear Uralr regionaliven and the evalution of the Soviet sysier ([thaca NY:
Cornell University Press, 1999) 163 at notes 78 and 81.

% RKEB 1, Doc No. 52, p. 280; cf Pospelov repor, ibid, p. 323,
77 Janszen & Petrov, p. 75.
™ Lubianka 2, Doc No: 276, p. 463
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on the 1936 Toal in declaring that Zinoviev and Kamenev had been
treated too harshly. For present purposes, though, it’s clear that Khru-
shchev did not speak the truth about Kabakov in his “Secret Speech.”

21-24. S.V. Kossior; V. Ia. Chubar’; P.P.
Postyshev; A.V. Kosarev

Khrushchew:

Many thousands of honest and innocent Communists
have died as a result of this monstrous falsification of
such “cases,” as a result of the fact that all kinds of
slanderous “confessions™ were accepted, and as a result
of the practice of forcing accusations against oneself and
others. In the same manner were fabricated the “cases”
against emninent party and state workers — Kossior,
Chubar, Postyshev, Kosarev and others.

(For Postyshev, see Chapters 3 and 9.)

Kosior, Chubar’, Postyshev, and Kosarev are listed in that precise order
in 2 letter of March 16, 1939, to Stalin from V, V. Ul'tikh, Chairman of
the Military College of the Supreme Court of the USSR, which is repro-
duced in facsimile ac:

http:/ /www.memo.ru/history/vkvs /images /ulrih-39.jpg
The relevant section reads as follows:

Military Collegrum

Of the Supreme Court

Of the Unien of 3SR

March 15, 1939

No. 001119...

Re: No. I-68/112

TOP SECRET

Copy No. 1

TO THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF THE ACP(b)

To Comrade ).V, STALIN
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Between February 21 and March 14 1939 the Military
Collegium of the Supreme Court of the USSR in closed
court sessions in Moscow heard the cases of 436
Pmﬂﬂﬁ.

413 were sentenced to be shot. The sentences have been
catried out on the basis of the law of December 1, 1934,

At court sessions of the Military Collegium the following
persons fully confessed their guilt: KOSIOR 5.V,
CHUBAR’, V.IA,, POSTYSHEYV P.L, KOSAREV
AV,...

According to the test of Ulrikh’s note others among the accused re-
nounced their confessions but “were exposed by other evidence in the
case.” That is, Kosior, Chubar’, Kosarev, and Postyshev did mot re-
nounce their confessions, as others did, but reaffirmed them at trial.

Kosior and Chubar’

In his confession-interropation of April 26 1939 Ezhov names Chubar’
and Kosior as two of a number of high-ranking Soviet officials who were
passing information to German intelligence — in plain language, German
spies. Bzhov says that the German agent Norden was in touch with “a
great many” others. 7

According to the Rehabilitation materials of Postyshev prepared for
Khrushchey, Kosior implicated Postyshev, then withdrew his confes-
sions, but then reiterated them again.® In his own confessions Postyshev
implicated Kosior, as well as Iakir, Chuba?’, and others. (ibid., 218) Chu-
bar’ was implicated in the Right-Trotskyite conspiracy by Antipov,
Kosior, Pramnek, Sukhomlin, Postyshev, Boldyrev, and others.®

Interviewed by Felix Chuev the aged Lazar’ M. Kaganovich said that he
had defended Kosior and Chubar’, but had given up when he was shown
a lengthy handwritten confession of Chubar’s.®2 Molotov told Chuev that
he himself was present when Antipov, Chubar’s friend, accused Chubar’.

™ Lubianka 3, p. 57.

= RKEB 1, p. 219.

8 Jhid, p. 251,

8 E L Chuev. Kgamach Shetulor. Moscow: OLMA-PRESS, 2001, p. 117
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Chubar’ denied it heatedly and got very angry at Antipov. Molotov knew
both of them very well#

According to the Pospelov Report prepared for Khrushchev, Kosior was
arrested on May 3, 1938 — that is, under Ezhov — and both tortured (no
details are given) and subjected to prolonged interrogations of up to 14
hours at a swetch. Of 54 interrogations of Kosior only 4 were pre-
served.™ So far this has all the earmarks of a Ezhov frameup.

However, Kosior was seatenced on February 26, 1939, three months
after Ezhov’s ouster. By this time cases were being reviewed, and it had
long been recognized that Ezhov and his men had tortured innocent
men.

We know, from the Ul'rikh letter cited above, that Kosior and Chubat’
acknowledged their guilt at trial, though others did not. But no details of
this trial have been released, either in the Pospelov Report or in the Re-
habilimtion Materials. Once again, it appears that the Khrushchev-eta
materials were not an objective study of the investigative materials, but
rather a falsified attempt to make all those convicted appear to have
been “innocent.”

In the long transcript of the October 1938 confession - interrogation of
Dmitriev, former head of the NKVD in Sverdlovsk. Dmiteiev speaks of
the “counterrevolutionary underground headed by Kosior, who was one
of the most clandestine of the Rights in the Ukraine.”ss

Ezhov’s confession makes it clearer than ever that Chubar’ and Kosior
were guilty of being involved in the underground organization of Rights
without more information. Even without it, it’s obvious that there was a
great deal of evidence against him. Khrushchev failed to release it, and it
has never been released since.

Kosarev

It is not true that, as Khrushchev stated, the Rehabilitation Matetials es-
tablished that the case against Kosarev had been fabricated.

There is very little information about Kosarev in the published Rehabili-
tation materials. (Reabifitatsiia Kak Eto Bylo 1, 79-80; 166-8; 219; in future

& Chucv, Mobtor, pp. 486-7.
& RKEB 1, p. 326.
& Lubianka 3, p. 590,
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RKEB 1) He did confess, and short parts are published — though the re-
habilitation report of 1954 claims Kosarev was tortured into making the
confession by Beria (167). His own dossier — interropations, trial, etc. ~
has never been made available to researchers.

Kosarev is named in the UPdkh letter of March 16, 1939, as one of the
accused who confirmed his admission of guilt at tral (see above). We also
know that Postyshev accused Kosarev.

According to the rehabilitation report Kosarev had been hostile towards
Beria when Beria was First Secretary of the Georgian party. They con-
tinue that Kosarev was tortured into confessing, and also perhaps
framed. Kosarev did confess at trial. According to the rehabilitation re-
port he was duped into thinking this would save him. We do know of
examples in which defendants claimed they were beaten into confessing
during interrogations but renounced those confessions at tdal. But it is
hatd to imagine why anyone would confess to a capital crime at trial in
ordet to save himself!

The Rehabilitation Materials on Kosarev are very concerned to blame
Beria for everything, as is a letter written by Kosarev’s widow in Decem-
ber 1953, at the time Beria and others were supposedly on mal. (RKEB 7,
79-80) And Khrushchev was quick to claim that virtually anyone arrested
and convicted during Beria's tenure as head of the NKVD was “framed.”

Kosatev was arrested on November 29, 1937 after Ezhov was effectively
ousted. He had had some contact with Ezhov, having been editor of the
Komsomol newspaper that Ezhov’s wife worked on. Jansen and Petrov
speculate that he may have been involved with Ezhov in some way,
though they caution thar this was unlikely. (185)

But in a recently-published interrogation (February 2006) A.N. Babulin,
Ezhov’s live-in nephew, fellow conspirator, and witness to Ezhov’s and
Ezhov’s wife Evgeniia’s “moral degeneration,” names Kosarev as one of
the “most frequent guests in the Ezhov home,” along with Piatakov,
Uritsky, Mikhail Kol'tsov, Glikina, Iagoda, Prinovskii, Mironov, Agranov,
and other NKVD men later tried and executed along with Ezhov. It was
strange company for an “innocent” leadet of the Komsomol to be keep-
ing! Tn his own recently-published interrogaton Ezhov himself names
Kol'tsov and Glikina — both on Babulin’s list of “most frequent guests” —
as English spies, along with his late wife Evgeniia.

Vadim Rogovin wrote that Kosarev was dismissed from his post as head
of the Komsomol and arrested for unjustified repression of Komsomol
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workers. A number of articles have appeared in the popular press, some
by Kosarev’s family, setting forth the view that he was unjustly accused
and that Ol'ga P. Mishakova, the KKomsomol worker Kosarev had pur-
portedly maltreated, had wrongly denounced him.%

Whoever was at fault, this does seem to be the reason for Kosarev’s at-
rest, since 1t 15 referred to by Mgeladze in his memoirs. The rehabilitation
report of 1954 does not mention it at all. Rather, it sets Kosarev’s arrest
down to a personal hatred of him by Beria, for some negative things Ko-
sarev had reputedly said about Beria.

After Beria’s arrest in June 1953 Khrushchev, abetted by the rest of the
CPSU leadership, went about demonizing Beria in every possible way.
This failure to even mention the real reason for Kosarev’s atrest is fur-
ther evidence that the rehabilitation reports were fabricated for political
purposes, not serious studies of the evidence against those repressed.

We don’t have enough information about Kosarev that is reliable — that
is, not based upon anecdote or rumor — to say more than that he had a
very suspicious relationship with Ezhov and his wife, and many other
associates of the Ezhows, all of whom seem to have been involved in
Ezhov’s NKVD-centered Rightist conspiracy.

The Rehabilitation reports on Kosarev allege that he was tortured.
(RKEB 1, 79-80; 166-8 ; 219). Since Frinovskii says that, in order to de-
flect the investigation away from his own conspiracy, Ezhov had the
guilty as well ‘as the innocent tortured, including some friends of his, it
may well be that he had Kosarev tortured too. (See under 16. Ezhov,
above).

We certainly do not have any evidence at all that either Stalin or Beria
“framed” Kosarev. Even the anecdotal information merely accuses Stalin
of being too credulous. What we do know is that IKhrushchev and the
“rehabilitation commission” hid a preat deal of information about Ko-
sarev, as about many others.

In the case of Kosarev, they hid his connections 1o Ezhov, which seem
to have been his undoing. These are not even mentioned in the Khru-

8 Zome of these articles insist that Kosarev never confessed, despite the fact that the
Khrushchev-em rehabilitation materials 2ffirm that he was “tricked” into a confession
while the Ulnkh letter states definitely that he confessed. Therefore, it’s unlikely that these
articles are reliable in the least. Without more evidence from interrogation and trial mate-
sials, we just can't cell.
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shchev-era rehabilitation materials. The most cautious conclusion we can
reach is that Khrushchev declared Kosarev innocent “in flagrant disre-
gard for the truth,” without any serious study of his guilt or innocent.

Akakii Mgeladze, later First Secretary of the Georgian Patty but in the
1930s a leading Komsomol figure, had liked and respected Kosarev when
the latter was the head of the Komsomol According to his recently-
published memoirs written in the 1960s Mpeladze discussed Kosarev
with Stalin in 1947 (p. 165). Stalin listened and then patiendy explained
that Kosarev's guilt had been carefully verified by Zhdanov and An-
dreev 87

This is consistent with what we know from other sources — that these
Politbure members, as well as others, had been assigned to check up on
NKVD atrests and accusatons against leading Party members.® Mge-
ladze, who cleatly wished to believe that Kosatev was either entitely in-
nocent and had been framed by Beria for personal reasons, or had simply
made some mistake or other, then told Stalin he himself had read these
reports, as well as one by Shkiriatov, and found it impossible to doubt
what they said.

If Mgeladze’s account is significant at all, it is becanse Mgeladze had great
difficulty believing Kosarev was guilty — to the point where he con-
fronted Stalin, however politely, on this question — and Stalin calmly re-
peated his belief, based on investigation, that Kosarev had been guilty.
According to Mgeladze, Stalin went on to explain that everybody made
mistakes, and that many mistakes were made in 1937, But Stalin did not
apply this to Kosarev’s case.

To this day all of the documentary materials relating to Kosarev's dis-
missal, arrest, investigation, and tral are kept secret by the Russian gov-
etnment. Kosarev was crticized and removed from leadership of the
Komsomol at the 7% Plenum of the Central Committee of the Komso-
mol, held in Moscow on November 19-22 1938, The transcript of this
Plenum exists; it is quoted in a recent biography of Georgii M. Popov,

&7 AL Mpeladse. Stalin. Kakim ia epo znal. Stranitsy nedavnogo proshlogo. N.pl, 2001,
pp. 165; 172,

B8 Savetskos Rukovodstve, Pergpiska 1928-1941. Moscow: Rosspen, 1999, 1eprints 2 mumber
of these: letters by both Andrecv and Zhdanow.
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who spoke at this Plenum. Therefore it existed in Khrushchev’s day. But
Khrushchev never mentioned it.#

25. The Lists

Khrushchev;

The vicious practice was condoned of having the NKVD
prepare lists of persons whose cases were under the
jurisdiction of the Military Collegium and whose
sentences were prepared in advance. Yezhov would send
these lists to Stalin personally for his approval of the
proposed punishment. In 1937-1938, 383 such lists
containing the names of many thousands of party,
Soviet, Komsomol, Army and economic workers werte

sent to Stalin. He approved these lists.

These lists exist, and have been edited and published, first on CDY and
now on the Internet, as the “Stalinist ‘Shooting’ Lists”, But this is a ten-

dentious, inaccurate name, for these were not lists of persons “to be
shot™ at all.

As Khrushchev did, the very anti-Stalin editors of these lists do in fact
call the lists “sentences” prepared in advance. But theit own research
disproves this claim. The lists give the sentences that the prosecution
would seek if the individual was convicted — that is, the sentence the
Prosecution would ask the court to apply. In reality these were lists sent
to Stalin (and other Politburo or Secretariat members) for “review” —
rarsmotrenie — a word that is used many times in the introduction to the
lists. (http://www.memo.ru/history/vkvs/images/ introl.htm)

Many examples are given of people who were not convicted, or who
were convicted of lesser offenses, and so not shot. A.V. Snegov, whom
Khrushchev mentions by name later in this speech, is on the lists at least
twice.

* At http://stalin.memo.ru/spiski/pg13026.htm
No. 383;

W BV, Tatanov, "Partiinii gubernator Markey Georgif Papor (Moscow: Tzd-vo Glavarkhiva
Moslovy, 2004), 12-14 and note 17 p. 104.

% Zhertvy politicheskogo rerrora v SSSR. Na 2-kh diskakh. Disk 2. Stalinskic rasstecl'nye
spiski Moscow: Zven'iz, 2004. At http:// warw.memo.n/ ustory/vivs/
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e At http://stalin.memo.ru/spiski/pg05245.htm
No. 133.
In this last reference Snegov is specifically put into “1% Category”, mean-
ing: maximum sentence of death in the event of conviction. A brief
summary of the Prosecutor’s evidence against him is provided, and there
seems to have been a lot of it. Nevertheless Snepov was not sentenced to
death but instead to a long term in a labor camp.

According to the editors of these lists “many” people whose names are
on them were not in fact executed, and some were freed.

For example, a selective study of the list for the
Kuibyshev oblast’ signed on September 29, 1938 has
shows that not a single person on this list was convicted
by the VI VS (the Military Collegium of the Supreme
Court), and a significant number of the cases were
dismissed altogether.
L -
http:/ /www.memo.ru/history/vkvs/images /intro.ht
m
So Khrushchev knew that Stalin was not “sentencing” anybody but
rather reviewing the lists in case he had any objections. We can be certain
that Khrushchev knew this because the note from 5. N. Krmglov, Minis-
ter of Internal Affairs (MVD) to Khrushchev of February 3, 1954 has
survived. Tt says nothing about “sentences prepared in advance,” but
gives the truth:

These lists were compiled in 1937 and 1938 by the

NKVD of the USSR and presented to the the CC of the

ACP(b) for review dight away. [emphasis added, GF}*!
The Prosecutor went to trial not only with evidence, but with a sentence
to recommend to the judges in case of conviction.
It appears that the names of Party members, but not of non-Party mem-
bers, were sent on for review. The disinpenuous Introduction notes that
those signing the lists comprised “not all the Politburo members but only

" At hetp:/ /wrwro.memo.mu/ history /vkvs//images/ intro1.him
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those of 1ts members who were closest to Stalin® 92 But the evidence sug-
gests that it was the members of the Party Secretariat rather than the Pol-
itburo to whom the lists were submitted. Even the editors note that
Ezhov — a member of the Secretariat but not of the Politburo — signed
“as a secretary of the Central Committee.”

Khrushchev concealed the fact that not Stalin, but he himself, was deeply
involved in selecting the persons for inclusion on these lists, and for
choosing the category of punishment proposed for them. Khrushchev
mentions that the NKVD prepared the lists. But he does not mention the
fact that the NKVD acted together with the Party leadership, and that a
great many of the names on these lists — perhaps more than from any
other region of the USSR — originated in the areas under Khrushchev’s

OWTL PDWEI .

Until January 1938 Khrushchev was First Sectetary of the Party in Mos-
cow and Moscow oblas#’ (province). After that he was First Secretary in
the Ukraine. The letter to Stalin (see section 4) asking for permission to
shoot 8500 people is dated July 10, 1937, the same date as the fiest of the
“shooting lists” from Moscow.®

In the same letter Khrushchev also confirms his own participation in the
troka responsible for selecting these names, along with the head of the
directorate of the NKVD for Moscow, S.F. Redens, and the assistant
prosecutor K.I. Maslov (Khrushchev does admit that “when necessary”
he was replaced by the second secretary A.A. Volkov),

Volkov served as second secretary of the Moscow Region of the
AUCP(b) only ull the beginning of August 1937, when he left to serve as

First Secretary of the Belorussian party. After that he was no longer
Khrushchev’s subotdinate, which may have saved his life.% Maslov re-

2 *Not all the members of the Politburo, but only the members who were closest to
Stalin, took part in the review (in reality, the cosigning) of the lists™ At

htrp:// www.memo.ru/ history,/ vivs fimages/intro. hrm

# *On 8 lists we find the signarure of Ezhov {evidently here he was acting not as the
People’s Commissar-for Internal A ffairs, but as a secretary of the CC)”, fbid

# CE hope/ fwwow.memao.m /histoey/vhvs/spiski/ pg02049.htm

# On August 11 1937 Volkov was chosen First Secretary of the CC of the Communist
Party (b) of Belorussia, and from October 1938 to February 1940 oceupicd the post of
First Secretary of the Chuvash Obkom of the ACP(B). As far as we ean wll he died in
1941 or 1242. A more detailed account of Valkov was published in the nowspaper
Sovetckats Beforwssia of April 21, 2001, Cf http://sb.by/acticle.phparticle]12=4039
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mained the Procuror (prosecutor) of the Moscow oblast’ (province) until
November 1937. In 1938 he was arrested and exccuted in March 1939,
after having been found puilty of subversive counterrevolutionary activ-
ity.% The same fate befell K.I. Mamonov who at first occupied Maslov’s
position and was later shot the same day as Maslov.®” Nor did Redens
escape punishment. He was arrested in November 1938 as a member of a
“Polish diversionist-espionage group”, tried and sentenced, and shot on
January 21, 1940. Jansen and Petrov describe Redens as one of “Ezhov’s
men.”? During the years of the “thaw” Redens was rehabilitated at
Khrushchey’s insistence but by such crude violations of legal procedures
that in 1988 Redens’ rehabilitation was reversed — at a time when a huge
wave of rehabilitations was under way!*?

In other words, with the exception of Volkov all of Khrushchev’s closest
co-workers who took part in repressions in Moscow and Moscow sblass’
were severely punished. How did Khrushchev manage to escape the
same punishment? The answer to this puzzle remains to be uncovered. In
the final chapter we will examine some interesting facts concerning
Khrushchev’s successor as Moscow Party leader, A.S. Shcherbakov, that
may bear on this question.

26. Resolutions of the January 1938 CC

Plenum
Khrushchew:

Resolutions of the January plenum of the Central

Committee, All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks), in

1938 had brought some measure of improvement to the

party organizations, However, widespread repression

also existed in 1938.
Khrushchev implies — and states a little further on — that the repression
was driven by Stalin. As we have already seen, though, the evidence

%6 CF, ht:pc,a’fmw.mcsnhlptoc.mfhjsturyfpmkum:sf?f and
hitty:/ S www.memo.mu/memory/ donskoe/d39.htm

YL htlp;.r'fww.mmblprmm,"hismryfpmlm:omfﬂf and
http:/ fmos.memo.ni/ shot-63.htm

* Jansen & Petcov, pp. 84; 148,
¥ RKEB 4, p. 660,
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strongly suggests that it was driven by Ezhov and a number of First Sec-
retaries, including Khrushchev himself as one of the leading “repressers.”
Stalin and the central party leadership who were not involved in the
Rightist conspiracy wanted the repression limited. Eventually they se-
verely punished those who were proven to have fabticated cases and
killed or punished innocent people.

Getty and Naumov have made the longest study so far of this January
1938 Plenum.'® Their account makes it clear that the Stalin central Party
leadership was very concerned about irresponsible repressions. It was at
this Plenum that Postyshev was removed on just such grounds.
Thurston's discussion confirms the fact that Stalin was trying to rein in
the First Secretaries, the NKVD and repression generally. !

At the January 1938 CC Plenum, Malenkov gave the report, obviously
echoing Stalin, that far too many and capricious expulsions had taken
place. For our present purposes it is most significant that Postyshev was
the person singled out as most guilty. The Resolution of January 9, 1938
specifically blamed Postyshev for this, reprimanded him, and removed
him from his post as first secretary of the Kuybyshev obkom (city com-
mittee).

According to LA. Benediktov, who was a high official in agriculture (ei-
ther People’s Commissar or First Deputy Minister of Agnculture) from
1938 to 1953, on the CC and 2 frequent participant in Politburo meet-
ings, Stalin began to correct the illegalities of the repressions at this Ple-
fum. Lev Balaian, whose study of Khrushchev’s falsifications, while in-
complete, is very useful, gives additional details,

Khrushchev’s head of NKVD in Ukraine from January 1938 was AL
Uspensky. Having been warmed by Ezhov, Uspensky fled atrest on No-
vember 14, 1938 and feigned suicide by leaving 2 note that he would
jump into the Dnepr river. Uspensky was at length located and arrested
on April 14, 1939. Stalin believed Ezhov had wamed Uspensky by eaves-
dropping on his telephone call to Khrushchev.

00 Gretty & Naumov 498-512.

"" Robert Thurston. Life ond Terror iu Stakin’s Russia, 19341941 (Yale University Press;
1998}, p.109, 112; also see Part 4 of his book.
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Whatever Uspensky was guilty of, Khrushchev must have been guilty of
framing inpocent people as well — they were both in the same /mika.' In
interrogations no longer available to researchers today Uspensky revealed
Ezhov’s directions to falsify cases massively.!®® (Jansen and Petrov 84;
148).

27. “Beria’s gang”

Khrushchev:

Meanwhile, Beria’s gang, which ran the orpans of state

security, outdid itself in proving the guilt of the arrested

and the truth of materials which it falsified.
This is false. Thurston discusses Khrushchev’s distortion of what really
happened once Beria took over the NKVD, and the “astonishing liberal-
ism” that was institated immediately under Bena. Torture ended, and
inmates received privileges again. Ezhov’s men were removed from of-
fice, many of them tried and convicted of repressions.!

According to the Pospelov report, arrests dropped hugely, by over 90%,
in 1939 and 1940 in comparison to 1937 and 1938. Executions in 1939
and 1940 dropped to far less than 1% of the levels of mass execu-
tions in 1937 and 1938.1% Beria took over as head of the NKVD in De-
cember, 1938, so this corresponds precisely with Beria’s period in com-
mand. Khrushchev, therefore, knew of this, but omitted it from the “Se-
cret Speech” and so concealed it from his audience.

It was during the Beria years that trials and executions of men convicted
of illegal repressions, mass killings, torture, and falsifications took place.
Many — certainly more than 100,000 — petsons wrongly repressed were
released from GULAG camps and prisons.'® Khrushchev knew, and
concealed, this too.

102 Khrushchev, Fremia, Livdi, Viast' Kn. I, chast't (Moscow: Moskovskie Novesti, 1999,
pp 1723

103 Janisen & Petrov p. 84; p. 148,

4 Thurston, pp. 118119,

ws RKEB 1, p. 317. CE http:/ fwww.alexanderyakovlev.org/almanah/ inside/almanah-
doc/55752

106 See the note by Okhotin and Roginskii in Danilov,V., et al., ed., Tragedtia Sosetckoi
Dereani vol. 5 No. 2 (Moscow: ROSSPEN 2006) 517. Also Mask Unge, Gennadil
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28. “Torture telegram™
Khrushchev:

When the wave of mass arrests began to recede in 1939,
and the leaders of territorial party organizations bepan to
accuse the NKVD workers of using methods of physical
pressure on the arrested, Stalin dispatched a coded
telegram on January 10, 1939 to the committee
secretaries of oblasts and krais, to the central committees
of republic Comuiunist parties, to the People’s
Commissars of Internal Affairs and to the heads of
NKVD otganizations. This telegram stated:

“The Central Committee of the All-Union
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) explains that the
application of methods of physical pressure in
NEVD practice is permissible from 1937 on in
accordance with permission of the Central
Committee of the All-Union Communist Party
(Bolsheviks)... Itis known that all bourgeois
intelligence services use methods of physical
influence against the representatives of the socialist
proletariat and that they use them in their most
scandalous forms.

“The question arises as to why the socialist
intelligence service should be more humanitaran
against the mad agents of the bourgeoisie, against
the deadly enemies of the working class and of the
kolkhoz workers. The Central Committee of the All-
Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) considers that
physical pressure should still be used obligatorily, as
an exception applicable to known and obstinate
enemies of the people, as a method both justifiable
and appropriate.”

Thus, Stalin had sanctioned in the name of the Central

Committee of the All-Union Communist Party

Bordiugov, Rol'f Binner, Verska!" Bolshego Terrors (Moscow: Novyi Khronogeaf, 2008),
490, n. 55,
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(Bolsheviks) the most brutal violation of socialist legality,
torture and oppression, which led as we have seen to the
slandering and self-accusation of innocent people.

Khrushchev deliberately deceived his andience in at least three, and pos-
sibly four ways.

¢ He omitted important parts of the text of the
telegram that undermined his assertions.

¢ He did not tell his audience that the text of the
“telegram™ he had was certainly never sent. In fact,
the text we have looks like a copy made in 1956.

¢ Khrushchev did not divulge the doubtful nature of
the text of this supposed telegram. We know of it
because it was discussed in the later June 1957
Central Committee Plenum called to punish
Malenkov, Molotov, and Kaganovich.

¢ Khrushchev may, in fact, have had this “telegram”
forged.
e There are many problems with the text of the
“original” of this telegram, which was published
during the 1990s. It would take a full article-length
study to disentangle all the problems with it. Some of
them will become clear in the discussion below.
This entire “telegram”part of the speech is highly suspicious, beginning
with the first sentence, which makes the Party Secretaries look like angels.
And Khrushchev makes exactly this point in his speech — the “leaders of
the local party organizations™ were complaining about torture, and it was
all Stalin’s and Beria’s fauld Stalin, with his henchman Beria, were the
“bad guys” — the Party First Secretaries were trying to resist theml

Thanks to Zhukov’s primary document tesearch published in Ingy Sialin,
we know that it was, in fact, these same Party First Secretaries that in-
sisted on the mass executions to begin with. Stalin and that the central
party leadership of the Polithuro (the “narrow leadership”, as Zhukov
puts it) strongly resisted it. Zhukov claims he has seen the document in
which Khrushchev asks for permission to raise “Category one” to 20,000
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— & number, with no names. Getty cites Khrushchev's request for 41,000
people in both categories.!7

It appears, therefare, that a main purpose of the “Secrer Speech” was to
cover up the bloodthirstiness of the First Secretaries such as himself.
Khrushchev does blame Ezhov somewhat — he mendons him a few
umes. But Khrushchev mainly blames Beria, whom he really hates, but
who actually stopped the Ezhovshchina and corrected its abuses by re-
viewing sentences. And, of course, Khrushchev lays the main blame on
Stalin, who was more responsible than anyone else for stopping the re-
pression.

The first thing we should note, for our purposes, is what Khrushchev
omitted — the entire passage in boldface (see Quotations). This passage
docs several things:

e It qualifies, limits, and restricts the conditions under
which “means of physical pressure” are to be used.

® It names well-known, high-ranking NKVD men,
close associates of Ezhov’s, by name, and stresses
that they have been punished.

This includes Zakovskii, whom Khrushchev, through Rozenblium, cited
as a chief fabricator of false charges (see section 18. above). Had Khru-
shchev quoted this part of the telegram’s text it would have undermined
Khrushchev’s main contention throughout the “Speech” that Stalin had
been promoting the massive repressions rather than trying to rein them
in. In the recenty rcleased confession-interrogation Fzhov names
Zakovskil as one of his most devoted men, and confirms that he ordered
Zakovskii killed so that he would not tell Beria about the falsifications
and murders Ezhov and his men were engaged in.

The “Torture Telegram” is a complicated example of Khrushchev’s pre-
varicating, and deserving of a lengthy analytical study. The main points
for our purposes are these:

1. The document we have — the “January 10, 1939” document — is, at
best, a draft copy. It is not on official stationety. It contains no signature,
not Stalin’s or anyone else’s. The most recent, semi-official edition, no

W7 Kossormoiskata Pravda December 3 2002; ). Arch Gerty. “Excesses are ngt pernuited.;
Mass Terror and Stalinist Governance in the Late 1930s™. The Rusdon Beviar, Vol.61
(Jaonuary 2002), p.127.
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longer claims it was “signed” by Stalin, but contains the claim that hand-
written emendations are in Stalin’s handwriting.? This is pure bluff; the
editors cite no evidence this is the case. What is clear is that the editots
wish to convince readers that this is a genuine document from 1939.

2 If it is not a forgery it may or may not be an unsent “draft.” It looks
like a copy typed up in 1956, as this is stated directly on it. Furthermore,
the typeface of the 1956 addition and that of the rest of the telegram
looks identical.

All this would have to be scientifieally and objectively verified. But the
Russian government is not about to carry out this kind of study either
with this document or with any of the many other documents of ques-
tionable veracity supposedly discovered since the end of the USSR. But if
it is a copy, as seems likely, where is the original document of which it is
a copy?

3. At the July 1957 Central Committee Plenum, at which the “anti-Party
group” of Molotov, Malenkov, Kaganovich, and Shepilov was arraigned
for trying to have Khrushchev ousted the year before, Molotov states
that a decision to use “physical pressure” against certain arrestees did
exist, but that all Polithuro members signed it. Khrushchev then insists
that there were two such documents, and that he is talking about the
second one. He never returns to the subject of the first one. What was
this first document? We never learn.

As for the supposed second document, according to another CC member
in this discussion the original has been destroyed, but one copy remained
in the Dagestan obkom (regional committee). However, that copy is ces-
tainly not the copy we have, because the text we have is not on any sta-
tionery and is, at best, a draft, perhaps a later (1956) typed copy of a
draft, and possibly even a forgery altogether. No other such copy has
tarned up, and the “Dagestan obkor’” document has never turned up ei-
ther.

Surely Khrushchev would never have destzoyed such valuable evidence
against Stalin — unless it incriminated himself, in some way. Or, unless it
never existed in the first placel In this case A.B. Aristov’s (one of Khru-
shchev’s main supporters in the Central Committee) mention of the

W8 | spfamka 3, No. 8, pp. 14-15 and o p. 15,
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“copy from the Dagestan obkon?” was a bluff to intimidate the “anti-Party
group™ in front of the rest of the C.C.19

Getty has stated that he has found the text of a similar telepram dated
July 27, 1939.110 If it is genuine (it has not been published), and if
Molotov was correct in July 1957 that all Politburo members had signed
such a telegram, then Khrushchev would have signed it too, as Khru-
shchev was made a Politburo member on March 22, 1939, and was a
candidate member (taking the disgraced Postyshev’s place) after the Janu-
ary 1938 CC meeting). This would have made Khrushchev just as re-
sponsible as Molotov, Malenkov, and Kaganovich.

If the telegram had really been sent on Januaty 10, 1939, as stated by
Khrushchev in the “Secret Speech”, he would not have signed it. How-
ever, he would certainly have (a) seen it, and (b) been responsible for car-
rying it out, Le. applying “physical pressure” to prisoners, since he was
First Secretary of the Ukraine, where he was repressing thousands of
people.

Therefore it’s possible that Khrushchev searched for genuine copies of
the July 27, 1939 telegram, and had all those he could find destroyed.
Before doing that, he had a copy made with the same text (omitting
Ezhov’s name, which is in the later version), but predated to a period
before he had joined the Politburo. We can’t be sure.

Many scholars and others have assured us that Khrushchev had a great
number of documents destroyed. Iuri Zhukov, Nikita Petrov, and Mark
Junge and Rolf Binner all attest to the fact that it appears that Khru-
shchev destroyed more documents than anyone else.!! Benediktov, for-
mer agriculture minister, said the same thing in an atticle published in
1989. In this scenario, the document Getty has found is a copy that
Khrushchev failed to find and destroy. We don’t really know.

What we do know is that, at the very least, IKhrushchev quoted selec-
tively from this document with the intent to deceive his audience.

Y Molotar, Malenkos, Kaganovech, 1957, Stenogramma itua 'skogo plensma TsK KPSS 1 drugie
daknmenty. Ed. AN. lakovlev, N. Kovaleva, A. Koratkow, et al. Moscow: MDT, 1998, pp.
141-2

10 Getty, “Excesses” p. 114, n.d.

WU, Zhukov, “Zhupel Sralina”, Part 3. Komsomolskair Pravda, Nov, 12, 2002), Nikita
Detrov, Jian Seror, Moscow 2005, pp. 157-162; Mark Junge and Rolf Binner, Kag Tervor
Stal Bol'shizr. Moscow, 2003, p. 16, a. 14,
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29, Rodos tortured Chubar’ and Kosior on
Beria’s orders

Khrushchev:

Not long ago — only several days before the present
Congress — we called to the Central Committee
Presidium session and interrogated the investigative
judge Rodos, who in his time investigated and
interrogated Kossior, Chubar and Kosarev. He is a vile
person, with the brain of a bird, and morally completely
degenerate. And it was this man who was deciding the
fate' of prominent party workers; he was making
judgments also concerning the politics in these matters,
because, having established their “crime,” he provided
therewith materials from which important political
implications could be drawn.

The question arises whether a man with such an intellect
could alone make the investigation in a manner to prove
the guilt of people such as Kossior and others. No, he
could not have done it without proper directives. At the
Central Committee Presidium session he told us: “I was
told that Kossior and Chubar were people’s enemics and
for this reason I as an investigative judge, had to make
them confess that they are enemies.”

(Indignation in the hall.)

He would do this only through long tortures, which he
did, receiving detailed instructions from Beria. We must
say that at the Central Committee Presidium session he
cynically declared: “T thought that I was executing the
orders of the party.” In this manner, Stalin’s orders
concerning the use of methods of physical pressure
against the arrested were in practice executed.

These and many other facts show that all norms of

correct party solution of problems were invalidated and
everything was dependent upon the willfulness of one
man.

Khrushchev’s deception here is in his implication that confessions, ob-
tained by Rodos’ beatings, were the only grounds on which Chubar’ and
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Kosior wete convicted and executed. As we have already seen, there is
plenty of evidence against both Chubar’ and Kosior that has nothing to
do with “means of physical pressure.” For example, they were both
named by Ezhov in his confession-interrogation of Apal 26, 1939 as
members of the Rightist conspiracy and German spies.

Khrushchev implies that Rodos was Beria’s man.!2 But rehabilitation
materials state that he was involved in the investigation of suspects dur-
ing Ezhov’s tenure too (RKEB 1, 176).

It is possible that Rodos had simply “followed orders”, as he claimed he
had done. If, as alleged by Khrushchev and the “torture telegram,” tor-
ture had been authorized by the Central Committee, and if Rodos had
been told to torture some defendants, as he seems to have admirted, then
he had merely been following orders. It so, he had committed no crime.
Perhaps his real crime was to have been an investigator under Beria as
well as under Ezhov. Khrushchev did his best to blame everything on
Beria.

Rodos was tried and sentenced during the period February 21-26, 1956 —
during the 20 Party Congress itselfl'> (RKEB 7 411, n. 13 ). Why? This
suggests that Rodos may have been “tried” and executed to shut him up.
As the chief of the Investigative Section of the NKVD Rodos would
have taken an active part in the investipations of Fzhov’s activities and
would have been in charge of the cases of those who were in the close
circle around Ezhov’s wife, including Isaac Babel, Vsevolod Meierkhol’d,
and others.

Another possibility is that his fate was intended to warn others to get
them to coopetate with Khrushchev’s “rehabilitations”, say what he
wanted them to say. Pavel’ Sudoplatov, one of Beria’s subordinates, was
evidently imprisoned for fifteen years because he refused to falsify

2 Nikita Petrov states thar Rodos was arcsted on Ocrober 5 1953, during the same
period that others in “Benia’s gang” were under arrest and being interrogated. N. Petrov,
Peryd predsedarel” KGB Ivan Serse. Moscow, 2006, p. 393.

13 RKEB 1, p- 411, note 13. Rodos’s investigative file has not yet been declassificd. In the
exhibition 1953 god. Mezhu proshlym i budushchim™ (2004) in the Exhibition [all of
the Fedural Archives in Moscow there were on exhibit two documents concering Rodos.
See the catalog of the exhibition at

hetp:/ /wrorw. cusarchives.cu/evants / exhibitions/ stalin_sp.shtml , Nos 269 and 270, It
seems likely that Rodos' investipative file still exises.
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charges against Beria, only escaping execution by the difficult strategem
of feigning insanity for a few years.

Rodos’ trial materials have never been released. He had obviously not
been prosecuted after Ezhov’s dismissal, as had so many other NKVDers
who had tortured defendants and fabricated cases. It was surely conven-
ient for Khrushchev to have Rodos and Bera on whom to blame repres-
sions. This rush to pet rid of Rodos suggests that there may have been
some kind of connection between Khrushchev and Fzhov that remains
unknown to us today and whose origins go back to the years in which
Khrushchev was one of the First Secretaries.

General Pavel Sudoplatov was asked by Roman Rudenko, head Soviet
Prosecutor and a creature of Khrushchev’s, to write false testimony
against Beria after the latter’s death. When Sudoplatov refused he was
arrested and accused of being a participant in an imaginary “conspiracy”
of Beria's. According to Sudoplatov’s account General Ivan 1. Masleani-
kov, a Hero of the Soviet Union, committed suicide rather than do the
same thing. Sudoplatov evaded execution only by successfully feigning
insanity but remained in prison for 15 years."4 It’s possible that some-
thing similar happened to Rodos.

14 Pavel Sudoplatov, Spetsgperatoi. Lubianka i Krewl” 1930-1950 gady. Moscow:
Sovremennik, 1997, The chepter in question is online at
http:/ / wrarw.hrono.au/libss/lib_s/beral.php



Chapter 5.
Stalin and the War

30. Stalin didn’t heed warnings about war
Khrushchev:

The power accumulated in the hands of one person,

Stalin, led to setious consequences during the Great

Patriotic War...During the war and after the war, Stalin

put forward the thesis that the tragedy which our nation

experienced in the first part of the war was the result of

the “unexpected” attack of the Germans against the

Soviet Union. ...Stalin took no heed of these warnings.

What is more, Stalin ordered that no credence be given

to information of this sort, in order not to provoke the

initiation of military operations...everything was ignored:

warnings of certain Army commanders, declarations of

deserters from the enemy army, and even the open

hostility of the enemy. ...Is this an example of the

alertness of the chief of the party and of the state at this

particularly significant historical moment?
Germany did indeed commit aggression against the Soviet Union, and so
this is one assertion of Khrushchev’s that is unquestionably correct.
There is a huge amount of evidence to refute the rest of what he says.

Still, the attack did occur. Marshal A. E. Golovanov believed that any
responsibility should be shared by all the top military commanders, as
was the glory of victory.

Documents published since the end of the USSR have shown that Stalin
and the Soviet leadership were expecting a Getman attack, but that the
warnings from intelligence and other sources were contradictory and un-
certain, V.V, Kozhinov points out the problems of distinpuishing delib-
erate disinformation and just plain error from aceurate information in the
evaluation of intelligence, and how contradictory the intelligence available
to Soviet leaders was.
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The German Army had a disinformation plan to spread false rumors to
the Soviet leadership. A detailed order to this effect by Field Marshal
Wilhelm Keitel, dated February 15, 1941, has been published.!

As Kozhinov points out, Khrushchev’s accusations here can be turned
around on his own thesis. Historians do not blame President Roosevelt
for failing to foresee the attack on Pearl Harbor. Therefore to blame Sta-
lin for not foreseeing the precise time and place of the Nazi attack is to
fall prey to the “cult of personality”, to believe Stalin was supposed to
have superhuman abilities and inexplicably failed to use them.!®

The Soviets could not declare a mobilization because that was universally
understood as a declaration of war, It was precisely such a mobilization
that had set off the First World War. It would have given Hitler the op-
portunity to declare war, leaving the USSR vulnerable to a separate deal
between Hitler and the Allies. And in a plan for “Operation ‘Ost™ drawn
up in 1940 German Genetal-Major Marks make the regretful remark that
“The Russians will not do us the favor of attacking us [first]. ™"

The Soviets could not rely upon British wamings, for the British clearly
wanted to set Hitlet against the Soviet Union and weaken both, if not use
the opportunity to make peace with Hitler against the Soviets, as many in
the British establishment wanted.

Marshal KA. Meretskov, no admirer of Stalin, believed the situation im-
mediately preceding the war was very complex, impossible to predict. His
memoirs were published after Khrushchev’s ouster, in 1968. Zhukov,
who had been demoted in disgrace after the war by Stalin and had helped
Khrushchey atiack Stalin in 1957, thought the Soviet Union under Stalin
had done everything it could to prepare for the war.

U5 1941 god. Dokumsenty. V.. 2-kb kn. Kn.1 . Moscow, 1998, pp. 661-664. The document is
“Ukazanie Shraba Opesativaogo Rukovodstva O Meropriiatiialth Diezinformatsii”” 1 have
put it on line at htyp://chss.montclair.edu/coglish/ furr/ research/germandisinfo.html

116 Although Khemshchev does not directly address the question here, we wish to mention
that good evidence has now been published that Geaeral Dmitry Paviov, commander of
the Western front, where the Red Acmy was taken completely unprepared, where the
preatest losses were suffered, and where the Genmans effected their greatest penetration
into the USSR after June 22, was in fact guilty of ploring defear to beaefit the Germans.
Some quotations and bibliography on this question are included in the Russian language
gection at thiz point.

171941 god v 2-kh knigakh. Kniga pervaia (Moscow: MFD, 1998) p. 154,
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Marshals Vasilevskii and Zhukov disagreed about whether Stalin should
have ordered all the troops to take positions along the border. Comment-
ing on Vasilevskii’s article in 1965, after Khrushchev's ouster, Zhukov
wrote said he believed this would have been a serious error.

Although Khrushchev docs not refer to it here, it’s worth mentioning the
most famous “warning” of an impending German attack, that from the
famous Soviet spy Richard Sorge who was in the German embassy in
Japan, has recently been denounced as a fake created during the years of
Khrushchev’s “Thaw.”118

31. Yorontsov’s Letter
Ehrushchev:

We must assert that information of this sort concerning
the threat of German armed invasion of Soviet tetritory
was coming in also from our own military and
diplomatic sources; however, because the leadership was
conditioned against such information, such dara was
dispatched with fear and assessed with reservation.

Thus, for instance, information sent from Berlin on May

6, 1941 by the Soviet military attaché, Captain

Vorontsov, stated: “Soviet citizen

Bozer...communicated to the deputy naval attaché that,

according to a statement of a certain German officer

from Hitler’s headquarters, Germany is preparing to

invade the USSR on May 14 through Finland, the Baltic

countries and Latvia. At the same time Moscow and

Leningrad will be heavily raided and paratroopers landed

in border cities...”
In this case we know that Khrushehev deliberately lied, because we now
have the full text of the Vorontsov letter. Khrushchev omitted Admiral
Kuznetsov’s evaluation of it, which changes the whole meaning of the
letter. Khrushchev deliberately concealed from his audience the fact that
the Navy had decided this was disinformation intended to mislead the
Soviet leadership! (See Appendix)

118 “22 fiunia 1941 goda. Moplo i vee byt’ po-inomu?™ (“June 22, 1941: Could it have all
been otherwise?”), Kramaio Zuepds June 16 2001, Online at
http:/ [ waw.redstar.on /2001 /06 /16_06/4_01.html
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Khrushchev’s dishonest reference to the Vorontsov letter was evidently
his own idea. It is not mentioned in the Pospelov Report; in the
Pospelov-Aristov draft of Khrushchev’s Speech of February 18, 1956, ot
in Khrushchev’s additions to that draft of February 19, 1956. We do not
know how or from whom Khrushchev obtained the letter.

The editors of Doklsd Khmushdbera do not reprint it, or identify where the
original was published, or discuss it in any way. They could not possibly
have been ignorant of the original of the letter, for it was published in the
major military journal Vesnno-Istoricheskti Zhurnal (No. 2, 1992, 39-40).
They erronecusly identify “Bozer” with the Soviet spy within the Ger-
man SS Schulze-Boysen, even though Bozer is clearly identified as a “So-
viet citizen.”

It appears as though they wished to conceal Khrushchev’s lie by not
identifying it. All this points to a deliberate coverup by the editors of this
supposedly authoritative book.

Examples such as Vorontsov’s letter demand that we examine Khru-
shchew’s possible motives for lying in the Secret Speech.

32. German soldier

A little later in the “Secret Speech” Khrushchev returned to this theme of
“warnings™:

The following fact is also known: On the eve of the

invasion of the tezritory of the Soviet Union by the

Hitlerite army, a certain German citizen crossed our

border and stated that the German armies had received

orders to start the offensive against the Soviet Union on

the night of June 22 at 3 o'clock. Stalin was informed

about this immediately, but even this warning was

ignored.
This statement of Khrushchev’s is also false. Unlike the Vorontsov letter,
which was secret until recently, the story of the German soldier must
have been remembeted by many people in Khrushchev's audience.

The soldier in question was Alfred Liskow. His warning was not ignored
at all. His desertion, at 9 p.m. on June 21, was reported at 3:10 a.m. on
Juae 22 by telephone, 40 minutes before the Nazi invasion. Therefore
Stalin was not “informed immediately”, nor is there any evidence that he
“ipnored” it, as Khrushchev said. Liskow’s platoon commandet, a Lieut.
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Schulz, had told his men “towards evening” (pod secteron) of the impend-
ing invasion.

Liskow was sent to Moscow. On June 27 1941 his story was printed in
Pravda'?®. A leafler with his story, picture, and a call for German soldiers
to desert to the Soviet side, was produced. According to one account,
one unit immediately blew a bridge and went to defensive positions,
where they were wiped out to a man with the German attack a few hours
later

In his memoirs, written in the 1960s, Khrushchev himself does not re-
peat the claim that the German soldier’s waming was ignored.

33. Commanders Killed
EKhrushchey:

Very grievous consequences, especially in reference to
the beginning of the war, followed Stalin’s annihilation
of many military commanders and political workers
during 1937-1941 because of his suspiciousness and
through slanderous accusations. During these years
repressions were instituted against certain parts of
military cadres beginning literally at the company and
battalion commander level and extending to the higher
military centers; during this time the cadre of leaders
who had gained military experience in Spain and in the
Far East was almost completely liquidated.
Khrushchev does not ditectly state, but instead alludes to, the following
claims which he and others made subsequently:

¢ Marshal Tukhachevsky and the seven other
commanders condemned and executed with him on
June 11, 1937, were innocent of what they were
charged with — conspiring to overtheow the
government and with espionage contacts with
Germany and Japan.

¢ So many military commanders were executed or
dismissed that Soviet military preparedness was

191 have pot this article online at
hetp:// chss. montclair.edu/english / fure/ research/liskowpravdaD62741. pdf
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greatly harmed. The militaty commanders executed
or dismissed were better commanders — more
educated, with more military experience — than those
who replaced them.

Research has disproven these statements. The facts are otherwise.

1. Since the end of the USSR a large mass of evidence has been published
that confirms that Tukhachevsky and these other commanders were
guilty as charged. Since Khtushchev’s ime these same commanders have
been considered heroes in the USSR and, now, in post-Soviet Russia. The
government, which controls the Presidential archive where the materials
for this and the 1936-1938 trials and investigations are kept today, has
only released small bits of this documentation, and official historians still
deny that the commanders were guilty.

But even that documentation demonstrates their puilt beyond any rea-
sonable doubt. For example, in his recently-published (February 2006)
confession-interrogation of April 26 1939 Ezhov fully confirms the exis-
tence of three separate, competing military conspiracies: one consisting
of “major military leaders™ headed by Marshal A.l. Egorov; a Trotskyist
proup led by Gamarnik, Iakir and Uborevich; and a “Bonapartist group
of officers” led by Tukhachevsky.'2

To compound his dishonesty, Khrushchev had Tukhachevsky and most
of the others “rehabilitated” in 1957. But Khrushchev did not set up a
commission to stady the question of their guilt until 1962. Tts report, with
additional evidence of their guilt, was kept secret until 199412

2. Khrushchev and the anti-communist historians who have come after
him have preatly exaggerated the number and per centage of military
commanders executed and dismissed during 1937-38. Good studies of
this subject existed in Khrushchev’s time, and have been done today.
Likewise, the level of military training, and even of bartlefield experience
— at least; experience in the First World Wart — increased as a result of the

12 | have put this confession-intemrogation of Ezhov’s online at
http:f!chssm:chix.cdufmgﬁshfﬁ;tr{msca:chf&ahuvﬂ%ﬁ?ﬁmg.hﬂn] {Russian text:
../ezhovruheml ) The full bibliographical seference to it is at the top of the article there.
12t “There i5 an enormous amount of evidence that Tukhacheveky and the other
commanders tded and executed with him were guilty as charped. The author and
Moscow historian Viadimir L. Bobrov are preparing a lengthy study on the whole
“Tukhachevsky Affale” question,
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replacement of executed, arrested, and dismissed officers with those
promoted to replace them.

"The best summaries of recent Russian publications on these subjects are:

¢ Genasimov, G.L “Destvitel'noe vliyanie repressiy
1937-1938 gg. Na ofitserskiy korpus RKKA.
Rarsiisksy Istorichesksy Zburnal No. 1, 1999, Also at
http:/ /www.hrono.ru/stati/2001 /rkka_repr.hrml

® Pykhalov, Igor’, Velkaya Obalgannaya Vayna. Moscow:

“Yauza”, “Eksmo”, 2005, Ch. 2: “Byla i

Obezglaviena’ Krasnaya Armiya?” Also at

http:/ /militera lib.ru/research/pyhalov_i/02 heml
Masshal Konev, speaking in 1965 with writer Konstantin Simonov, dis-
agreed sharply with Khrushchev.
What's more, Khrushchev himself was directly responsible for “annihilat-
ing” most of the commanders in the Kiev (Ukraine) Military District.
Volkogonov quotes a directive from Khrushchev, dated March 1938
"The longer version, from the Russian edition, is translated here (see Ap-
pendix); & much shorter version is given in the English edition, Dmitrii
A. Volkogonov, Staliu: Triwmph and Tragedy. (NY: Grove Weidenfeld,
1991), p. 329.

34. Stalin’s “Demoralization” after the

beginning of the war
Khrushchev:

It would be incortect to forget that, after the first severe
disaster and defeat at the front, Stalin thought that this
was the end. In one of his speeches in those days he said:

“All that which Lenin created we have lost forever.”

After this Stalin for a long time actually did not direct the
military operations and ceased to do anything whatever.

This is completely false, and Khrushchev had to know that it was. Most
of those who wotked closely with Stalin during the first weeks of the war
(and afterwards) were still alive and in high positions. Yet they never re-
ported anything like this. Khrushchev himself was in the Ukeaine during
this whole period, and could have had no first-hand knowledge of any-
thing Stalin said or did.
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The logbooks of those who came to Stalin’s office to work with him
have been published now. They demonstrate that Stahn was extremely
active from the very first day of the war. Of course, they were available to
Khrushchev as well. The logbooks for Junc 21-28 1941 were published in
Istarichesksi Arkhiv No. 2, 1996, pp. 51-54, and document Stalin’s continu-
ous activity. We have also put facsimile copies of the original handwritten
pages online.1?

Marshal Zhukov had no particular love for Stalin. Stalin had demoted
him after the war when Zhukov had been caught stealing German war
booty for himself. Zhukov had also supported Khrushchev in his 1957
ouster of the “Stalinists” Malenkov, Molotov and Kapanovich. Neverthe-
less Zhukov appears to have retained a good deal of respect for Stalin,
and he refuted Khrushchev’s claim in his memoirs,

Georgi Dimitrov, the Bulgarian head of the Comintern, wrote in his diary
that he was summoned to the Kremlin at 7 a.m. on June 22 1941, where
he found Poskrebyshev (Stalin’s secretary), Matshal Timoshenko, Admi-
tal Kuznetsov, Lev Mekhlis, editor of Pravds and head of the Political
Ditectorate of the Army, and Beria, head of the NKVD. He remarked:
“Striking calmness, resoluteness, confidence of Stalin and all the oth-

m_"iﬂ}

Attempting to rescue Khrushehev’s falsehood about Stalin’s alleged inac-
tivity Cold-War biographets of Stalin have seized on the fact that there
are no entries in the logbook of visitors to Stalin’s office for June 29 and

30. Therefore, they conclude, his supposed breakdown must have oc-
curred then.

Even Soviet dissident histotian and ferocious anti-Stalinist Roi Medvedev
has given the lie to this version of events. Khrushchev’s version, says

122 They have been reproduced at hitps/ /www.hsono.u/librs/stalin/16-13 heml. One
convenient source for this information is in Igor” Pykhalov's articdle “Did Samlin Collapse
into Inactivity?” (“Did Stalin Fall into Prostradon?™), Chapter 10 of his book Fefkgys
Qbofpannays Voina (The Great Calummniated War), also online at

http:/ /militeea lib.ru/ research /pyhalov_i/10heml

Facsimiles of the orgiaal archival copics are at

htp:/ /chss montelair.edu/ english { furr/ research,/stalinvisitors41.pd f

The pages from Itoricheskss Arkbiv No. 2, 1996, are reproduced at

http:/ / chss.montelair.edu/english/ furr/ reseasch/ stalinwisitors4 1_istarkh96.pdf

123 T Diary of Georgi Disitrow, ed. Ivo Banac (Yale U.P., 2003), p. 166
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Medvedev, is “a complete fabtication,”'24 but has appeared in biographies
of Stalin by Jonathan Lewis and Phillip Whitehead (1990), Alan Bullock
(1991), and the Ouxfond Encyclopaedia of the Second World War (1995). Med-
vedev goes on o cite the evidence.

Stalin was continuously very active from June 22 onward, including June
29 and 30. On June 29 occurred a famous arpument with his command-
ers, including Timoshenko and Zhukov. Mikoian described it to G.A.
Kuomanev (Réadom so Stalinym, pp. 28-9). Also on June 29 Stalin formu-
lated and signed the important directive concerning partisan watfare. On
June 30 the Decree of the Supreme Soviet, the Council of Peoples
Commissars, and the Central Committee of the Party, forming the State
Defense Committee, wis issued.

General Dmitri Volkogonov and Pavel’ Sudoplatov agree that Khru-
shchev was lying. Both were hostile towards Stalin, Volkogonov ex-
tremely so, in the *90s, when they wrote their books.

35. Stalin A Bad Commander
Khrushchev:

Stalin was very far from an understanding of the real
situation which was developing at the front. This was
natural because, dunng the whole Patriotic War, he never
visited any section of the front or any Eberated city
except for one short ride on the Mozhaisk highway
during a stabilized situation at the front. To this incident
wete dedicated many literary works Full of fantasies of all
sorts and so many paintings. Simultaneously, Stalin was
interfering with operations and issuing orders which did
not take into consideration the real situation at a given
section of the front and which could not help bur result
in huge personnel losses.

Aside from Khrushchev, nobody says this! By contrast, writing after
Khrushchev’s fall Marshal Zhukov thought Stalin an extremely compe-
tent military leader. In his memoirs Marshal Vasilevsky specifically men-
tioned Khrushchev’s statement here and strongly disagreed with it. Mar-

13 R Medvedev, Z.Medvedev, The Unkrnomn Stafy (Woodstock, NY: The Overlook Press,
2003), p. 242,
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shal Golovanov spoke of Stalin and his abilities as 2 commander in the
highest terms.

36. Khar’kov 1942

Khrushchev:

I will allow myself in this connection to bring out one
characteristic fact which illustrates how Stalin directed
operations at the fronts. There is present at this
Congress Marshal Bagramian, who was once the chief of
operations in the headquarters of the southwestern front
and who can corroborate what [ will tell you. When
there developed an exceptionally serious situation for our
Army in 1942 in the Kharkov region...And what was the
result of this? The worst that we had expected. The
Germans surrounded our Army concentrations and
consequently we lost hundreds of thousands of our
soldiers. This is Stalin’s military “genius”; this is what it
COst us.

Not only is this wrong — most generals do not blame Stalin — but some

say Khrushchev himself is to blame!

In an anniversary article on the subject of Khrushchev’s “Secret Speech”
writer Serpei Konstantinov summed up the teactions of many military
leaders at Khrushchev’s remarks about Stalin. (See Appendix) According
to Academician A M. Samsonov Zhukov disagreed with Khrushchev’s
account. In his memoirs Zhukov does blame Stalin, but only in part.™*

As we have seen (see section 35, Appendix) Marshal Vasilevskii directly
called Khrushchev’s version of the Khar'kov defense a lie. He says that
Khrushchev and General Kirponos were in fact given plans and sample
rocket-launchers, as well as advice on how to build their own weapons.
In effect, Vasilevskii says, the fault was Khrushchev’s, not Stalin's, Histo-
tian Vadim Kozhinov points out that Khrushchev used this story to dis-

125 However, Zhukov was very angry at Stalin — Stalin demoted him for stealing German
trophics. This is fully documented in Voemmie Arkhivy Rossa, 1993, pp. 175 f£; for Zhu-
kov’s confcssion see pp. 241-44. Khrushehev knew this, and had it 2ll quashed, undoubt-
edly to get Zhukov on his side.
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credit Malenkov'?, and completely avoided the obvious point that, as
First Secretary of the Ukraine for over three years already, Khrushchev
could have seen to the preparation of rifles long beforehand.

The Short History of the Great Patriotic War (1970 edition, pp. 164-5) pub-
lished after Khrushchev’s ouster carries this version, which blames the
front command rather than Stalin and the GKO. This is consistent with
Stalin’s letter of June 26 1942 quoted by many sources, including Portu-
gal'skii et al’s biography of Timoshenko, and which blamed not only Ba-
gramian, but also Timoshenko and Khrushchev himself.

Earlier in the “Sectet Speech” Khrushchev claimed that “Whoever op-
posed this concept or tried to prove his viewpoint and the correctness of
his position was doomed to removal from the leading collective and to
subsequent moral and physical annihilation.” This is not true, and Khru-
shchev did not even give a sinple example of it. Marshal Timoshenko
outlived Stalin by 17 years, Khrushchev, by 18, Marshal Bagtamian by 29
years. They all had insisted on their “viewpoint”, and yet none was pun-
ished, much less “annihilated.”

Dmitry Volkogonov, who was intensely hostile to Stalin, sugpests that
Khrushchev had either misremembered after so many years, or was sim-
ply lying on this point in his “Secret Speech.”

37. Stalin Planned Military Operations on a
Globe

Khrushcheyv:

I telephoned to Vasilevsky and begged him: “Alexander
Mikhailovich, take a map” — Vasilevsky is present here —
“and show Comrade Stalin the situation which has
developed.” We should note that Stalin planned
operations on a globe. (Animation in the hall)) Yes,
comrades, he used to take the globe and trace the front
line on it. I said to Comrade Vasilevsky: “Show him the
situation on a map. ..

126 Vadim Kozhinov, Rasia. Vek XX (1939-1964). Moscow: Algogtm, 1999, p. 75, 1Uni
Emel'ianov says much the same thing in “Mif XX $'czda™, Shee No. 3, 2000, CL
htep:/ /stalinism.nowmail ra/emelian2 him.
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This is perhaps the most obvious lie in Khrushchev’s entire speech. No
one has ever defended this statement. Many authorities zefute it, some
indignantly. [ refer to the reader to the quotations from military leaders as
well as from Molotov.

38. Stalin Downgraded Zhukov
Khrushchev:

Stalin was very much interested in the assessment of
Comeade Zhukov as a military leader. He asked me often
for my opinion of Zhukov. [ told him then, “T have
known Zhukov for a long time; he is a good general and
a good military leader.”

After the war Stalin began to tell all kinds of nonsense
about Zhukov, among others the following, “You
praised Zhukov, but he does not deserve it. It is said that
before each operation at the front Zhukov used to
behave as follows: He used to take a handful of earth,
smell it and say, “We can begin the attack,’ or the
opposite, “The planned operation cannot be carried
out™ 1 stated at that time, “Comrade Stalin, [ do not
know who invented this, but it is not true.”

It is possible that Stalin himself invented these things for
the purpose of minimizing the role and military talents of
Marshal Zhukov.

No one else ever heard Stalin say this. According to a remark by Zhukov
himself that is quoted by several writers, Stalin demoted him but never
insulted him. This remark of Zhukov’s was probably a direct rebuke to
Khrushchev here, since i’s hard to imagine any other reason he might
have made it.

Stalin did have Zhukov demoted after the war when it was discovered
that the Marshal had been stealing German war booty on a grand scale,
instead of contributing it to the State to be used in rebuilding the im-
mense destruction wrought by the Germans during the war.'¥ Since eve-

121 The deils were published in an obscure but cvidently official journal Veanaive Arkhry
Ragsif 1, 1993, pp. 175-245. There was never another issue of this mystedous journal. A
facsimile of these specific pages may be downloaded from

hitp:/ [chss montclair.edu/english/ fure/ research /zhukovthefed648_vard3 pdf
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rybody knew of Zhukov's demotion after the war, but few knew the de-
tails of why it had occurred, Khrushchev was probably just currying favor
with Zhukov here. He needed Zhukov the following year, to help him
defeat the “Stalinists” Malenkov, Molotov, Kaganovich, and Shepilov,
who tried to get him voted our of office.



. Chapter 6.
Of Plots and Affairs

39. Deportations of nationalities

Khrushchev:

Comrades, let us reach for some other facts. The Soviet

Union is justly considered as 2 model of a2 multinational

state because we have in practice assured the equality and

friendship of all nations which live in our great

Fathetland.

All the more monstrous are the acts whose initiator was

Stalin and which are rude viclations of the basic Leninist

principles of the nationality policy of the Soviet state. We

refer to the mass deportations from their native places of

whole nations, together with all Communists and

Komsomols without any exception; this deportation

action was not dictated by any military considerations. ...

Not only a Marxist-Leninist but also no man of common

sense can grasp how it is possible to make whole nations

responsible for inimical activity, including women,

children, old people, Communists and Komsomols, to

use mass repression against them, and to expose them to

misery and suffering for the hostile acts of individual

persons or groups of persons.
Khrushchev is not “revealing” these deportations; they were well known
at the time they happened. What was “new” was his three accusations
against Stalin here: (1) the deportations were made “without any excep-
tion™; (2) the deportations were “not dictated by any military considera-
tion;” (3) “whole nations” were punished “for the hostile acts of individ-
ual persons or groups of persons.” These are the “revelations” we will
deal with.

Khrushchev mentions Karachai, Kalmyks, Chechen-Ingush, Balkars. For
some reason he does not mention Crimean Tatars or Volga Germans.
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The events leading up to these deportations, the deportations themselves,
and the aftermath, are extremely well documented in Soviet archives.
Though none of this archival information was published until after the
end of the USSR, Khrushchev undoubtedly had access to it. He, ot his
aides, had to know that each of the criticisms Khrushchey made was
false.

1. Examples of exceptions to the deportations are cited by Pykhalov,
from Soviet documents published by N.F. Bugai, the main Russian expert
on this question and an extremely anti-Stalin researcher.

2. The military necessity for the deportations was to secure the Red
Army’s rear. In each of the cases of the deported nationalities, very latge
parts of the population were either actively or passively aiding the Ger-
mans in rebelling against the Soviet government, and constiruted a seri-
ous danger to Soviet forces. In addidon, the Soviets could not be sure
that the German armies would not push eastward again in 1944, as they
had done in each of the three previous years.

According to Bugai and AM. Gomov, who are hostile to Stalin and do
not approve of the deportations at all,

--.the Soviet government had by and large allocated its

priorities correctly, basing those priorities on its ight to
maintain order behind the front lines, and in the North
Caucasus in particular. 128

In the “Secret Speech” Khrushchev noted with an attempt at humor:

The Ukrainians avoided meeting this fate only becanse
there were too many of them and there was no place to
which to deport them. Otherwise, he would have
deported them also. (Laughier and anineation in the halt)

This was supposed to be a joke, since Khmishchev did not seriously claim
Stalin had. wanted to deport the Ukrainians. But perhaps Khrushchev
mentioned the Ukrainians for a reason, because, as he well knew, a tiny
number of Ukrainians, most of whom had entered the Soviet Union
along with the Nazis and who had abetted the Nazis’ crimes, was in re-
volt, on the Nazis’ side and against the Soviet Union. This caused huge
problems in the rear of the Red Army 2s it advanced westward towards

2 N.F. Bugai and A.M. Gonov, “The Forced Evacuation of the Chechens and the
Ingush.” Reusian Studios fn Hestory. wol. 41, no. 2, Fall 2002, pp. 43-61, at p. 39,
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Poland and Germany in 1944-45129 In the light of the massive nature of
the anti-Soviet rebellions going on in Chechen-Ingushia and among the
Crimean Tatars, the Soviets had every reason to fear that the same thing
would have occurred there.

3. The question of whether whole nationalities should have been de-
potted or not resolves down to two points. First, how massive were the
rebellions among these ethnic groups? Were they so massive that they
involved a majority of the population? We'll cite evidence below that, in
the case of two of these nationalities that we pick for examples here, the
rebellions were massive, involving much more than half the population.

Second, there is also the question of genocide. To spht up a small na-
tional group that is tightly knit by a unique language, history, and culture,
is in fact to destroy it.
In the case of the Chechen-Ingush and the Crimean Tatars, collaboration
with the Nazis was massive, involving most of the population. To try to
isolate and punish “only the guilty” would have been to split the nation
up, and would likely have indeed destroyed the nationality. Instead, the
national group was kept together, and their population grew.
I assume that my readers, like [ myself, support punishing individuals for
the crimes of individuals. However, the Nazi collaboration of these
was so massive that to punish the individuals involved would
have endangered the survival of these ethnic groups as groups. It would
have meant depleting these groups of young men, through imprisonment
and execution, leaving very few young men for the young women to
marry.
Deportation kept these groups intact. The deportations themselves were
almost completely free of casualties. This enabled the populations of
these groups to increase in future years, right up to the present. So their
cultures and languages, and in fact their existence as peoples, did in fact
remain alive. Furthermore, they became so well established in the places
of their deportation that many of them never returned to their aboriginal
areas when they were permitted to do so.
Here is the conundrum: to punish only the individuals guilty of desertion

or Nazi collaboration would have been consistent with Enlightenment
views of individual, not collective, punishment -- views that 1 myself

1 Zhukov, TU. Stabn: Tainy Viast. Moscaw: Vagrius, 2005, pp. 432-3.
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share. But it would also have led to a greater evil: the destruction of these
ethnic groups as "peoples” — in short, to genocide!

Crimean Tartars
The Crimean Tartars were deported en masse. Many documents concern-
ing their deportation have been published in Russia, from formerly classi-
fied Soviet archives. Naturally, they have been published by ann-

communist researchers, whose commentaries are very tendentious. But
the documents themselves are very interesting|

In 1939 there were 218,000 Crimean Tartars. That should mean about
22,000 men of military age — about 10% of the populaton. In 1941, ac-
cording to contemporary Soviet figures, 20,000 Crimean Tartar soldiers
deserted the Red Army. By 1944 20,000 Crimean Tartar soldiers had
joined the Nazi forces and were fighting against the Red Army.

So the charge of massive collaboration sticks.® The question is: What
should the Soviets have done about this?

They could have done nothing— let them all go unpunished. Well, they
weren’t going to do that!

They could have shot the 20,000 deserters. Or, they could have impris-
oned — deported —just them, the young men of military age. Either would
have meant virtwally the end of the Crimean Tartar nation, for there
would have been no husbands fot the next generation of young Tartar
WOITEN.

Instead, the Soviet government decided to deport the whole nationality
to Central Asia, which they did in 1944, They were given land, and some
years of relief from all taxation. The Tartar nation remained intact, and
had grown in size by the late 1950s.

The Chechens and Ingush

In 1943 there were about 450,000 Chechens and Ingush in the Chechen-
Ingush Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic (CHASSR). This should

1% Researcher ]. Ono Pohl, an extremely andcommunise author, has argued from
German sources that not all these men joined Mazi forces. See *The False Charges of
T'rexson against the Crimean Tatars.” (Intemational Committee for Crmea, Washington,
DC, 18 May 2010). But even if truc this makes no difference. The Soviets could not have
known this; desertion was still 4 sedous offense; and most men would have joined anti-
Soviet partisan or bandit groups.
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have meant about 40,000-50,000 men of age for military service. In 1942,
at the height of the Nazis’ military successes, 14576 men were called to
military service, of whom 13560, or 93%, deserted and either hid or
joined rebel ot bandit groups in the mountains.

There was massive collaboration with German forces on the part of the
Chechen and Inpush populadon. On February 23 2000 Radio Svoboda
interviewed Chechen nadonalists who boasted proudly of a pro-German
anti-Soviet armed rebellion in February 1943, when the German penetra-
tion towards the Caucasus was at its greatest.

The problem with this account is that it lies by omission. The revolt in
question took place, but it was under a Nazi flag, and with the goal of 2
Mazi alliance.
Casualties among the deportees dunng the deportation were low — 0.25%
of those deported, according to Bugai and Gomov.

NEKVD records attest to 180 convoy trains carrying

493,269 Chechen and Ingush nationals and members of

other nationalities seized at the same time. Fifty people

were killed in the course of the operation, and 1,272 died

on the journey. (p. 56)
Since it happened in the winter, and during the fiercest war in European,
perhaps world, history, that fipure does not seem very high.
But that is not our concern here, which is simply to verify or disprove
Khrushchev’s accusations. Khrushchev claimed: (1) that the national
groups were deported “without any exception;” (2) there was no military
reason for the deportations; (3) that the collaboration and treason wete
the “acts of individual persons or groups of persons.” All three of these
assertions of Khrushchev’s are false: (1) exceptions existed; (2) as did
military reason; and (3) theré was massive, not merely individual, betrayal.
Khrushchev’s assertions were not truthful. The question of exceptions is
covered by the quotations in the Appendix.

40. The Leningrad Affair

Khrushchey:

After the conclusion of the Patriotic War, the Soviet
nation stressed with pride the magnificent victories
gained through great sacrifices and tremendous efforts.



102 Khrushehew [ied

The country experienced a petiod of political
enthusiasm. ...

And it was precisely at this time that the so-called
“Leningrad affait” was born. As we have now proven,
this case was fabricated. Those who innocently lost their
lives included Comeades Voznesensky, Kuznetsov,
Rodionov, Popkov, and others. ...

How did it happen that these persons were branded as
enemies of the people and liquidated?

Facts prove that the “Leningrad affair” is also the result
of willfulness which Stalin exercised against party cadres.

The Leningrad Affair is mysterious, important, and fascinating. There is
plenty of reason to think that it was not simply a question of falsification,
but that serious crimes were involved.

Fortanately for us, we do not have to try to unravel it here. We simply
have to prove that Khrushchev was lying when he claimed the case was a
result of “Stalin’s willfulness.”!*! This is a case of Khrushchev’s “flagrant
disregard for the truth.”

Khrushchev changed his story about who was responsible for the “Len-
ingrad Affair” several times, evidenty to suit his needs of the moment
On June 25, 1953, the day before his artest (and, possibly, his murder) at
Khrushchey’s hand, Beria wrote to the Presidiium concerning the inves-
tigatdon of former NKVD man M.D. Riumin. Tn this document Beria
accuses Riumin of falsifying the Leningrad Affair. The problem for
Khrushchew seems to have been that this ditectly implicated Ignatev, the
former head of the MVD and a man dismissed by Stalin.

A year later, on May 3 1954, the Presidium headed by Khrushchev is-
sued a “Resolution [pustanoviente] of the Presidium of the CC CPSU on
the Leningrad Affair.” * This document blames Abakumov and — Beria!
But Beria had nothing to do with the MGB or MVD at the time of the
“Leningrad Affair” or anything close to it.

Two years later in the “Secret Speech” Khrushchev laid all the blame on
Stalin, Than again, little more than a year after the “Secret Speech”, in
June 1957 Khrushchev said that Stalin had been against the arrests of

D n fact there is good evidence that no fabrication was involved in the “Leningrad
Affair” either, but we will not underiake a study of this complicated marter here,
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Voznesenskii and the others, and that Beria and Malenkov had instigated
it!

Whatever Malenkov’s role may have been, Bena was certanly not in-
volved in it, since he was not in the MVD at the tme. But there is no
more reason’ to think Khrushchev was telling the truth in 1957 than there
is to believe him at any othet time.

41. The Mingrelian Affair

Khrushchev:

Instructive in the same way is the case of the Mingrelian

nationalist organization which supposedly existed in

Georgia. As is known, resolutions by the Central

Committee, Communist Party of the Soviet Union, were

made concerning this case in November 1951 and in

March 1952. These resolutions were made without prior

discussion with the Political Bureau. Stalin had

personally dictated them. They made serious accusations

against many loyal Communists. On the basis of falsified

documents, it was proven that there existed in Georpia a

supposedly nationalistic organization whose objective

was the liquidation of the Soviet power in that republic

with the help of imperialist powets,

In this connection, a number of responsible party and

Soviet workers were arrested in Georgia. As was later

proven, this was a slander directed against the Georgian

party organization.
The only specific accusation Khrushchev makes here is that Stalin per-
sonally dictated the CC dedsions of November 1951 and March 1952,
and without prior discussion of them at the Politburo. We know this is
not true.
A critical edition of the Politburo resolution of November 9, 1951 has
been published. The editors note Stalin’s corrections to the original text:

in some cases to make it more precise, but in other places to soften
harsher accusations of natonalism.32 However, it and the March 27 1952

132 Polithiuro TsK VICP(b) i Sovet Ministrov SSSR. 1945-1953 g, Moscow, 2002, p. 350-
352,
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Politburo resolution (fbid, 352-4) were both taken at Politburo sessions
(bed., p. 351 n. 1; p. 354 no.1). In the latter case Stalin wrote in the title,
but the resolution was on the agenda of the Politburo.1®

But Khrushchev’s main claim is that Stalin was responsible for fabricat-
ing this case — that “All of this happened under the ‘genial’ leadership of
Stalin, ‘the great son of the Georgian nation,’ as Georgians like to refer to
Stalin.” This is untrue. Documents cited by Nikita Petrov, an extremely
anti-Stalin researcher with the extremely anticommunist “Memorial” ot-
ganization, suggest that the real matter was “the strugple against ‘clan-
nishness’ in the Georgian leadership.™

On April 10 1953, a month after Stalin’s death, the Presidium of the CC
of the CPSU adopted a decision blaming, above all others, S. D. Ignatev,
the head of the MGB, for fabricating the entire affair and for subjecting a
number of those arrested to prolonged torture, imprisonment, and mal-
treatment. Khrushchev himself was a member of the Presidium!

Ignat'ev was explicitly named as responsible at the least for not control-
ling his subordinates M.D. Riumin, Tsepkov, and others. On April 1
1953 Ignat'ev was also blamed by the Presidium in the frameup of the
“Doctors’ Plot” and on April 3 dismissed from his position as secretary
of the CC for his negligence (p. 24). A report made by Beria on June 25,
1953 to the Presidium blames Ignat’ev for permitting Riumin and other
subordinates to use torture against, among others, the “Leningrad AFffair”
defendants (p.66).1%5

Yet it was Khrushchev himself who restored Ignat’ev to responsible
posts once Beria had been arrested or killed! Ignat’ev was present at the
20t Congress, and Khrushchev referred specifically to him with regard to
the “Doctors” Plot” — for his role in which the Presidium had already
sharply eriticized and demoted him!
Boris Nikolaevsky's note to the New Leader edition also points to Ig-
nat'ev’s responsibility in the “Mingrelian conspiracy.”

Khrushchev’s staterment on the “Mingrelian conspiracy”

does explain the purges in Georgia in 1952. Though he

1 For the texts see Appendix and facsimiles of the pages from id, 319-354, at
http:/ /chss.montclair.edu/english / furr/ tesearch /mingrelianres pdf

¥ Petrov, Nikita. Perns predsedatel” KGB, Tvan Serow. Moscow: Mateak, 2005, p. 114.
13 See facsimiles of Beria’s reports from KEEEB 1at
h'ftp:,.l’fchss.muntchir.ndu.fg:nglislﬁ.i"furrfmscn rch/mingreliana fe.pdf
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implies that the “Mingrelian case,” like the “Leningrad
case,” was also staged by Beria and Abakumov, this is a
deliberate distortion. It was precisely in November 1951
that 5. D. Ignatiev, one of Beria’s bitterest enemies, was
appointed Minister of State Security; the “Mingrelian
case” was, therefore, trumped up as a blow at Berna.

42. Yugoslavia

Khmishchev:

The willfulness of Stalin showed itself not only in
decisions concerning the internal life of the country but
also in the international relations of the Soviet Union.

The July plenum of the Central Committee studied in

detail the reasons for the development of conflict with

Yugoslavia. It was a shameful role which Stalin played

here. The “Yugoslav affair” contained no problems

which could not have been solved through party

discussions among comrades. There was no significant

basis for the development of this “affair”; it was

completely possible to have prevented the rupture of-

relations with that country. This does not mean,

however, that the Yugoslav leaders did not make

mistakes or did not have shortcomings. But these

mistakes and shortcomings were magnified in a

monstrous manner by Stalin, which resulted in a break of

relations with a friendly country. .
This is another lie. In July 1953 Khrushchev, Molotov, and Malenkov
attacked Beria for planning to improve relations with Yugoslavia. Mean-
while, they themselves called Tito and Rankovich “agents of the capital-
ists” who “behave like enemies of the Sovier Union.”

But here Khrushchev refers to them as “comrades!” In other words,
Khrushchey et al. attacked Bera for beginning a rapprochement with the
Yugoslavs, and calling them “comrades,” which is precisely what Khru-
shchev is doing here, and what he attacked Stalin for not doing!

43, The Doctors’ Plot
Khrushches:
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Let us also recall the “affair of the doctor-plotters.”
(Animation in the hall) Actually there was no “affair”
outside of the declaration of the woman doctor
Timashuk, who was probably influenced or ordered by
someone (after all, she was an unoffidal collaborator of
the organs of state security) to write Stalin a letter in
which she declared that doctors were applying
supposedly improper methods of medical treatment.

Such a letter was sufficient for Stalin to reach an
immediate conclusion that there are doctor-plotters in
the Soviet Union. He tssued orders to arrest a group of
eminent Soviet medical specialists. He personally issued
advice on the conduct of the investigation and the
method of interrogation of the arrested persons. He said
that the academician Vinogradov should be put in
chains, another one should be beaten. Present at this
Congress as a delegate is the former Minister of State
Security, Comrade Ignatiev. Stalin told him curtly, “If
you do not obtain confessions from the doctors we will
shorten you by a head.”

Stalin personally called the investigative judge, gave him
instructions, advised him on which investigative merhods
should be used; these methods wete simple — beat, beat
and, once again, beat.

Shortly after the doctors were arrested, we members of
the Political Bureau received protocols with the doctors’
confessions of guilt. After distributing these protocols,
Stalin told us, “You ate blind like young kittens; what
will happen without me? The country will perish because
you do not know how to recognize enemies.”

The case was so presented that no one could verify the
facts on which the investigation was based. There was no
possibility of trying to verify facts by contacting those
who had made the confessions of guilt.

We felt, however, that the case of the arrested doctors
was questionable. We knew some of these people
personally because they had once treated us. When we
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examined this “case” after Stalin’s death, we found it to
be fabricated from beginning to end.

This ignominious “case” was set up by Stalin; he did not,
however, have the time in which to bring it to an end (as
he conceived that end), and for this reason the doctors
are still alive. Now all have been rehabilitated; they are
working in the same places they were working before;
they treat top individuals, not excluding members of the
Government; they have our full confidence; and they
execute their duties honestly, as they did before.

In organizing the various dirty and shameful cases, a very
base role was played by the rabid enemy of our party, an
agent of a foreign intelligence service — Beda, who had
stolen into Stalin’s confidence.

This is a completely false account of the “Doctors’ Plot 1%

o The “Doctors’ Plot” was taken up by the MGB in
1952. Timashuk’s letters were written in 1948. They
concerned Zhdanov's treatment in his final illness,
‘They mentioned no Jewish doctors at all. At no time
did Dr. Timashuk have any connection with the
“Daoctors’ Plot” whatscever, which did not even arise
until three to four years later, Khrushchev simply
slanders her here.

¢ Ignat'ev was head of the KGB at this time, not Beria.
On April 1 1953, less than & month after Stalin’s
death the Presidium — of which Khrushchev was a
member — had criticized Ignat’ev for his
responsibility in the “Doctors’ Plot” frameups (Bedia
p- 22). It did not occur to them to hlame Stalin.

e It was Beria who stopped the Doctors’ Plot frame-
ups, who freed the doctoss, and arrested those
responsible, including Ignat’ev, who was released
shortly after Beria was done away with (arrested ot
killed) in late June 1953.

136 All soucces are quoted and identified in the Appendix to this chapter.
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* According to his daughter Svetlana Stalin did not
believe the Jewish doctors were guilty.

Stalin was in semi-retirernent, and was not kept current with develop-
ments. Stalin had thought that the MGB had serious problems (Maly-
shev, about the Dec.1, 1952 Presidium meeting, in Vestntk 5 (1997), p.
141). 1¥' possible that Stalin planned to put Beria in charge to clean up
these problems, especially the phony “Doctors’ Plot”, though he may
have had the “Mingrelian Affair’” on his mind as well.

It is hard to imagine how Beria could have been chosen to head both the
MVD and the MGB at the same time, at the emergency Presidium meet-
ing at the dying Stalin’s bedside — a great concentration of power in the
hands of a single man - unless there had been a previous agreement. It’s
unlikely such an agreement would have been made during the preceding
days while Stalin was ill, because no one could be sure that Stalin would
die. Therefore, it seems most likely that Beria’s joint appointment to
these two ministries was decided with Stalin’s agreement and perhaps,
even probably, even at his sugpestion.

The “Doctors’ Plot” articles stopped appeasing in the newspapers before
Stalin died. Anti-Stalinist and former Soviet dissident Zhores Medvedey
argues that this, together with other facts, shows it was Stalin himself
who ended the “Doctors’ Plot” attacks in the press. Medevedev points
out that Stalin opposed the anti-semitism that had been a part of the
campaign from the outset. (Zhores Medvedev, Sialin i Esrsiskaia Prob-
lema.(Moscow, 2003), 208ff; 216 £) Stalin himself was famously opposed
to anti-semitism, as Medvedev admits 137

137 In The Unkaown Stakn, a collection of essays written at vanous times, Roi and Zhores
Medvedev both aceuse Stalin of inciting anti-Semitism and then of decisively eading the
press campaign about, and preparations for a trial in, the "Doctors’ Plot™ . That is, these
two anti-Stalin authors decide that it was Sealin who put an end to the “Doctors’ Plor”
campaign. The Unkunomn Srafin (Woodstock and MNew York: Ovedook Press, 2004), 32,



Chapter 7.
Beria, His “Machinations”

and “Crimes”

44. Beria
Khrushchev:

In organizing the various dirty and shameful cases, a very

base role was played by the rabid enemy of our party, an

agent of a foreign intelligence service — Benia, who had

stolen into Stalin’s confidence.
Nobody today supports Khrushchev’s tale of Beria's being a “foteipn
agent™ It has been completely exploded by the evidence. Furthermore,
neither Molotov nor Kaganovich believed it even at that time, though
they did not say so in 1953.

No one mentioned such a charge during the vicious attacks upon him at
the July 1953 Central Committee Plenum, as Mikoian admitted.}%® Khru-
shchev said that Beria’s proposal for a united, neutralist Germany was
“vielding to the West.” But Stalin had suggested a neutral united Ger-
many to the Allies in March 1952. Prasda repeated variations of this offer
in April and May 1953, after Stalin’s death. Beria could never have gotten
this into the Party’s newspaper by himself.

And in fact Khrushchev’s claim that this was “yielding to the West” was
not true — the Allies were very much opposed to this, and tumned down
any consideration of a unified Germany. Had the Soviet Union chosen to
stick with this offer, it would have been very embarrassing to the West,
since it would have been extremely tempting to almost all Germans. If
the West had continued to oppose it, it would have been they, not the
USSR, who would have appeared unfriendly to Germany after the war.

138 T aveentii Bertia. 1953. Stenogramma iul’skogo Plenuma TsK KPS 1 dugie
dolumenty. Moscow: MIDF, 1999, p. 315.
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In conversations with Felix Chuev the aged Molotov went on to explain
(409-10) that he considers Beria’s acts as an “agent of imperialism™ to be
that of proposing a nentral Germany.™® This was the same charge raised,
at the July 1953 Plenum. But Beria was only one member of the Presid-
ium, and it was only a proposal. There was nothing at all wrong with his
raising the question; it could not have been put into practice without the
Presidium’s approval. To Chuev’s direct question whether Beria really
was an agent of foreign intelligence and whether that had been confitmed
by evidence, Molotov answered in the negative.

45. Kaminsky accuses Beria of working with
the Mussavat

Khrushchev:

Were there any signs that Beria was an enemy of the
party? Yes, there were. Already in 1937, at a Central
Commuittee plenum, former People’s Commissar of
Health Kaminsky said that Betia worked for the
Mussavat intelligence service. But the Central Committee
plenum had barely concluded when Kaminsky was
arrested and then shor. Had Stalin examined Kaminsky’s
statement? No, because Stalin believed in Beria, and that
was enough for him.

Much material to refute this fabrication of Khrushchev’s has been pub-
lished since the end of the Soviet Union. For example, Pavlunovsky’s
lerter of June 1937, testifying that Beria had indeed done Party under-
ground work among nationalists, has only recently been published.

Beria’s own Party autobiography cites his underground work among na-
tionalists, something he would never have done if he had thought it
would not distinguish his Party service.'%

Zalessky’s biographical encyclopedia, Imperiia Staling, is extremely ant-
Stalin, but agrees with Beria’s contention that he did underground work.
Indeed, it’s impossible to imagine Sergei Kirov’s intercession on Beria’s
behalf, or the Beria family’s closeness to the Ordzhonikidze family as

132 See also Feliks Chuoev, Kaganorich. Ispoved” stalinckoge gpostais. Moscow, 1992, p. 66.

W0 Bertia: Konetr &ar'ery. Ed. V.E. Nekrasov. Moscow: Politizdat, 1991, pp. 320-325; 323.
Ths tendentious and poorly-document volume nonetheless contains interesting matcrials.
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attested in Serpo Beria’s memoirs, unless Bera’s loyalty to the Party had
been crystal clear.

It seems clear that Khrushchev simmply revived an old ramor about Beria
dating from his days in the nationalist underground. Undercover work is
very dangerous, and Beria's “cover” had to be good enough to fool the
Mussavat Party itself into believing Beria was working for them. It's not
surprising that it would also fool rank-and-file Bolsheviks. Berias own
letrer of 1933 to Ordzhonikidze shows that he was still trying to quash
this vicious ramor. He would hardly have written 2 leading Politburo
member about this unless he wanted to put it “on record.”

Khrushchev had access to all the information we now have, and more.
He had to know that this was a lie. It was another tool with which to
smear Beria.

46. Kartvelishvili

Khrushchev:

The long, unfriendly relations between Kartvelishvili and

Beria were widely known; they date back to the time

when Comrade Sergo [Ordzhonikidze] was active in the

Transcaucasus; Kartvelishvili was the closest assistant of

Sergo. The unfriendly relationship impelled Beria to

fabricate a “case” against Kartvelishvill. It is a

characteristic thing that in this “case™ Kartvelishvili was

charged with a terroristic act against Beda.
Kartvelishvili (who was also known by his Russianized name Lavrent’ev)
was expelled from the Party and arrested on June 22, 1937, at the June
1937 CC Plenum, and executed on August 22, 1938, under Ezhov, not
Beria.

There exists a note from Beria to Stalin about Beria’s alleged uncovering
of an underground Rightist group in Georgia that included Kartvelishvihi.

However,

® The note is from July 20 1937, a month after
Kartvelishvili's arrest. (Lubianka 2, No. 142 p. 252)

e Kartvelishvili is mentioned in other documents by
Liushkov, one of Ezhov’s, not Beria’s, men (Neo. 196
of Sept. 11, 1937, pp. 347 ff; No. 207 of September
19, 1937, pp. 368 ff.; No. 309 of March 29, 1938)
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Liushkov was involved in Ezhov’s conspiracy, and
had many innocent men tortured and killed. But
Ezhov was 100% against Beria. There was no way
that Liushkov was abetting Beria in naming
Kartvelishvili.

¢  According to Postyshev’s rehabilitation documents
Kartvelishvili was identified as a conspirator by
Postyshev too (RKEB 7, 219).

* Kartvelishvili was named by Ia. A Takovlev, a close
associate of Stalin’s in the drafting of the 1936
Constitution, vice-Chaitman of the Party Control
Commission, and member of the CC. Iakovlev was
arrested suddenly on October 12, 1937, and in his
extensive confession of October 15-18 1937 he
names Kartvelishvili, among many others. It is clear
from the annotations and followup note by Stalin
that Stalin was taken by surprse by Iakovlev’s

confession.

The Rehabilitation file on Kartvelishvili (RKEB 1, 331-2) blames Berda
for everything. Even if Kartvelishvili was framed, though, this cannot be
true. Most of the documents against him are by Liushkov or, in the case
of Iakovlev’s confession, have nothing to do with Beria at all

Kartvelishvili was arrested in June 1937, long before Beria had anything
to do with the Soviet NKVD. Irs hard to find a firm date for his execu-
tion. One “Memorial” webpage gives it as August 1938.14 If that is accu-
rate, then Beria could not have been involved in his interrogation and, if
any, torture, because Beria had just become Ezhov’s second-in-command
in the NKVD on August 21 or 22, 1938. Beria seems to have remained in
his post as First Secretary of the Central Committee of the Georgian
Communist Party until August 31 1938, and evidently did not arrive in
Moscow to take his position until around the first of September.142

According to the Pospelov Report (RKEB 1, 332), Lavrentev-
Kartvelishvili was tortured into confessing and naming others. This is

1 S http:,-",H'www.mmu.m,-’mcmufyfcommumd:afﬂimptiﬂ.hm&#um{i_}ﬁﬂ.

W Lubianka 2, Mo, 334, p, 545, N.V. Petrov, K.V, Skorkin. Ko mebavedid NK YD, 1954
1241, Spravacknik, Moscow: Zven'ia, 1999, 107, CE

http:/ ferunw.mema.cu/history/ NKVD/keo/bioge/ gb4 2 htm
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plausible, since we have Frinovskii’s statement that Ezhov and his subor-
dinates, including Frinovskii himself, regularly did this.

Given the dates, though, Beria could not have been responsible for
Lavrentev-Kartvelishvil's fate. Khrushchev had to know this. This is
probably the reason that the date of Lavrent'ev-Kartvelishvili’s execution
is not given in the Pospelov Report, which was drawn up to help Khru-
shchev blame Beria. Citing a date for the execution before Beria had even
arrived at the NKVD would have contradicted the whole purpose of the
Pospelov Report, which was certainly not to arrive at the truth!

47. Kedrov

Khrushehew:

Here is what the old Communist, Comrade Kedrow,
wrote to the Central Committee through Comrade
Andreyev (Comrade Andreyev was then a Central
Committee secretary): “T am calling to you for help from
a gloomy cell of the Lefortovsky prison. Let my ery of
horror reach your ears; do not remain deaf, take me
undér your protection; please, help remove the
nightmare of interrogations and show that this1s all a
mistake.

“I suffer innocently...”

The old Bolshevik, Comrade Kedrov, was found

innocent by the Military Collegium. But, despite this, he

was shot at Beria’s order.
We don’t know the details of Kedrov’s case because the materials have
not been made available to researchers. But for our putposes, we do not
need to do so. A Russian government agency has now published a collec-
tion of documents from which we can tell with certainty that the order
for Kedrov’s exccution was signed by the State Prosecutor, Bochkov.!4
Beria was merely carrying it out. It was not “his ordet.”

) Ongany gosudarstvennot bezopasnost SSSR. v Velikoi Otechestvennoi voine. T.2
Nachalo. Kn. 2 1 sentiabra — 31 delkabria 1941 goda Moscow: Rus’, 2000, p. 215-6 and
note on p. 215. The facts laid oue in these documents were confinmend by Viodzimirskii
and Kobulov dusing the investigation on the “Beria Affair”; see ALV, Sukhomlinov, Kro
vy, Lavrentii Beriia? Moscow: Detektiv-Press, 1993, p. 153 and 219-220. There is more
information available about Kedcov. It is almost certain that he did, in fact, get sentenced
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In fact we now know more about Kedrov’s case. For example, there
seems to be no doubt that his death sentence was handed down by a
court. We don’t have the space to explore all the aspects of the Kedrov
matter here. But all of it was available to Khrushchev, who was once
again lying when he made his statements about Beria and Kedrov.

48. Ordzhonikidze’s brother
Khrushchev:

Beria also handled cruelly the family of Comrade

Ordzhonikidze. Why? Because Ordzhonikidze had tried

to prevent Beria from realizing his shameful plans. Beria

had cleared Erom his way all persons who could possibly

interfere with him. QOrdzhonikidze was always an

opponent of Bera, which he told to Stalin. Instead of

examining this affair and taking appropriate steps, Stalin

allowed the liquidation of Ordzhonikidze’s brother and

brought Ordzhonikidze himself to such a state that he

was forced to shoot himself.
According to Oleg Khlevniuk’s research (In Stadin’s Shadow: the carcer of
Sergo” Ordzhonikidge. N'Y: Sharpe, 1995), Serpo committed snicide, most
likely from bad health. He had been very sick a long time and, in fact, had
had a normal work routine his last day of life,!+
His death had nothing whatsoever to do with Stalin, his brother, or Beria.
On the contrary: “Judging from well- known facts, Ordzhonikidze ac-
tively protected Beria and maintained good relations with him rght up to
the middle of the 1930s.” (106)
Reseatch by Viadimir L. Bobrov has recently (October 2008) proven that
even the story that Ordzhonikidze commitred suicide is without founda-
tion, yet another Khrushchev-era fabrication. Ordzhonikidze undoubt-
edly died of natural causes — of heart failure — as was reported at the

to death ata trial. See texts in the Appendix for this seetion. Suffice it to say that
Kheushchev had all this information at his disposal, and lied sbout Beria's past in this.
"4 Khevaiuk, Chapters 12-13; ¢f. O.V. Khevniuk, Stadn i Ordubonikidze, Konfksy o
Politbiuro w 1730-¢ gody. Moscow: Rossiia molodaia, 1993, p. 115. The English language
version of Khlevniuk's book is somewhat different from the Russian original.
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time.1% Khlevniuk simply continues to repeat as fact the lies in an unat-
tributed introduction to a Khrushchev-era biography of Ordzhonikidze.
This introduction was omitted when the book was republished four years
later, after Khrushchev’s ouster.

On or about Oct. 24, 1936, his 50t birthday, Serpo heard his brother
Papulia had been arrested in Georgia (p. 105)'4". Setgo’s brother Valiko
defended Papulia at the Georgian Central Committee, and was fired as a
result. Beria was head of Georgian party, so Sezgo phoned Beria in mid-
Decembet to ask for help. According to Khevniuk “Beda showed re-
markable concern...,” looked into it, pot Valiko reinstated, and sent a
polite note to Sergo (p. 108)'48

Serpo died of heart failure during the night of Februacy 17-18, 1937
(147). He had had 2 completely normal workday that day. But he had
long suffered from ill health, and it was getting worse. Khlevniuk, who
has great hatred for Stalin, tries hard to come up with evidence that Stalin
had something to do with Sergo’s death, and attempts to “reconstruct”
an argument over the telephone between the two men, but is finally un-
able to do so. Khlevniuk could not prove that such a phone call ever
took place, much less what was said in itl

Papulia was shot in November, 1937 (173). Khlevniuk gives no further
information on this, since evidently he did not have any. It's obvious that
Serpo’s death could not have been related to Papulia’s execution.
According to Sergo Beria, Sergo’s relations with his brother Papulia were
poor. Papulia himself was hostile to the Soviet Union; and Sezgo always
stayed with the Berias rather than with his own brother when he came to
Thilisi.

15 Viadimir L. Bobrov, “*Taina smerti Ordzhonikidze™, at

hitp:/ /vifZneau/nva/ forom/archive/238/ 238967 htm | fully foomoted Russian vession
at hitp:/ / chss.montclair.edu /english/ fuer/research/bobrov-ord zhon08.html ; English
translation ar hitp:/ /chss.montclairedu/english /furr /research/bobrov-
ondzbhon(8eng. html

14 Compare the opening section of the 1963 version of 1. Dubinskil-Mukhadze,
Ordhanskidze with that of the “second, corrected edition” of 1967 (both edifions
Moscow: Molodaia Gvardiia).

47 Cf, Russian version, p. 77
Y8 Cf. Russian version, p. 80.
48 Cf. Russian version, pp. 116-129,
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In Khrushchev’s, and again in Gorbachev’s day stories circulated as
“fact” that Ordzhonikidze was a “liberal”, opposed to the Moscow Trials,
and so on. There is no evidence for this. According to Arch Getty:

.-.Ordzhonikidze does not seem to have objected to

terror in general, including that ditected against

Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Bukharin, and was in fact asked

by Stalin to give the main speech on wrecking in industry

to the February 1937 Plenum of the Central Committee.

[n. 64] The draft of the speech Ordzhonikidze was

preparing to give to the February 1937 Plenum, as chief

reporter on wrecking in industry, was approved by Stalin

and was in character with the hard line of the times:

RTsKhIDNI (TsPA), £.558, op.1 d. 3350, IL 1-16. 15°

To sum up: every statement Khrushchev made about Beria and the
Ordzhonikidzes is a lie.

® Ordzhonikidze was not Beria’s opponent. Rather he
stayed with the Beria family when he went to Thilisi,
instead of staying with his older brother Papulia.

® According to Khevniuk, Papulia was executed in
November 1937, long after Sergo’s death (February
17-18 1937), which therefore could not possibly have
been motivated by Papulia’s “liquidation.”

® Ordzhonikidze’s death had nothing to do with Beria.
The very ant-Stalin Oleg Khlevniuk concludes that
Ordzhonikidze killed himself because of his own
poor health. But all the evidence sugpests that the
“suicide” story is a Khrushchev-era falsification.

1% ]. Aech Getty, “The Politics of Repression Revisited,” p. 131 and 0. 64, p. 140. In
Ward, Chris, ed. The Srafnisr Dictatorship. London, New York: Arnald, 1008,
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49, Stalin, Short Biography
Khrushchev:

Comrades: The cult of the individual acquired such
monstrous size chiefly because Stalin himself, using all
conceivable methods, supported the glorification of his
own person. This is supported by numerous facts. One
of the most characteristic examples of Stalin’s self-
glotification and of his lack of even elementary modesty
is the edition of his Short Biogtaphy, which was
published in 1948,

This book is an expression of the most dissolute fattery,
an example of making a man into a godhead, of
transforming him into an infallible sage, “the greatest
leader, sublime strategist of all times and nations.”
Finally, no other words could be found with which to lift
Stalin up to the heavens.

We need not give here examples of the loathesome
adulation filling this book. All we need to add is that they
all wete approved and edited by Stalin personally and
some of them were added in his own handwriting to the
draft text of the book.

What did Stalin consider essential to write into this
book? Did he want to cool the ardor of his flatterers
who were composing his Short Biography? Nol He
marked the very places where he thought that the praise
of his services was insufficient. Here are some examples
characterizing Stalin’s activity, added in Stalin’s own
hand:

In this fight against the skeptics and capitulators, the

Trotskyites, Zinovievites, Bukharinites and

Kamenevites, there was definitely welded together,
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after Lenin’s death, that leading core of the party...
that upheld the great banner of Lenin, rallied the
patty behind Lenin’s behests, and brought the Soviet
people into the broad road of industrializing the
country and collectivizing the rural economy. The
leader of this core and the gniding force of the party
and the state was Comrade Stalin. [ (1) — see below
for discussion, GF|

Thus writes Stalin himself!l Then he adds:

Although he petformed his task as leader of the
party and the people with consummate skill and
enjoyed the unreserved support of the entire Soviet
people, Stalin never allowed his work to be marred
by the slightest hint of vanity, conceit or self-
adulation. [ (2) — see below for discussion, GF]

Where and when could a leader so praise himself? Ts this
worthy of a leader of the Marxist- Leninist type? No.
Precisely against this did Marx and Engels take such a
strong position. This also was always sharply condemned
by Vladimir [lyich Lenin.

In the draft text of his book appeared the following
sentence: “Stalin is the Lenin of today.”

This sentence appeared to Stalin to be too weak, so, in
his own handwriting, he changed it to read: “Stalin is the
worthy continuer of Lenin’s worl, oz, as it is said in our
party, Stalin is the Lenin of today.” [ (3) —see below for
discussion, GF]

You see how well it is said, not by the nation but by
Stalin himself.

It is possible to give many such self-praising appraisals
written into the draft text of that book in Stalin’s hand.
Especially generously does he endow himself with
praises pertaining to his military genius, to his talent for
strategy.

I will cite one more insertion made by Stalin concerning
the theme of the Stalinist military genius. “The advanced
Soviet science of war received further development,” he
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wtites, “at Comrade Stalin’s hands. Comrade Stalin
elaborated the theory of the permanently operating
factors that decide the issue of wars, of active defense
and the laws of counteroffensive and offensive, of the
cooperation of all services and arms in modern warfare,
of the role of big tank masses and air forces in modern
war, and of the artillery as the most formidable of the
armed services. At the various stages of the war Stalin’s
genius found the correct solutions that took account of
all the drcumstances of the situation.” [(4) — see below
for discussion, GF]
And, farthet, writes Stalin:
Stalin’s military mastership was displayed both in
defense and offense. Comrade Stalin’s genius
enabled him to divine the enemy’s plans and defeat
them. The battles in which Comrade Sralin directed
the Soviet armies are brilliant examples of
operational military skill. [(5) — see below for
discussion, GF]
In this manner was Stalin praised as a strategist. Who did
this? Stalin himself, not in his role as a strategist but in
the role of an author-editor, one of the main creators of
his self-adulatory biography. Such, comrades, are the
facts. We should rather say shameful facts.
The changes made by Stalin in this biography have now been published,
first in Izpestiia TsK KPSS No. 9, 1990, and then reprinted widely. This
allows us to see how Khrushchev lied about Stalin’s changes to this biog-
raphy. Even the anti-Stalin editor of these selections for the journal, V.A.
Belianov, admitted that many of Stalin’s corrections were in the direction
of removing fulsome praise piven him by the authors and make Stalin
appear modest.

Khrushchev deliberately distorted the character of some of the quota-
tions he himself cites. For example, Khrushchev cited only the first part
of the following phrase, marked (2) in the passage above. In this way
Khrushchev deliberately changed the meaning of the whole. Here is the
part omitted by Khrushchev:

In his interview with the German writer Ludwig, where
he rematks on the great role of the genius Lenin in the



120 Ehrushchev Licd

matter of transforming our country, Stalin said simply
about himself: “As concerns myself, I am only a pupil of
Lenin’s, and my goal 1s to be worthy of him.

In the passage above marked (1), at the point of the ellipsis (three dots),
Khrushchev omitted the names, inserted by Stalin, of many other Party
leaders. Herc is the full passage; the words omitted by Khrushchev are
underlined.

In this fight against the skeptics and capitulators, the
Trotskyites, Zinovievites, Bukharinites and Kamenevites,
there was definitely welded together, after Lenin’s death,
that leading core of the party. ..that upheld the great
banner of Lenin, rallied the party behind Lenin’s behests,
and brought the Soviet peaple into the broad road of
indus l:riaEz.[ng the country and collectivizing the raral
economy. The leading cote was compased of Stalin,
Molotov, Kalinin, Voreshilov, Kuibyshev, Frunze,
Dzerzhinskii, Kaganovich, Ordzhonikidze, Kicav,
Iaroslavskil, Mikoian, Andrecv, Shvernik, Zhdanov,
Shkiriatov, and others. ..

In the passage macked (3) above, it is obvious even without the original
that Stalin transformed a passage which equated him with Lenin, into a
passage which makes it clear that he Is only 2 continuer of Lenin’s work.

Khrushchev attributed selections (4) and (5) above to Sulin. This is an
error, In fact, they were written by General-Major MR. Galaktonov,
who wrote this section of the biography. L. V. Maksimeakow, who points
this out, continues:

What's more, in contradiction to Khrushchev’s
accusation Stalin, in editing this text, systematically
lowered its Ltiu.mphant character. For mmplu, the
bureaucratic-psendodemocratic title “comrade Stalin™
replaced the original “Generalissimo Stalin”, “teaching”
[‘of the permanently operating factors”] was replaced by
Stalin with “position,” and “tmmortal forms of the
military-operational art” became “significant.”=!

51 1.V, Maksimenkov. “Kul't. Zamethi o slovakh-simvolakh v sovetshol polidchestoi
kul'mre” Swobodnaia syl Mo. 10, 1993, At |
http:/ /wwsiteation.myapp/|_anp_677 him
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Maksimenkov discusses at length Stalin’s very critical remarks, now avail-
able, about the draft of the second, postwar edition of his biography. The
original document shows that Stalin’s first directive was to write & new
biography of Lenin — a fact not mentioned during the Khrushchev em or
even later during Gorbachev’s “perestroika.”

Stalin strongly criticized the “Socialist-Revolutionary character” of the
praise given to him by the authors of the “Short Biography”, reproaching
it as “the education of idol-worshippers.” Stalin rejected any credit for
any of the teachings attributed in the draft to him, giving credit to Lenin
instead.

Maksimenkov concludes that Khrushchev completely distorted the na-
ture of Stalin’s changes to this biography, and points out that other writ-
ers of the Khrushchev and post-Khrushchev Soviet period did not cor-
rect them either. Other passages omitted by the original authors and in-
serted by Stalin include a long passage about the importance of women in
the revolution and Soviet society.

Tn 1998, while poing through the personal papers of V.D. Mochalov, one
of the members of the biographical team, Richard Kosolapov found his
handwritten notes of two meetings with Stalin concerning the biography.
He published them on pp. 451-476 of his book Siow Tovarishehu Stalinn.
Kosolapov is an admirer of Stalin and leads one of the neo-communist
parties in Russia. But this specific work of his is cited several times in the
footnotes to Robert Service’s recent biography of Stalin, a work very hos-
tile towards Stalin.122 So we may consider it appropriate to cite it here as
well. An excerpt showing how Stalin condemned the adulation of himself
in the first draft of the biogtaphy may be consulted in the Appendix.

50. The ‘Short Course’

Khrushchev:
As is known, The Short Course of the History of the All-
Union Communist Patty (Bolsheviks) was written by a
commission of the party Central Committee. ... This
fact was reflected in the following formulation on the

proof copy of the Short Biography of Stalin: “A

12 B o Robert Service. Stafin. A4 Biggraphy (Harvard University Press, 2005) p. 654, noc |
to Chapter 50.
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commission of the Central Commirttee, All-Union
Communist Party (Bolsheviks), under the direction of
Comrade Stalin and with his most active personal
participation, has prepared a Short Course of the History
of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks).”

But even this phrase did not satisfy Stalin: The following
sentence replaced it in the final version of the Short
Biography: “In 1938 appeared the bock, History of the
All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks), Short Course,
written by Comrade Stalin and approved by a
commission of the Central Committee, All-Union
Communist Party (Bolsheviks).” Can one add anything
maore?

As you see, a surprising metamorphosis changed the
work created by a group into a book written by Stalin. It
1s not necessary to state how and why this
metamorphosis took place....

And when Stalin himsclf asserts that he himself wrote

The Short Course of the History of the All- Union Commsnist

Party (Bolrheviks), this calls at least for amazement. Can a

Marast- Leninist thus write about himself, praising his

own person to the heavens?
It appears that no one but Khrushchev ever asserted that Stalin claimed
authorship of the Shor# Caurse. Neither Khrushchev not anyone else has
ever adduced any evidence that Stalin claimed to have written it. Molotov
flatly stated that Stalin never claimed to have written it.

Be that as it may, in reality the first indication of the authorship of the
“Short Course” first appeared in the first edition of the “Short Biogra-
phy” of Stalin (1940) — a book to which, according to Maksimenkov
(cited above) Stalin had no relationship as either author or editor. Mak-
simenkov explains:

Oceupied with directing the Soviet-Finnish “Winter” war

he [Stalin] distanced himself from the editing of the book

++» On December 14, 1939, & week before Stalin’s

sixtieth birthday, the first draft of the biography in his

name was sent with an accompanying letter signed by

Mitin and Pospelov: “Dear Comrade Stalin. We are

sending you this draft of your “Short biography”,
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prepared by the Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute, along with

the directions for propaganda and agitation. We request

that you look through this work and give us your

directions concerning the possibility of its publication.”

Stalin underlined the whole text of the accompanying

letter and wrote with a gree pencil across the page: “No

time to ‘look through’ it. Retuen it to the MELI [Marx-

Engels-Lenin Institute]. J. Stalin™!5
The sentence about Stalin’s role in the malking of the “Short Course™ was
not inserted by Stalin himself about himself, but belongs to the pen of
one of the many authors and editors who worked on the book. And here
Khrushchev lied again,
There remains only to clarify the question: What was Stalin’s actual role
in the writing of the “Short Course™?

In one of his sketches Roi Medvedev, scarcely a sympathizer of Stalin’s,
writes of him as “the principal author of the ‘Short Course’.” The histoxi-
ans notes that Khrushchev’s virmal arraignment of Stalin for plagiadsm is
utterly without foundation. In evidence of his position he refers to the
publication in Waprosy Isterii of the typewritten texts with Stalin’s correc-
tions and a number of other materials. !4

Regardless of the obvious lacunae and incomplete nature of the primary
documents in Medvedev’s opinion there is no doubt that work on the
“Short Course” was conducted under the direction and with the active
participation of Stalin as one of the pancipal authors of the textbook.

Khrushchev had asserted that Stalin had had no right to write that he was
the author of the “Short Course” because, he said, he had not written it.
As it turns out, in reality Stalin had every basis to claim that he had been
one of the principal authors, but never made this claim to anyone ot
anywhere. Even Molotov, who had been one of Stalin’s closest collabora-
tors, did not know precisely how much Stalin had written and believed
that he had only written the section on dialectics, since they had dis-
cussed this at some point.

153 Maksimenkow, “Kul't".

1 “LY, Stalin v mabote nad Kratkim kursom istorii VKP(b)". Publikatsiia, kommentarii i
vetupitel'naia stat’ia M.V, Zelenova.” Voprogy Irtorii Nos 11-12 (2002), Nos. 3-4 (2003).
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In this instance Khrushchev outsmarted himself. He said Stalin claimed
an authorship he did not deserve. In reality, Stalin was indeed the princi-
pal author, but never claimed to be such,

51. Stalin Signed Order for Monument to
Himself on July 2, 1951

Khrushchev:

Itis a fact thar Stalin himself had signed on July 2, 1951 a
resolution of the USSR Council of Ministers concerning
the erection on the Volga-Don Canal of an impressive
monument to Stalin; on September 4 of the same year he
issued an order making 33 tons of copper available for
the construction of this impressive monument.

This 1s no “fact”, but a bare assertion. We have only Khrushchev’s word
for this. The relevant documents have never been reproduced, and no
one else has claimed to have seen them. Khrushchev never claims that
Stalin introduced or suggested this monument, so we can assume he
did not.

According to the “Journal of visitors to Stalin’s Kremlin office,” on July
2 1951 Stalin did work for 1 hour and 45 minutes. The Presidium had
met on June 26 and its “Bureau”, consisting of Beria, Bulganin, Kagano-
vich, Mikoizn, Molotov, and Khrushchev himself, met with him on July 2
from 9:30 to 11:15 p.m."% So he could have signed such a resolution of
the Council of Ministers, if it were presented on that date. We do not
know whether it was or not.

But it is important to note here that the mere fact of “Stalin’s signature”
in and of itself means nothing at this period. On February 16, 1951 the
Politburo adopted a decision that the Presidium would be chaired by
others, and that a rubber stamp would be used for Stalin’s signature when
it was necessary as the Head of State (Chairman of Council of Ministers).
This document, and the rubber stamps, have been exhibited in Mos-
cow'* (see the Appendix for the URLs for these exhibits).

135 Jesoricheife ArkhivINo. 1, 1997, p. 24,

1% A photograph of these stamps may be viewed at
hitp:/ / chss.monrclair.edu/ enplish /fure/ cesearch/stalinsipstamps51.jpg



Chapter Bight. Ideology and Calture 125

That is, Stalin no longer signed “decisions and instructions of the Council
of Ministers of the USSR”, but they wese still issued under his signature,
in his absence. Since that was the case since February 1951, it is logical to
assume it was still the case in July of that same year. But we cannot tell
one way or the other for cettain whether Stalin personally signed these
documents without seeing the originals, and perhaps not even then.

As for the September 4, 1951 “order” it is unlikely that Stalin could have
issued it. He was on leave, ot “vacation”, probably for ill health, between
August 10, 1951 and February 11, 1952, when he returned to his office.’s?
The main point is this — and Khrushchev knew it — Stalin was politically
active only sporadically by this time. Politburo members, including Khru-
shehev himself, declared in 1953 that Stalin had not been politically ac-
tive. Stalin said as much at the 19% Party Congress in October 1952: “1
no longer read papers.”™38

According to the “Journal of visitors to Stalin’s Kremlin office” Stalin’s
workload began to decrease in February 1950. Judging from this source,
Stalin worked 73 days in 1950, but only 48 days in 1951, and 45 days in
1952.150

Therefore, it is very doubtful that Stalin personally signed the September
4, 1951 order. As for that of July 2, 1951, we simply do not know.

But even if Stalin did in fact personally sign this document — that is, even
if this was not a case of the Politburo’s voting to affixing his signature
with the stamp — it has litde significance. Even Khrushchev does not
claim Stalin initated the order for the monument.

157 These pages from *“Visitors to Stalin’s Kremlin Office” may be consulred at

http:/ /chss.montclair.edu/english / fuer/reseacch/istarkh197.pdf

188 %V oh'i rukd vruchim estafem nashego velikogo dela?” Neopublikovannaia cech’ LV.
Stalina na Plenume Tsentml’noga Komitera KPSS 16 oktiabria 1952 goda (po zapisi LN.
Efremova).”" Sertckaks Ressia January 13, 2000. At

hitp:/ / chss.montclair.edu/english /furr/ research /stalinoct1652.pdf , and also at

hetp:/ / grachev62 narod.m/ stalin/r18/t18_262.htm

139 TULN. Zhukov, Tainy Kremba. Stakn, Molotow, Beriiz, Malenkov. Moscow: TERRA, 2000,
p. 549. C£. also scmrces at note 7 above. The meonument to Stalin was built but taken
down during Khrushchev's time and later replaced by a monument to Lenin. Monument
to Stalin:

http:/ / clefantmuller users photofile.ru/ photo /elefantmuller /2911172 /xlacge/ 113411211
jpg; to Lenin: hetp:// foto-fleet. usens.photofile.nu/photo/ foto-

fleet /95172224 /xlarge/ 11541183 1.jpg
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52. The Palace of Soviets

Ehrushchev:

At the same time Stalin gave proofs of his lack of respect
for Lenin’s memory. It is not a coincidence that, despite
the decision taken over 30 years ago to build a Palace of
Soviets as a monument to Vladimir Tlyich, this palace
was not built, its construction was always postponed and
the project allowed to lapse.

In his recent article on the history of the plans, architectural contests, and
ultimate abandonment of the project to build the Palace of Soviets, Mak-
sim Volchenkov directly references Khrushchev’s Speech, showing that
the latter’s statement here is simply not true. Nor did Khrushchev erect
this building cither. The committee in charge of it pradually changed its
focus to other buildings. The plan to build a Palace of Soviets was aban-
doned — not by Stalin, but by his successors.

53. The Lenin Prize
Khrushchev:

We cannot forget to recall the Soviet Government
resolution of August 14, 1925 concerning “the founding
of Lenin prizes for educational work.” This resolution
was published in the press, but untl this day there are no
Lenin prizes. This, too, should be corrected.

This is not true, and most of the audience at the 20 Party Congress
must have known it. In fact, there had been Lenin prizes, from 1925 to
1934, in the fields of science, technology, literature, art, and architecture.
It’s not clear why they were ended, but nobody seems to have blamed
Stalin for it. 1%

160 Tt i likely that the pause, and then cessation in the award of the Lenin prizes was
related 1o the closing of the Communist Academy, to which the commission on the Lenin
prizes was attached. The question of closing the Communist Academy “in view of the
inexpediency of two parallel Academies, the Academy of Sciences and the Communist
Academy,” a matter under discussion after the beginning of 1935. The Lenin prize awards
ceased at this same ame. Sec the Deceee "Concerning the Liquidation of the Communist
Academy”, by the C.C. 2nd the Council of People’s Commissacs dated lichruary 7, 1936,
reproduced at hitp://wwaibst. o /projects/sohist/docoment/an/ 181 hem
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Howevet, the Order of Lenin (Orden Lenind) was the highest decoration
given by the USSR. It was continuously awarded for outstanding
achievements in many fields from 1930 until the end of the Soviet Union.

Stalin also rejected the proposal that an “Order of Stalin” be created in
his honor. Information about that is given in the Appendix. Khrushchev
would have known about this, of course.

At the time of preparing for the celebration of Stalin’s sixtieth birthday in
December 1939 the question of instituting prizes in Stalin’s name arose
again.’® We have no indication that Stalin had anything to do with this
initiative. But one thing is well known: the Stalin prizes were not initiated
instead of or in replacement of the Lenin prizes. They were instituted at 2
time when there were no annual prizes in sciences and arts in the USSR
Consequently Khrushchev’s counterposition of the Lenin and Stalin
prizes is incorrect and dishonest.

11 The Decree of the Sovnarkom of the USSR of December 20, 1939 an the
establishment of prizes and awards in honor of Stalin was signed by the Chairman of the
SNEK V.M. Malotov and its chief of staff M.D). Khlomov (Prards December 21, 1939). At
first these awards did not include the fields of artistic ereation and criticism. At the
beginning of 1940 a similar deceee was passed titled “Coneeming the establishment of
Stalin prizes in liteearaee™. [t was also sipned by Molotov and Khlomov (Pravds February
2, 1940). See http:/ / feb-web.nu/feb/sholokh /edtics/nos/ nos-486-. htm.
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Stalin’s Last Years in Power

54. Stalin Suggested Huge Tax Increase on

Kolkhozes

Khrushcher:
What is more, while reviewing this project [“to raise the
prices of such products in order to create material
incentives for the kolkhoz, MTS [machine-tractor
station] and sovkhoz workers in the development of
cattle breeding”] Stalin proposed that the taxes paid by
the kolkhozes and by the kolkhoz workers should be
raised by 40 billion rubles; according to him the peasants
are well off and the kolkhoz worker would need to sell
only one more chicken to pay his tax in full.

Imagine what this meant. Certainly, 40 billion rubles is a
sum which the kolkhoz workers did not realize for all the
products which they sold to the Government. In 1952,
for instance, the kolkhozes and the kolkhoz workers
received 26,280 million rubles for all their products
delivered and sold to the Government.

Did Stalin’s position, then, rest on data of any sort
whatever? Of course not. In such cases facts and figures
did not interest him.

According to Khrushchev, Stalin said this in February, 1953, just before
his death. No one else records this. We have only Khrushchev’s word for
this.

Khrushchev first mentioned this alleged tax increase during the July 1953
CC Plenum devoted exclusively to the condemnation of Beria, Mikoian
and Malenkov both referred to the “40 billion ruble” figure after Khru-
shchev mentions it. But both do so in a way that makes it clear they had
not heard of it prior to Khrushchev’s mentioning it.

Mikoian, who spoke up against additional taxes on the peasantry at the
October 1952 C.C. Plenum, affirms that Stalin suggested “only one mote
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chicken” in taxes from the peasants. But Mikoian admits he did not hear
this personally, since he was not present. Mikoian does not mention the
«40 billion mbles” in his discussion of this incident in his memoirs. 162

55. Stalin Insulted Postyshev

Khrshchev:
In one of his speeches Stalin expressed his dissatisfaction
with Postyshev and asked him, “What are you actually?”
Postyshev answered clearly, “T am a Bolshevik, Comrade
Stalin, 2 Bolshevik.”

This assertion was at first considered to show a lack of

respect for Stalin; later it was considered a barmful act

and consequently resulted in Postyshev’s annihilation

and branding without any reason as a ‘people’s enemy.’
We have already seen that Postyshev was dismissed, then arrested, and
finally tried and executed, for repressing a huge number of Party mem-
bers without any evidence. Khrushchev was present at this Plenum
(Januacy 1938), and knew this. Therefore Khrushchev lied when he said
Postyshev was repressed “without any reason.”

It's most likely that Khrushchev is lying about the exchange above too.
Only Khrushchev records this purported exchange between Postyshev
and Stalin, and only in his Secret Speech. No one else, apparently, ever
claimed to have heard Stalin say it. It is not in Khrushchev’s memoirs
either.

According to Getty and Naumov there is no evidence of any particular
friction between Stalin and Postyshev until the January 1938 Plenum. As
we have seen, Postyshev was dismissed from candidate membership in
the Politburo at that Plenum, and arrested not long afterwards. Therefore
this “specch” of Stalin’s — if it ever took place at all — must have hap-
pened at this January 1938 Plenum.

Commentators like Boris Mikolaevsky thought it was made at the Febru-
ary-March 1937 CC Plenum. That is because they believed Khrushchev’s
eatlier asseption in this “Secret Speech” that Postyshev had opposed Sta-
lin at this Plenum. But the voluminous transcript of that long Plenum

162 A 1. Mikoian, Tak Byb. Moscow: Vagrius, 1999, Ch. 46, pp. 559-568.
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was published in 1992-5. Again, as we have already seen, that transcript
proves Khrushchev lied: Postyshev did not oppose Stalin at all at that
Plenum. Not did this purported exchange between Stalin and Postyshev
take place there.

The transcripts of the January 1938 Plenum have not been published in
full: But they have been published in excerpt, and some researchers have
read the whole transcripts in the archives. None of them have mentioned
finding this exchange. So it is most probable that Khrushchev is lying
again. But we can’t be absolutely certain.

Even if, some day, evidence comes to light that Stalin did say it, it was
certainly not the teason for Postyshev’s arrest, trial, conviction and exe-
cution. They were the punishment for Postyshev’s guilt in repressing
large numbers of Party members. Whether Stalin said these words or not
therefore — and, to repeat, there is no evidence that he did, aside from
Khrushchev’s assertion here — Khrushchev lied in saying this was the
reason for Postyshev’s fate.

So why did Khrushchev make the latter claim? Probably in order to pro-
vide an “alibi” for Politburo members who had worked closely with Sta-
lin for many years.

Many communists and Soviet citizens would likely wonder: Why did Sta-
lin's closest associates never call him on any of the “crimes” Khrushchev
was accusing him of? Why did they not take steps to stop Stalin, since
they knew of these things? Lame as it is, the only answer Khrushchev and
the rest could give was this: “We’d be killed if we protested. Look what
happened to Postyshev, just for saying ‘I am a Bolshevik!”

56. “Disorganization” of Politburo Work
Khrushchev:
The importance of the Central Committee’s Political
Bureau was reduced and its work was disorganized by
the creation within the Political Bureau of various
commissions — the so-called “quintets,” “sextets,”
“septets” and “novenaries.” Here is, for instance, a
resolution of the Political Bureau of October 3, 1946:
Stalin’s Proposal:
1. The Political Bureau Commission for Foreign
Affairs (*Sextet’) is to concern itself in the furure, in
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addition to foreign affairs, also with matters of
internal construction and domestic policy.

2. The Sextet is to add to its roster the Chairman of
the State Commission of Economic Planning of the
USSR, Comrade Voznesensky, and is to be known
as a Septet.

Signed: Secretary of the Central Committee, J. Stalin.

What a terminology of a card player! (Laughter in the

hall) It is clear that the creation within the Political

Bureau of this type of commissions — “quintets,”

“sextets,” “septets” and “novenaries” — was against the

principle of collective leadership. The result of this was

that some members of the Political Bureau were in this

way kept away from participation in reaching the most

important state mattess.
As Edvard Radzinsky, a ferociously hostile biographer of Stalin, admits,
Khrushchev was lying. Subcommittees within the Politburo were simply
a way of dividing up the work to be done. This was nothing new, and not
Stalin’s innovation.

57. Stalin Suspected Voroshilov an “English
Agent”
Khrushchev:

Because of his extreme suspicion, Stalin toyed also with

the absurd and ridiculous suspicion that Voroshilov was

an English agent. (Laughter in the hall)) If's true —an

Enplish agent.
In his memoirs Khrushchev relates many rumors that he said were
known only to “a few of us™. In this case there is no other documenta-
tion of it.
For example, it is not in Mikoian’s memoirs, which have a lot of false
“memories”, like Stalin’s telling him Benes had assured him about Tuk-
hachevsky' guilt — an event which never occurred.'® So even if Mikoian

183 Ihid,, p.553.
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had “remembered” this, one might legitmately question it. In fact, he did
not

58. Andreev; 59. Molotov; 60. Mikoian

These all have to do with the CC Plenum of Octaber 16, 1952 that took
place immediately after the 19% Party Congress.

Andreev

EKhrushchev:

By unilateral decision, Stalin had also separated one

other man from the work of the Political Bureau —

Andrei Andreyevich Andreyev. This was one of the most

unbridled acts of willfulness.
Strictly speaking, we don’t know precisely what Stalin said, because no
official transcript has ever been published (according to Mikoian, none
was made). Neither has the transcript of the 19 Party Congress ever
becn published.'6! Immediately after Stalin’s death the Party leadeship
did their best to change the major decisions taken at both these sessions
and to obliterate any memory of them,

Therefore we do not have any official reason why Andreev was not re-
tained in the newly renamed Presidium (formerly the Politburo). But we
have enough information from other sourees to see that Khrushchey is
not telling the truth.

Andreev lost his position in the Council of Ministers on March 15, 1953,
ten days after Stalin’s death.'® If it had been an “unbridled act of willful-
ness” not to reappoint Andreev to the Presidium of the CC of the CPSU,
why did Khrushchev, Malenkov and Bera semove him also from the
Soviet of Ministers? (THe was appointed to the Presidium of the Supreme
Soviet, 2 far less demanding position)

According to the only part of Stalin’s Speech at the CC Plenum of Octo-
ber 16 1952 that we have, he actually did not nominate Andreev to the

" At least, not a5 2 scparate publication. Formal speeches were all published in Prawds in
October 1952, at the time of the Congress. Peshaps this Is all there was,

%3 CL. the biagraphical cntry on Andreev at Hrono.u / hrono.nfo - hrp://
www.hrono.ru/biogrf/andreev_aahtml
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new Presidium because Andreev was deaf.!% Konstantin Simonov says
something similar, '’ These are the only accounts of the Plenum that
mention Andreev at all Both of them affirm that Stalin explicitly ex-
cluded Andreev because of his health.

Despite the lack of any official transcript, therefore, this is good evidence
that Khrushchev lied. Andreev was not excluded out of any “will fulness™
on Stalin’s part.

Molotov and Mikoian

Khrushchev:

Let us consider the first Central Committee plenum after

the 19th Party Congress when Stalin, in his talk at the

plenum, characterized Vyacheslav Mikhailovich Molotov

and Anastas Ivanovich Mikoian and suggested that these

old workers of our party were guilty of some baseless

charges. It is not excluded that had Stalin remained at the

heltn for another several months, Comrades Molotov

and Mikoian would probably have not delivered any

speeches at this Congress.
From what we know about this Plenum from a few who were present
and wrote down their notes on i, it is clear thar Stalin did criucize
Molotov and Mikotan.
To determine whether Khrushchev is telling the truth here, we need to
examine

e Whether the “charges™ Stalin leveled at Molotov and

Mikoian were “baseless” or not; and

® Whether it’s true that they would not have spoken at
the 20 Party Congress if Stalin had lived.

® There are four accounts of Stalin’s talk at this Plenum
from people who were in attendance. They are: that
of Mikoian himself (Tak Byls, Ch. 46); that of the

166 According to LN, Efremov’s notes on the Plenum published in Sosetskafs Rossia
Jamuary13, 2000. At huep:/ /chss.montchir.edu/ english/ furr/ reseacch/stalinoct1 652.pdf
and also at httpe/ /prachev62. nacod r/sealin/118/t18_262htm

167 K nnstantin M. Simonov, Gilepen cheloreda moew pokolinsia. Moscow: Novosti, 1988, p.
246,
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writer Konstantin Simonov (Glagami cheloveka mogge
pokoleaia), that of Dmitrii Shepilov (Neprim&nuvshis,
pp- 225-8.), and that of Leonid Nikolaevich Efremov
(Yosetraia Rossiia, January 13, 2000, p. 6). Mikoian
was, of course, a long-time CC and Polithuro
member; the other three were brand-new members of
the CC. Except for a short note by Simonov which

he wrote in March 1953, the rest were written down
years after the event.

Shepilov relates Stalin’s criticisms of Molotov in a few paragraphs. He is
far briefer about Stalin’s remarks about Mikoian. Shepilov claims that
Mikotan defended himself and attacked Molotov for being close to the
cxecuted Voznesenskii, whom he called “a great criminal.” Shepilov did
not consider the charges “baseless”, or see any kind of threat in them,
but only Stalin’s reasons for not including them in the new Bureau of the
Presidium.

In his first short note on the Plenum made in March 1953 Simonov did
not remark at all on Stalin’s criticism of Molotov and Mikotan, but only
noted Stalin’s insistence that they be as fearless as Lenin was. In 1970
what Simonov remembered was the vehemence of Stalin’s criticism of
Molotov, and a vague feeling that he and Mikoian were for “capitula-
Honism™. Simonov agrees that Stalin then critcized Mikosan, but could
not recall why. He says that both men replied to Stalin’s eriticisms —
something that in and of itself refutes Khrushchev’s claim that Stalin de-
manded “absolute submission”. Simonov believed that these criticisms,
whatever their cause, served to justify Molotov’s and Mikoian’s exclusion
from the new Burean of the Presidium.

Mikoian’s account, also written years later, aprees that Stalin criticized
Molotov for his weakness in foreign policy and both Malotov and him-
self, Mikoian, in domestic policy. But in Mikoian’s account Stalin was
crtical yet respectful of them. Mikoian does not mention anything about
tecling threatened. Efremov’s account outlines Stalin’s criticisms of the
two men but it too does not make these criticisms sound threatening at
all

I his whole voluminous memoirs Khrushchey has only a few sentences
to say about the October 1952 Plenum, and says nothing about any
“danger” to Mikoian or Molotov,
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Mikoian, Molotov, and Voroshilov too, were all named to the Presidium,
and Voroshilov — but not Mikoian or Molotov — to the “Bureau of the
Presidinm.”

But what about the truthfulness of Khrushchev’s allegation? The charges
— a better word would be “criticisms” — do not appear to have been
“baseless”. They may or may not have been correct. In essence, they re-
flected political differences between Stalin and these two Politburo
members.

Strictly speaking Khrushchev’s statement — that it is “possible” Molotov
and Mikoian would not have addressed the 20% Party Congress if Stalin
had lived — cannot be cither proven or disproven. But it is inconsistent
with Stalin’s actions at the 19% Party Congress. Mikoian and Molotov,
though not in the very highest body (the Bureau of the Presidium), were
still in the Presidium of 25 members and, as such, would certainly have
been in a position to address the next Congtess.

In his own memoits Khrushchev does not repeat the story that Molotov
and Mikoian were under any kind of threat.

61. Expansion of the Presidium
Khrushchey:

Stalin evidently had plans to finish off the old members
of the Political Bureau. He often stated that Political
Bureau members should be replaced by new ones.

His proposal, after the 19th Congress, concerning the

election of 25 persons to the Central Committee

Presidium, was aimed at the removal of the old Palitical

Burean members and the bringing in of less experienced

persons so that these would extol him in all sorts of

ways.

We can assume that this was also a design for the future

annthilation of the old Political Bureau members and, in

this way, 4 cover for all shameful acts of Stalin, acts

which we are now considering.
Khrushchev lied here, for there is no evidence that his accusation had the
slightest basis in fact. It is not supported at all by the accounts of the Ple-
num that survive. According to Efremov’s notes on the October 1952
Central Committee Plenum Stalin was extremely clear in explaining his
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proposal to expand the Presidium beyond the limits of the old Politburo.
Efremov, a young man at his first Plenum, may have been especially
struck by Stalin’s emphasis on the need for new blood in the Party lead-
ership, for Stalin’s explanation takes up a substantial place in his notes.



Chaptet 10.
A 'Typology of Prevarication

A Typology of Khrushchev’s Prevarication

Before proceeding to discuss Khrushchev’s specific methods of distor-
tion, we should understand that the published version before us is itself
falsified.

Published earlier in Igpestiia TsK KPSS, the text of

Khrushchev’s report is based upon the text presented by

Khrushchev to the Presidium of the CC CPSU on March

1 [1956], edited and accepted for dissemination to local

party organizations by a decision of the Presidium of the

C.C. of March 7, 1956. This text is not identical to

that which Khrushchev read from the podium of the

Congtess. For example, according to the way all the

participants in the Congress remembered it, total silence

reigned in the hall as the report was read. But audience

reactions were inserted into the text published in Izpestia

TsK KPSS: “Commotion in the hall”, “Indignation in the

hall”, “Applause”, etc. which, of course, completely

failed to reflect the real atmosphere of the closed

session.

- V.IU. Afiani, Z.K. Vodop’ianova, “Arkheograficheskoe
predislovie™ [‘Archeographical preface’], in
Aimermakher, K, et al., Doklad IN.5. Khrushcheva o Kul'te
Lichnasti Stalina na XX $*eqde KPSS. Dokumenty. Moscow:
ROSSPEN, 2002, p. 44. (Emphasis added, GF.)

These same “audience reactions” wete inserted into the English transla-
tion. Therefore we ate examining a text that has been falsified not only in
its content but in its presentation as well. We have left most of the “audi-
énce reactions” in the quotations from Khrushchev's speech cited in pre-



138 Khoushchev Lied

vious chapters as a continual reminder of the deliberate distortions intro-
duced into this text.16

I have determined that in the so-called “Secret Speech” Khrushchey
made sixty-one “revelations”, or hitherto unknown and derogatory accu-
sations, against Stalin or Beda. These statements constitute the substance
of the Speech. Tt was these assertions that shocked the world when it was
made public.

It would, of course, be absurd to say that every one of Khrushchev’s
statements i3 false. A dramatic example of 2 “revelation” Khrushchev
made that is true is the following:

It was determined that of the 139 members and
candidates of the party’s Central Committee who were
elected at the 17th Congress, 98'% persons, i.e., 70 per
cent, were arrested and shot (mosdy in 1937-1938).
(Indignation in the hall) What was the composition of
the delegates to the 17th Congress? It is known that 80
pet cent of the voting participants of the 17th Congress
joined the party during the years of conspiracy before the
Revolution and during the civil war; this means before
1921. By social onigin the basic mass of the delegates to
the Congress wete workers (60 per cent of the voting
members).

When 1 claim that every supposed “revelation” or accusation in Khru-
shchev’s speech against Stalin and Beria'® is false, I do not include the
statement above, because Khrushchev is careful not to claim here that
Stalin had them all killed. Had he made this claim explicitly, this state-
ment would be demonstrably false, to be added to the list of other false
accusations in the Speech. !

'8 1n his memoirs, published first in Lif magazine and then in book form, Khrushchey
admitted these “audience reactons™ were 2 lie. “The delepates listencd in shsolute silence,
It was $0 quict in the huge hall you could hear a fly buzzing.” Lk, December 11, 1970,p.
63; Srrobe Talbot (trans. & ed.), Kbrusheber Reswennbiers: Tive Lot Tostannt . (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1974), 494.

167 In the report published by the official journal Izpestia TK KPSS No. 12 (1989), p. 86
the number of delegatesis given as 97 (44 + 53), not 98. Of course this does nor change
the essence of the matter.

170 ixcept for the one [ have marked as “Don’t Know.”
' The statement just quoted is one of my three “5”, or “special cases”
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Khrushchev does mention a number of the more prominent of the Cen-
tral Committee members executed during the late 1930s. In the case of
ane very prominent full member of the 1934 Central Committee — Niko-
lai Ezhov — Khrushchev fails to mention the fact that he too was exe-
cuted! We will examine the evidence on all the C.C. members Khru-
shchev explicitly names in the Speech.

The Problem of Introducing a New Paradigm

The-usual problem a researcher confronts is that of assembling the evi-
dence needed to prove his thesis, and arranging it logically so that his
thesis is proven. But in writing the present essay I soon realized that an-
other problem, much larger and more intractable, confronted me.

Khrushchev’s “Secret Speech” is not just a seties of assertions that can,
in principle, be proven either valid or invalid. It soon became the founda-
tional document for 2 whole new paradigm of Soviet history. This para-
digm was not entirely new. It confirmed in part, and itself drew upon,
earlier Trotskyist, Menshevik, and Soviet émigré interpretations of Soviet
reality.

But because it was rapidly accepted by the worldwide communist move-
ment itself, and was soon followed by a huge wave of “rehabilitations” of
those convicted of treasonable activity during the Stalin years, the “Khru-
shchev” paradigm attained a degree of widespread acceptance that the
eatlier versions never had. It became the dominant paradigm.

As a result, to attack the veracity of Khrushchev’s speech is to attack the

foundation of what I will call the “anti-Stalin” paradigm. Here are 2 cou-
ple of illustrations of what I mean.

¢ I gave a talk summarizing a few of the results of my
research on Khrushchev’s speech at an annual
conference of a Marxist academic group. During the
Q&A petiod one long-time Marxist said to me in an
accusatory tone: “You are rehabilitating Stalint

e Another question was: “What about Trotsky?”
Khrushchev does not mention Trotsky in the speech.

¢ When a colleague mentioned my research project on
Khrushchev’s speech to an editor of 2 prominent
Marxist journal, his derisive response was: “Does he
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claim there was no GULAG?” (Khrushchev never
mentions the GULAG in his speech).

* A sympathetic and helpful reader of an eaclier draft
suggested that [ should write a history of the
repressions of the 1930s instead.

* At first T could not understand remarks like this, But
I came to realize that these responses were not
directed towards my talk. Instead, they were
responding to what they felt my talk implied. They
reflected the fact that Khrushchev’s speech is not
only the foundational document of the “anti-Stalin
patadigm” of Soviet history. It is also a synecdoche
for that paradigm: it represents that paradigm as the
part represents the whole. To prove, as [ attempt to
do, that the statements made in Khrushchev’s speech
are false is taken to be a claim that all the other
components of this paradigm, most of which
Khrushchev never mentions, are also false.

It's reasonable to expect a paper or book to prove what it sets out to
prove. It's not reasonable to expect a paper or book on a single topic to
refute a whole historical paradigm, disproving in the process an unde-
fined — in fact, an infinite — number of fact claims that are not part of the
paper

The present book, therefore, confronts a strange rhetorical situation. It
evokes, if not a “rotalitarian”, at least a “totalizing” response. Khru-
shchev’s “secret speech” represents the “anti-Stalin paradigm” to such an
extent that any reference to it conjures up the entire paradigm. Some-
times the response that results is one of indignation: How can I presume
to smuggle in a refutation of the whole “anti-Stalin” paradigm when I am
actually disproving only a part of it? But to others the paper is simply a
disappointment. It fails to deal with the GULAG, or Trotsky, or Buk-
harin, or the Katyn massacre, or something else that does not feature at
all in Khrushchev’s speech, and so the paper is a failure and a disap-
pointment, no matter how thoroughly it manages to prove the falsity of
what Khrushchev did say.

I agree that Khrushchev’s speech is the foundational document of the
“anti-Stalin™ paradigm. Moreover, the fact that Khrushchev’s speech is a
tissue of fabrications virtually from beginning to end also has implica-
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tions for further research. Given this degree of falsehood at the very be-
ginning of what putported to be an exposure of “Stalin’s crmes”, it’s
anlikely that the story ends here. One is justified in suspecting that at
least some of the other “revelations” over which Khrushchev presided
may prove to be false as well.

And then the “anti-Stalin” patadigm is well and truly in play. For Roi
Medvedev’s Let History Judge (1971) and Robert Conquest’s The Grea? Ter-
ror. Staiin's Purge of the Thirties (1968), the two major syntheses of Khru-
shchev-era “revelations,” are precisely the formative popularizations of
the “anti-Stalin” paradigm. They summarize what their authors gleaned
from the Soviet press, “rehabilitation” announcements, and public and
private memoirs. (For the account of Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn see the
note.)'2 Both Medvedev and Conquest took these “revelatons” — includ-
ing Khrushchev’s Secret Speech, but going far beyond it — at face value,
as “true”’ If Khrushchev's speech were proven false, what about these
other materials?

My attempt to test the accuracy of the accusations made by Khrushchev
in his speech, and my resulting conclusions that virtually all of them are
false, does not comprise a direct attempt on my pat to destroy the “anti-
Stalin” paradigm. However, it does at least remove one of the main sup-
porting pillars on which the whole edifice of this paradigm stands. Once
convinced that Khrushchev’s speech is little more than a long, carefully-
planned and elaborate lie, no student can ever view Soviet history of the
Stalin period in the same way again.

Statements of fact can only be evaluated on the level of their factuality —
whether, given the evidence we have, such statements are the most accu-
rate conclusions that can be drawn. No paradigm can be “disproven™ by
the disproving of one, or any particular number, of assertions of fact.

12 Selzhenitsyn’s various accounts, most famously in The GULAG Archipelaze in its
varions editions, are not, strictly speaking, historical works. Solzhenitsyn relied on rumor
and unpublished memoirs almost exclusively. Critical interrogation of sources is virmally
unknown 10 him. Solzhenitsyn also made a great maay deliberately false starements,
including many about his own life. Furthermore, it is clear that he did not compose all of
The GULAG Aripelago. The extent to which Solzhenitsyr’s life has itself been
“constructed” and falsificd has to be studied to be belicved. For a very detailed and highly
documented account of all the problems with Solzhenitsyn and his work see Aleksande V.
Ostrovskii, Salbenitsyn: proshchanie s mifom (“Solzhenitsyn: Fagewell to the myth”) Moscou:
TAuza, 2004.
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Those colleapnes and critics whom I've mentioned, and no doubt innu-
merable others, are — as another colleague put it — “reasonable people in
the goip of an unreasonable narrative.” That unreasonable narrative is the
“cult of personality” around Stalin in its Khrushchevian disguise.

Although he claimed to be critiquing and exorcizing what is better trans-
lated as the “cult of the great man” (&w/t lichnosti), what Khrushchey
really did was to reinforce it in an inverted form. He tried to replace the
“all-knowing, all-good” Stalin of the “cult” with another Stalin who was
equally all-powerful but malevolent. In this Khrushchev resembled Trot-
sky, who also focused on what he claimed were the personal fallings of
his arch rival and explained Stalin’s rise to leadership, policies, Opposi-
tions, and repressions, by attributing them to Stalin’s combination of
cunning, ruthlessness, and moral defects,
In an outline of Noam Chomsky’s criticism of the mass media Mark
Grimsley has written:

A statement that fits an accepted world view requires

little éxplanation and can therefore be outlined in a few

words. In order to have any chance of being persuasive,

a statement thar challenges an accepted world view needs

more than a sound bite.”173

This also applies to scholarship that challenges a “received”, widely ac-
cepted, historical paradigm.

Under such conditions, “equality is inequality.” It 1s not only that it takes
far greater time, effort, and space on the page to refute a falsehood than
it does to state it. It is that the scholar whose work challenges the existing
paradigm has two tasks, while the scholar whose research fits neatly into
the prevailing paradigm has only one. The latter need only make sure his
rescarch follows the accepted canons of method, and his work will be
greeted with approbation. In a certain sense, he is telling his readers what
they already know to be true. He is “filling in a blank” in the greater
model of an accepted, because acceptable, history.

But the scholar who challenges the prevailing paradigm has a far more
demanding job. His research must not only meer the demands of method
— use of evidence, logic, and so on — incumbent on all scholars. He must
also persuade his readers to question the overall pattern of historical cau-

1% Mark Gramsley, “Noam Chomsky (1928 -)”. At http://people.cohums.ohio-
state.edu/ grimsley1 /h882/2001/Chomsky, htm
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<ation which has heretofore given shape to their vision of the past itself.
He challenges them to take seriously the pussibi!.ity that their whole
model of history may be wrong — a challenge that many will simply dis-
miss, and some will denounce as outrageous.

So 1 have to reiterate what should be obvious but, obviously, is not. The
subject of this paper is Khrushchev’s “Secret Speech” of February 25,
1956 in its published form. The surprising — to my mind at least, as-
tounding — result of my research is this: that speech is comprised, virtu-
ally in its entirety, of falsifications. My aim in the present book is to dem-
onsteate that result with the best evidence that exists, much of it from
former Soviet archives.

I entered this project knowing that a few, at least, of Khrushchev's
statements were untrue, and suspecting that some assiduous research
would find that at least a few more of those statements were also untrue.
1 was very surprised — “shocked” is not too strong a word — to find that
virtually every one of Khrushchev’s “revelations™ is, in fact, false.

I realize that the whole is more than the sum of its parts — that my con-
clusion that all of Khrushchev’s “revelations” were false will be greeted
with far more skepticism than would a more modest result that, say, half,
or two-thirds, of his “revelations” weze false. And 1 think this is so be-
cause a Khrushchev that lied about everything does not “fit” into the
prevailing “anti-Stalin” paradigm, in which the Khrushchev who, in
Taubman’s words, “somehow tetained his humanity,” whose speech con-
stitutes a “great deed,” is an essential part of that paradigm.

Exposing a Lie is Not the Same as
Establishing the Truth

Analysis of Khrushchev’s prevarications suggests two related but distinct
tasks. By far the easier and shorter job is to show that Khrushchev was
not telling the truth. This is the subject of the present book.

The interested student will naturally want to know more than the mere
fact that Khrushchev lied. Once convinced that Khrushchev’s version of
reality is false, she or he will want to know the truth — what really happened.

But the present study cannot satisfy that curiosity. A separate investiga-
tion would be necessary in each case — virtually, sixty-one studies for as
many falsehoods. Some would be short, in the main because we do not
have encugh evidence to settle the matter.
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Others of these studies would have to be very lengthy, as there is a great
deal of information, often contradictory, to be gathered and examined.
Some, pethaps many, would be inconclusive, since not enough evidence
has been made available to permit us to arrive at a definite solution. In
any case, to study in depth each of the false assertions made by Khru-
shchev with an eye to discovering — as nearly as possible, given the pre-
sent stare of the evidence ~ what really happened, is necessarily beyond
the scope of this essay.

The image of Sralin as “mass murderer” onginated, for all practical pur-
poses, during Khrushchev’s time. " The very first such accusations,
those that Jaid the foundation for the myth — and it is precisely a myth
with which we are concerned here — are in the “Secret Speech.” And of
all Khrushchev’s “revelations” those that made by far the greatest im-
pression remain the accusations that Stalin initiated or approved the de-
liberate annihilation of many prominent Bolsheviks,

After the “Secret Speech” the quantity of “ctimes” attributed to Stalin
continued to grow. For example, not long afterwards Stalin began to be
blamed for the executions on false charges of prominent Soviet military
leaders. While Khrushchev remained in power a pleiade of semi-official
writers continued to work indefatigably on adding to the list of victims of
supposedly unjust sentences, and many of those persons were “rehabili-
tated” — declared to have been guilty of nothing,

In October 1964 Khrushchev was forced into retirement. By that timé
the image of Stalin s 2 mass murderer of innocent victims was already
firmly established. In the late ‘60s and early 70s the weighty volumes of
Soviet dissident Roi Medvedev and British Sovietologist Robert Con-
quest with their detailed descriptions of Stalin’s so-called “crimes” were
published in the West. They relied very heavily upon works published
under Khrushchev. The years of Gorbachev and Flisin saw the publica-
tion of even more such tendentious, blood-curdling “histories”.

For this reason careful research on just what Khrushchev said about

massive repressions in his “Secret Speech” may turn out to be even more
useful than simply identifying more and more examples of Khrushchev’s

14 In fact there is good reason to believe that Kheushchey took this wview, along with
others, from Trotsky. He cerminly took other anti-Stalin stories from Trowky, such as the
notion that Stalin may have been involved in the musder of Sergei Kisov on December 1,
1934,
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lies. Such research makes it possible to identify the sources of the myth
of Stalin as “mass murderer”, and begin to disclose some of the reasons
this myth was created in the first place.

Historical vs. Judicial Evidence

There’s a qualitative difference between history and the lepal process —
what counts as evidence in a trial, and what counts as evidence in history.

The “rehabilitation” reports normally relied on determining that some
legal procedure or other was not observed in the (late) defendant’s inves-
tigation or trial. They asserted these violations of procedure; determined
that therefore the late defendant should not have been convicted; and set
aside the conviction. Sometimes they provided evidence that procedures
had been violated, sometimes they merely claimed this was so.

Since a defendant whose conviction has been set aside, and who has not
been retried, must be considered “innocent”, the late defendant is, there-
fore, “innocent.” Rehabilitated! For an historian this is all wrong,

A court has to be concerned with a prisoner’s rights, some of which con-
cern the legal process. For example, a defendant’s confession to a crime,
absent any other evidence, or absent any other evidence that a crime has
besn committed, is normally not enough for conviction. The burden of
proof on the prosecution — the defendant is not required to prove his
innocence, though if he is able to do so, he may.

Evidence obtained through torture is invalid. One reason is to protect the
defendant’s rights. Also, if the police were allowed to abuse prisoners in
order to get confessions, they might never do any actual investigation,
and so never solve any cases, though they would no doubt get lots of
convictions!

But history is not a “trial”, where the defendant has vatious rights. Dead
people have no rights that need to be preserved. Likewise, we are not
interested in whether the defendants got a “fair trial” (however that is
defined). We are interested in whether they were guilty or not.

Whether or not they got a “fair trial” may be a separate issue to look into.
But it is not the same thing as guilt or innocence. For example, the ques-
tion of the guilt or innocence of at least one of the “Haymarket martyrs”
legally lynched by the State of Tllinois in 1886-7 has recently been raised
again in some academic articles. But nobody has questioned whether or
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not they got a “fair trial” — they did not, and were posthumously par-
doned a few years later by the succeeding governor of Tllinois.

In the Sacco-Vanzetti case there is now some evidence that Sacco, at
least, may have been guilty. But it is clear that the two men did not have a
“fair trial” by the standards of the day. There has been a lively discussion
about whether or not Julius Rosenberg did pass atomic secrets or plan to
do so if he could. But there can be no doubt that he and his wife Fthel
did not receive a fair trial,

Nor do historians need to be concerned with legal procedure. Whether
you think a defendant has received a “fair trial” of not depends on what-
ever the legal procedures of the day and time were, as opposed to what
procedures were actually observed, all compared with what you yourself
actually think is “fair.”

Historians are concerned with pathering and assessing all the evidence we
have, and reaching a conclusion on that basis. This is not the sarme thing-
as determining whether a given petson received a “fair trial” or not. A
defendant may be guilty and still not receive a fair trial. An historian is
interested in the “guilty or innocent” part. It is possible that no black
person ever received a “fair trial” in the American South until the 1960s,
But that does not mean that every black defendant was innocent.

This paper is not concerned with whether the defendants received a “Fair
trial” according to the standards of the Soviet judicial system of the
1930s. Neither is it concerned with the legal basis of the trials — whether
accelerated trials, under emergency conditons, are “legal” or not. We are
concerned with evidence that goes to the puilt or innocence of the de-
fendant,

In all the cases of defendants mentioned in Khrushchev’s speech we have
ample evidence pointing towards their guilt. But our real point is the fol-
lowing, In all these cases, we know what Khrushchey and his advisers
knew, because we have their reports. None of those reports demonstrates
the innocence of those accused, as Khrushchey alleped.

In not one single case do T rely on the self-incrimination of anybody as
the sole evidence, Though, frankly, if that wete all the evidence we had,
then we'd have to rely on it — there'd be nothing else. Likewise, if “here-
say” evidence were the only evidence we had, then we’d have to rely on
it, with appropriate scepticism and caveats.
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Torture and the Historical Problems Related
To It

From Stalin’s day on no one has denied that many prisoners arrested on
political charges during the 1930s in the USSR were tortured. “Rehabilita-
tion” courts in Khrushchev and post-Khrushchev times have often “re-
habilitated” defendants on the basis that they were tormired. Normally
this took the form of declaring their convictions invalid. In a judicial pro-
cedure, even in the USSR during Stalin’s time, evidence obtained from a
defendant by torture was invalid and could not be validly used.

The fact that a defendant was tortured does not mean that defendant was
innocent. It is not evidence that the defendant was innocent. But it is
often erroneocusly assumed to be.

In reality, there are many different possibilities:
e A person may be guilty, be tortured, and confess;
e A person may be guilty, be tortured, and not confess;

* A person may be innocent, be tortured, and confess
(to stop the torture);

e A person may be innocent, be tortured, and still not
confess.

® A person may be innocent, not be tortured, and still
confess to guilt to another crime. (Examples of this
occur in the Rehabilitaton documents).

* A person may have been tortured, but be found guilty

by other evidence, such as testimony of other

defendants or physical evidence. Other testimony,

from other individuals, and other evidence, usually

come into play.
Establishing the fact that someone really has been tortured is not always
easy. The mere fact that someone claims he confessed because he was
tortured is hardly foolproof. There are many reasons why people some-
times want to retract 2 confession of guilt. Claiming one was tortured 1s a
way of doing this while preserving some dignity. So to be certain a person
was tortured there has to be further evidence of the fact, such as a state-
ment or confession by a person who actually did the torturing, or a first-
hand witness.
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When there is no evidence at all that a defendant was tortured objective
scholars have no business concluding that he was tortured. This obvious
point is often overlooked, probably because a “paradigm” that everybody
was tortured, and everybody was innocent, acts powerfully on the minds
of both researchers and readers.

Investigators ean have different reasons for torturing a suspect. Con-
vinced that a person is 2 dangerous criminal ot spy. they may use torture
to force him to yield information that may save lives or property, incul:
pate his confederates, or lead to the solution of previous crimes.

Or, investigators can torture suspects in order to get them to confess to
crimes they never committed — perhaps in order to enhance the repita-
tion of the investgators themselves. They can use torture to force the
detainee to inculpate other persons, who can then be tortured for the
same purpose. In that way a story about a huge conspiracy can be fabri-
cated out of nothing.

Mikhail Frinovskii, deputy to Nikolai Ezhov, head of the NKVD (Com-
missar of Internal Affairs), in a confessional statement that has been
quoted many times but was only published in its entirety in February
2006, stated that Ezhov and he had instructed some of theit subordinates
to do exactly that'?

But Frinovskii said that this was not always the case. Not all his subordi-
nates confessed to doing that. Also, many defendants were not arrested
during Ezhov’s tenure. Also, we know that Stalin, and high-level com-
missions seat to investigate allegations of massive abuses like this, took
strong, immediate efforts 1o stop them and arrest those responsible.
Formezly secret internal documents make that clear.

In the interrogations I have cited ahove Ezhov also confessed to tortus-
ing and framing innocent persons on an enormous scale in order to sow
discontent with the Soviet system and thus facilitate the overthrow of the
Soviet government and Party leadership in the event of invasion by Japan
and/or Germany.

For our purposes all this should just serve to remind us of the need fof
evidence,

175 See Frinovskil's statement published in Lubiankas 3 No. 33 Pp- 33-50; my translation at
hetp:/ / chss. monuclair.edu/ english / fure/ research/ frinovskyeng html. See also the
transcapt of N1 lzhov's confession, ibid. No. 37 pp. 52.72; my translation at

http:/ /chss.montelair.edu/ coglish, h:rfrmrchjazhmri}#ﬁﬁ?mg.huul
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¢ We can’t assume a person was tortured without
evidence that he was.

e We can’t assume 2 person was guilty or mnocent just
because he was tortured, much less on the basis of a
mere allegation that he was tortured.

# Fach case has to be decided by itself, according to
the evidence we have.

In most cases we simply do not have all the evidence that the Soviet in-
vestigators had. Neither the post-Stalin Soviet regimes nor the post-
Soviet Russian regime has ever released it What has been released has
been selected according to some criteria. We are almost never told what
those criteria are. But often it seems that the information was selected to
make it appear as though the subject had been “framed” by the Stalin
government,

Fortunately information often comes from different sources, at different
times, 2nd those who released it appear to have acted according to differ-
ing motives. The contradictions among the various bits of evidence are
often very enlightening,

Still, we virmally never have the “whole story”, all the evidence the
prosecutors had. But the anti-Stalin bias of the Khrushchev, Gorbachev,
Eltsin, and subsequent Russian governments can help us evaluate the
evidence they do release: we may be reasonably certain that they would
have released any evidence inculpating Stalin or his close associates, if it
existed.

During Khrushchev’s time (1956-64) and since Gorbachev’s time,
roughly 1987 to the present, the Soviet, and then later the Russian state,
have put a lot of resources into an effort to criminalize Stalin. The Reha-
bilitation documents that have been published make this clear. It is hard
to imagine that any evidence tending to show Stalin guilty of framing in-
nocent persons would have been ipnored.

By the same token, we may expect that a good deal of the material that
has not been released tends to cast doubt on the “official” anti-Stalin
version. And in fact documents have been released here and there that
tend to exculpate Stalin. Somerimes it appears that this has been done
because of bureaucratic infighting. Usually we simply do not know why it
has been done. Sometimes, too, documents are released several imes, the
later versions contradicting the earlier versions in such a way that it is
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clear that “primary” documents are being fabricated until a final forged
version is declared “official” by its being inserted into an archive,

As always in the writing of history our conclusions must be provisional,
There is no “certainty.” Historians are seldom, if ever, in the comfortable
position of dealing with “certainties.” As more evidence comes to light in
future, we have to be prepared to adjust or even discard our carlier con-
clusions, if necessary.

We have to be prepared to question our own preconceived ideas and his-
torical paradigms. It's not easy to do this. But if we don't keep the need
to do it in the forefront of our consdousness, we risk looking with favor
on evidence that tends to support our own preconceived ideas, while
looking eritically only at evidence that tends to disprove those same pre-
conceived ideas.

A typology of Khrushchevian prevatication

The typology of “revelations” by Khrushchev, and the evidence in each
case, represents my attempt to parse the different kinds of falsification, to
distinguish the different ways Khrushchev misled his andience,

The American Heritage Dictionary of the Engfivh Lanpuape defines “lie” as:

1. A lalse statement deliberately presented as being true; a falsehood.

2. Something meant to deceive or give a wrong impression.

As here, definitions of “lie” normally require that the liar know in ad-
vance that the statement s/he is making is false. This is often, though not
by any means always, hard to demonstrate in historical research. There-
fore I have used a broader definition in this article. When I call a state-
ment by Khrushchev a “lie” I mean either one of two things:

1. Khrushchev must have known the statement in question was false
when he made it.

2. Khrushehev made the statement “in flagrant disregard for the truth.”
In this latter case we cannot be certain that Khrushchey knew for certain
his statement was false. Rather, he represented the statement as trie
without any good grounds for doing so.

In every case, however, Khrushchev and his researchers had access to all
the evidence now available to us, and to a huge amount more — in prac-
tice, to all of the documentation. Therefore it is more than probable that
Khrushchev did know these statements were false,
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The normal practice among scholars is to consider the word “lie” a harsh
term that ought to be used sparingly in serious research. T will do my best
to avoid it.

More important than issues of propriety are those of analysis. There are
different kinds of falsifications, and to apply any single term to them all,
whether “lie” or another wotd, fails to bring out the subtleties of the
means of rhetorical misdirection Khrushchev applied.

A typology is an attempt to lump together otherwise different things be-
cause of something they have in common. In this case all the false “reve-
lations” by Khrushchev have in common an intention to deceive, but try
to effect deception in somewhat different ways.
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The “Revelations”

No. Khrushchev’s “Revelation® Typological Description
1. “Cult of Personality L
2. Lenmn’s “Testament’” L
3. Lack of collegality L
4. Stalin “morally and physically annthilated” those who L

disagreed with him
5. The practice of mass repressions as a whole S
6. The term “enemy of the people” L
7. Zinoviev and Kamenev S
8 Trowskyites L
9, Stalin’s “neglect”™ of the norms of Pacty life L
10, Politburo Commission S
11. Directive of December 1, 1934 signed by Enukidze L
12, Khmishchev hints that Stalin was responsible for Kirov's L
assassimation
13. Telegram from Stalin and Zhdanov to Politburo of Sep- I
tember 25, 1936
14. Stalin’s Speech to the February-March 1937 Centeal L
Committee Plenum
15, “A number of Central Committee members doubited the L
correctness of the policy of mass repression.” Especially
Postyshev
16. The case of LI Hikhe Lw'
17. MN.L Ezhov LW
18. The ecase of 1. E. Rudzumak LW
19. Confessions of A.M. Rozenblium LW
20, The case of L.D. Kabakow L\
21- S.V. Kosior, V.Ia. Chubac’, P.P. Postyshev, A.V. Kosarev LW
24,
25. The “Stalin shooting lists™ L
26, 'T'he decision of the January 1938 Central Committee L
Plenum
27. “Berna’s ganpg” L
28. The “torture telepram™ L
29. On Beria's order Rodos tormared Kosior and Chubat’ LW
30. Stalin “disregarded” warnings about the outbreak of the I

WAr
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31. Vorentsov's Letter
32 The German deserter
33. The executed military commanders L
34, Stalin’s “depression and passivity” at the outbreak of the
war
35, Stalin a “poor military commander”
36. Khar'kov campaign of 1942
37. Stalin “planned military operations on a glabe™
38, Stalin “belittled” Marshal Zhukov’s services
39. Mass deportations of peoples
40. “The Leningrad Affair”
41. “The Mingrelian Affair”
42. Relations with Yugoslavia
43, “The Doctors’ Plot”
44, Beria an “agent of foreign intelligence”
45, Kaminsky about Beria’s work for the Mussavetists
46, The “Kartvelishvili — Lavrent'ev case™
47. Vengeance on M.S, Kedrov
48. Papulia, Sergo Ordzhonikidze’s brother
49, “IV. Stalin. A Short Biography™
50. “History of the AUCB(b): A Short Course™
51. Stalin signed a decree of June 2, 1951 to erect a statue in
his own honor
52. The Palace of Soviets
53. The Lenin and Stalin prizes
54. Stalin’ proposal to raise taxes on the kolkhozes
55. Stalin’s insult to Postyshev
56. “Disorganization” of the wotk of the Politburo
57. Stalin suspected Voroshilov was an “English spy”
58. “Unbridled arbitrariness” with regard to Andreev
59— “Unfounded” accusations against Molotov and Mikoian
60.
61. Increasing the membership of the Presidium of the C.C.
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The typology
DK - “Don’t Know” — 1 statement (#51). Without studying the ariginal
of the relevant document, we cannot determine whether Khrushchev was
telling the truth when he climed Stalin personally signed the order for a
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monument to himself on July 2 1951. Khrushchev certainly distorted the
context by omission.
What would constitute proof of this statement one way or the other is

not certain. For example, a photocopy alone would not be sufficient, as
will be exphined when we consider this claim of Khrushchev’s.

KW - “Khrushchev’s Word (only)” — 4 statements. Khrushchev claims
Stalin said something, but no one else has confirmed it. Even if others
have denied it, it still can’t be definitively established as false.

However, these statements probably are lies, since in only one case does
Khrushchev say he was the sole person to hear these remarks of Stalin’s.
[ the rest of these statements had been made in the presence of others,
surely somebody would have confirmed them, since they all became well
known after the Secret Speech, We can’t be certain of this, however,
hence the special “KW* classification.

LW — “Lie, information Withheld” — 12 statements, These are state-
ments which give a false impression because essential context — other
information — is omitted. Khrushchev himself may, or may not, have
known this context, but those who did the research and repotted to him
certainly knew it, on the principle that what we know today, and much
more, was certainly knowable then. It's more than unlikely his researchers
would have dared to withhold this information from Khrushchev.

8 — “Special case” — 3 instances. These are very broad statements that,
when examined carefully, do not really make any specific accusation
against Stalin, but rather imply an accusation, and so create a false im-
pression without actually making a specific claim.

L — “Lie” — 41 statements, by far the largest category. These statements
are either demonstrably false, or made in flagrant disrepard of the facts.
In this latter case we can show that Khrushchev did not know whether
they were true or not.

An example or two from each category (except, of course, the first,
which has already been cited) should give an idea of the kind of classifica-
tion and deception that is involved in each.

EW — Khrushchev's Word
According to Khrushchev Stalin said, in Khmshchev’s presence, “T will

shake my little finger — and thete will be no more Tito. He will fall” (p.
35) Khrushchev implies, though he does not explicitly state, that he was
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the only witness to these words of Stalin’s. If so, there is no way to verify
this incideat. No one has confirmed this.

A second example is the question of Stalin’s proposing to raise taxes on
the peasantry by 40 billion mubles. Khrushchey claimed that in late 1952
or early 1953 Stalin sugpested a 40 billion ruble tax increase on the peas-

antry. We show that either Stalin said this to Khrushchev alone, or Khru-
shchev made it up.

The other two examples are Stalin’s alleged insult against Marshal Zhu-
kov and Khrushchev's a!]egal:iun that Stalin insulted Pavel Postyshev.

If Khrushchev had been an honest man, one whose statements on all
othet occasions had proven to be worthy of believe, then here we might
rely on an unblemished reputation for veracity and presume these state-
ments true. But Khrushchev was only rarely truthful, Therefore it's most
likely that what he satd on his own witness alone is false. But we cannot
be completely certain; hence this classification.

LW — Lie, Information Withheld

Khrushchev said “In the same manner were fabmicated the “cases”
agrainst eminent party and state workers — Kossior, Chubar, Postyshev,
Kosarev and others.” (Nos 21-24)

The situation 1s not nearly as clear as Khrushchev claims it was. Some
very incmminatng information is now available to us concerning Ko-
sarev, and much more is available about Kossior, Chubar’, and Posty-
shev. For example, Postyshev was rebuked, removed, and finally arrested
and convicted of massive, unfounded repressions against Party members
in his area. Khrushchev was at the January 1938 C. C. Plenum at which
Postyshev reported and was severely criticized.

Khrushchev had to know that- Molotov had visited Postyshev in prison,
where Postyshev had confessed his puilt to Molotov. Likewise Khru-
shchev had to know that Postyshev, and many others, bad inculpated
Kaossior and Chubat’, and that Kaganovich said he had seen a whale
notebook of Chubar’s confessions. A recently published document has
shown that all four of these men confessed at trial, although other defen-
dants retracted their confessions at trial Khrushchev had to know this
toa.

A fifth example is Rozenblium’s story about how Zakovskii fabricated
confessions. Khrushchev implies, though withour affirming it 1n so many
words, that Stalin was behind this. In fact we have good evidence that
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Zakovsku was acting under Ezhov’s orders as part of a conspiracy. We
have documentary proof that Stalin swrongly condemned Zakovskii for

torturing suspects.

It should be noted that some cases of “lie, information withheld” (LW
shade over into the category of “lie” (L). Examples of this are Nos 33
and 47. In the case of the “executed military commanders” (No. 33)
Khrushchev expressed himself so vaguely that it’s impossible to know
exactly what, if anything, he was asserting; for the same reason it 1s 1m-
possible to say for sure that he was lying. There s ample published evi-
dence that Marshal Tukhachevsky and the commanders condemned to-
gether with him in June 1937 were really guilty of the charges against
them. So it s hard to classify this statement of Khrushchev’s, but we
have put it into the category of “Tie, information withheld.”

“The cruel vengeance on M.S, Kedrov™ (No. 47) is another such exam-
ple. Tt is easy to see that Kedrov was not shot “on Berda’s ordet”, mean-
ing “at his instigation”” The initiating document did not oripinate with
Beria. After confirmation with Bochkov, Prosecutor of the USSR Beria,
as Commissar of Internal Affairs, reccived the decision to shoot Kedrov,
So that it would also be incorrect to say that Beria had nothing to do with
Kedrov's execution, and he certainly must have issued an “order.”

In both cases we have to make do with crumbs of declassified evidence,
on the basis of which it is quite impossible to gain # full understanding of
those events. Siill, the information we do have is sufficient to establish
the fact that Khrushchev lied at least in some aspects of these cases {and
possibly a great deal more). So both cases are both “lies” (1) and also
“lies, information withheld” (LW), or a combination of the two.

5= Special Case

Khrushchev discusses mass repressions generally (No. 5) before getting
into specifics. He neglects to mention that he himself was heavily in-
volved in mass repressions, as Party First Secretary of Moscow ablay’

(province) and city committees during 1935-38 and then, after January
1938, of the Ukraine (1938-49).

The studies that are available to us today suggest that Khrushchev may
well have repressed more people than any other sinple Party leader. Cer-
tainly he was among the leaders in repression. This context is entirely
missing from the Secret Speech. I classify this here as S, “special case”
rather than as LW, “lie, information withheld,” because Khrnushchev does
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not E:Iipl:i.ci.lly blame Stalin or Beda for all this :cpressiou. ﬁll:vugh that is
the impression he no doubt intended to leave his audience with.

Another example of this category is Khrushchev's statement about Zino-
wev and Kamenev:

In his “testament” Lenin warned that “Zinoviev's and
Kamenev's October episode was of course not an
accident.” But Lenin did not pose the question of their
arrest and certainly not their shooting. (p. 9)

This statement sidesteps the whole question of Zinoviev’s and Kame-
nev’s innocence or guilt in plotting to overthrow the Soviet government
and indirect involvement in Kirov's assassination. These were the charges
brought against them in the first public “show trial” in Moscow in Au-
gust 1936, and to which they confessed. These confessions together with
all the rest of the investipation matetial were available to Khrushchev.

The wery small portion of this information available to us today suggests
that Zinoviev and Kamenev were guilty of what they confessed to. Even
[Khrushchev did not declare them innocent, as he did 2 number of other
high-ranking Party leaders of whose guilt we have a good deal of evi-
dence today. Instead Khrushchev just sets down their shooting to Stalin’s
“arbitrariness.” But if indeed they were guilty, as the evidence sugpests,
then their executions were anything but “atbitracy.”

The final example of category “8” is Khmshchev’s reference to No. 10:

a party commission under the control of the Central
Committee Presidium. .. charged with investigating what
made possible the mass repressions against the majcﬁt:;f
of the Cenrral Committee members and candidates
elected at the 17th Congress ..."

Khrushchev claimed that this commission “established many facts per-
taining to the fabrication of cases against Communists, to false accusa-
tions, to glaring abuses of socialist legality, which resulted in the death of
innocent people.”

In reality, this “Pospelov Commission,” whose text has been pub-
lished,? did not “establish™ these facts. This tendentous study followed
a predetermined agenda to reach conclusions convenient to Khrushchey,
but in most cases unsupported by any evidence. Furthermore the Com-

1" For example in Dodied Krnsbebova (cited above), pp. 183-230.
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mission never established that Stalin was guilty of these abuses. Nor, of
course, is this statement really a revelation at all, since it was widely ac-
knowledged, even at the time (1939 and thereafter) that many persons
had been executed wrongly.

L - Lie

By far the lazgest category is “L” — the outright lies. All lies rely on con-
text — something with reference to which they can be recopnized as con-
trary to fact. So depending upon the specific context some of them shade
off into the “LW, or “Lie, information Withheld,” category.

But some are just blatant falsehoods. Examples of these include “Vo-
rontsov’s letter” (No. 31). Here Khrushchev omits the last paragraph,
which reverses the meaning of the whole letter and in fact disproves his
point.

Another 1s the “Torture Telegram” (No. 28), where again Khrushchev
omitted crucial parts of the document. In it Stalin,'77 while reaffirming
the use of “physical pressure” on “hardened” criminals, forcefully rejects
this save as an “exception” while revealing that certain well-known
NKVDists have been punished for making it a “rule” Khrushchev’s
quotation removes Stalin’s order that torture only be used “in exceptional
circumstances.”

A third example is Stalin’s purported “demoralization™ at the war’s outset
(No. 34). This is refuted by virtually all the people who were present and
working with Stalin at the time. And Khrushchev was not with Stalin or
even in Moscow ar all but in Kiev!

77 Or "Stalin” - the document itself is of questionable authenticity, as | explain separately
in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 11.
The Results of Khrushchev’s “Revelations”;
Falsified Rehabilitations

Falsified Rehabilitations

Tivel - Postyshev - Kosarev - Rudzurak -
Kabakov - Eikhe

In his Speech Khrushchey announced that “a party comimission under
the control of the Central Committee Presidium™ had determined that

...many party, Soviet and economic activists, who were
branded in 1937-1938 as ‘enemies’, were actually never
enemies, spies, wreckers, etc., but were always honest
Communists.

He then went on to discuss a number of specific cases whoese innocence,
he said, had been established.

After the collapse of the USSR the documents of this commission
headed by Petr Pospelov were published. So were the rehabilitation re-
ports ﬁigned by Chief Prosecutor of the USSR Rudenko on which
Pospelov relied.1™ Verbatim quotations and other similatities show that
the rehabilitation reports were the factual basis for the Pospelov Report,
which draws directly from them.

The Pospelov Report has been discussed a few times in a very credulous
vein that has failed to expose the falsifications it contains. Some of these
are very obvious ones. For example, one section of the report concludes
that all the so-called “blocs™ and “centers” of oppositional activity were

1% Reabiftaita Kok Eto Byls. Dokumenty Pregideema Ts KPSS T D rvgre Matersaly, 17 3¢
Fomaleh, T, 1, Mart 1853 — Fara?* 1256 gy, (rehabilitation. How It Happencd. Documents
of the Presidium of the CC CPSU and Other Materials. Tn 3 volumes. Volume 1. March
1953-Febuary 1956.%) Moscow: MIDF, 2000. Hereafter RKEB 1. The Pospelov Report is
on pp. 317-348; online at hitp:/ /worw.alexanderpakovlev.org/ almanah /inside falmanah-
dee/55752
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fabricated by NKVD investigators. We know this is not so, since Trot-
sky’s own papers mention a “bloc” of his supporters with the Rights.'™

But the rehabilitation reports have never been subject to any scrutiny.
Previous studies of the rehabilitations referred to in Khrushchey's
Speech, such as those by Rogovin and Naumov, have been little more
than summaries of Khrushchev’s own memoirs and have credulously
accepted Khrushehev’s own self-agprandizing accounts. 't

In the pages that follow we discuss rehabilitation reports on a few of the
Party figures who feature in Khrushchev's Speech and compare their
contents with whart we know from other sources published since the end
of the USSR. We conclude that the rehabilitation reports in question
were not compiled to discover the truth about the puilt or innocence of
the defendants. They could not have been, because they did not review
even all the materials we now have abour these individuals. Whe knows
what else 1s in their investigative and judicial files that we do not know
about?

So why were the rehabilitation reports prepared? As concerns the per-
sons who ﬁgure in Khrushchev’s Speech, all Central Committee mem-
bers, the only logical explanation is thar their purpose was to provide
Khrnishchevr with plausible documentation for his claims that they were
all innocent.

This can’t have been the reason for the thousands of rehabilitation re-
ports on lesser officials, Party members of lesser rank, and of private in-
dividuals. Most, if not all, of these were prepared as a result of peutions
by the relanves of the defendants, and few of these have been published.

WRKER1,3223. See ). Arch Getry, "Trouky in Exile: The Founding of the Foucth
Intemational,” Sede Seadier 38, No. | (January 1986), 7 28 & notes 18-21, p. 34; Pieree
Broué, "Trotsky et le bloc des oppositions de 1932, Caliers Léon Trotcky 5 {January-
March 1980, pp. 5-37.

180 Naurnow, V.V. K iswm sckee mogo doldeda NS Khrushchevn na 30 s"exd KPSS”
Novaa r Novesshera Istorma No. & (1996); alse ar

hitp:/ fvivovococsl.oa/ VV/PAPERS/ HISTORY / ANTIST.HTM; Rogovin, Vadim,
“Prlozhenie I: 12 istodi razoblachentia stalinskikhy peestupleniy.™ Partiia rasstrelionyykeh.
Also ar heepe/ / webomir edu/ people/ fik/ Rogovin/valume 5/ pLheml Rogovin naively
repeats Khrushchiey’s self-secving version of events. Naumaov is a bit more critical of
Khrushchev's and Mikoian®s memoir accounts, but never questions the validity of the
process itself, smrting with the rehabihmanon repores.,
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But even in these cases we cannot be confident that proper investigations
to determine guilt or innocence were in fact carried out. One example is
that of Alexandr Tul’evich Tivel’Levit.

Tivel’
Getty got to see Tivel’s unpublished pasty file and briefly summarized
Tivel”s case as it is reflected in that file. In May 1957 the Supreme Court
of the USSR overturned Tivel”s 1937 conviction and expulsion from the
Patty. But there is no evidence that any serious study of Tivel”s case was

ever carried out, the Supreme Court merely stating that his convicton
“had been based on contradictory and dubious materials.”18!

In fact we now have a good deal of information about Tivel’. That is be-
cause, as it turns out, he was hatdly a “Soviet Everyman,” as Getty
termed him. 1% Tivel’ had coauthored an official history of the first ten
years of the Comintern. Tivel’ was referred to by name as the interpreter
in the transcript of the 17t Party Congress when, on February 2, 1934,
Okano, a representative of the Japancse Communist Party, spoke.
Alexander Barmine, a Soviet official who fled to the West, wrote that
Tivel” had been Zinoviev’s secretary. Radek called him “my collaborator™
and testified that Tivel’ was connected with a Zinovievist group. He was
named as a conspirator by both Turi Piatakov and Grigorii Sokol'nikowv,
two of the major defendants in the 1937 Trial. Sokol'nikov said Tivel’
had approached him, Sokol'nikav, as a member of a Trotskyist group
that was planning to assassinate Stalin.

Sokolnikov: In 1935 Tivel came to me and informed me

that he was connected with the Zaks-Gladnyev terrorist

group. Tivel asked for instructions about the further

activides of this group....

The President: On whose life was this group preparing to make

an attempt?

Sokolnikov: Tivel told me then that they had instructions to pre-

pare for a tertorist act against Swalin... I was personally con-

nected with Tivel, Tivel was personally connected with the Zaks-

¥ Getty, |. Asch and Oleg V. Waumov, The Road o Terror. Stalin and the Self- Desiruction of
the Bolsberiks, 19321939, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1999, p. 5; Tivel' is discussed
on pp. 1-5.

182 Getty & WNanmow, p.1.
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Ghladnyev group. Whether Tivel himself was a member of this
group, I do not know'®

There i1s quite 2 bit more. Zaks-Gladnev, who had been editor of Lewin-
gradskata Pravda while Zinoviev headed the Lenmngrad Party, was Zino-
viev’s brother-in-law. Victor Serge wrote about meeting with Zinoviev in
1927 at Zaks apactment after the unsuccessful Trotskyist demonstration
against the Party leadership — Bokharin and Stalin at that dme — and
Adolf Yoffe's suicide protest (Yoffe was a devoted Trotskyire), where
they planned an underground opposition.

Since Sokolnikov and Piatakov discussed Tivel’ in their trial testimony
they no deubt also mentoned him, and possibly at greater length, in pre-
trial investipative interropations.’ When they named him ar crial Tivel’
was not only still alive at the time — he had not yet been arrested, al-
though he had evidently been expelled from the Party in Aupust 1936,
Perhaps his name came up in conncction with the Zinoviev-Kameney
Trial of that same month. Tivel”s name was mentioned by Ezhov in the
face-to-face confrontation between Bukharin and Kulikov, one of Buk-
harin’s accusers, in December 193618

According to Getty, Tivel”s rehabilitation was the tesult of appeals from
his widow, who wanted the blot of “child of an enemy of the people”
removed from her son. From the little documentation that has been
made available so far it is clear that despite his rehabilitation there was a
good deal of evidence implicating Tivel’ in the nerwork of conspiracies
alleged during the late 1930s. This is even more obviously true in the case
of the far more prominent Bolsheviks whose examples are cited by
Khrushchev in his Speech.

Postyshev

Khrushchev claimed in his Speech that at the Febmary-’v[ﬂ_tth 1937 Ple-
num “many members” of the Central Committee “questioned the right-

183 Report of Court Procecdings in the (ase of the Anti-Sovier Trotskyite Centre. ...
Werbatim Repoct. Moscow: People's Commissasiat of Justice of the USSR, 1937, pp.
162-3,165.

18 We know these pre-trial interrogations exist because a very shoet section of an
intcrzugxiinn of Sakol'nikov was published in 1997 i Resbiditaraa; Poliichesdse Pmm;gl 30-
- fﬂ-x;g. I:{Mcr:smw. 199]}, Pp- 228.9.

18 “Stenogramma ochaykh stavok v TS VEME). Diekabe” 1936 goda" Vepragy Literii
No. 3, 2002, pp. 3-31, at p. 6,
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aess” of “mass repressions,” and that “Postyshev most ably expressed
these doubts.” This assertion eould not be checked unul the correspond-
ing section of the transcript of that Plenum was published 1n mid-1995,18

The statement turns out to be a deliberate lic. In reality neither Pavel Po-
styshev nor a single other member questioned the repressions.

But Khrushchev’s deception is far greater than this. Postyshev himsclt
was puilty of massive repressions. Stalin called Postyshev’s actions “a
massacre ... shooting” of innocent Party membets in his area. This was
the reason that Postyshev himself was removed from his Party post, re-
moved as candidate member of the Polithuro, expelled from the Central
Committee, then from the Party, arrested, tried, and executed (See our
mote detailed analysis of what Khrushchev said about Postyshev, and the
evidence we have amassed, in Chapter Three).

To this day the Russian government continues to forbid the publication
of, or even access to, Postyshev’s case file.'® Without access to such in-
vestigative materials as the statcments and confessions made by Posty-
shev himself, by those who accused him and those whom he accused,
and the transcript of his trial, we cannot possibly have a full account of
what really happened. This is the case with all the figures who Khru-
shchev claimed were executed though innocent.

Therefore, we can’t know the whole story either in the case of Postyshev
or that of any of the others, What we can do is to compare the rehabilita-
tion reports which have now been published, with what we know about
Postyshev from othet sources that have become public.

The Pospelov Report section on Postyshev’s rehabilitation is far shorter
even than the bdef rehabilitation report, and is taken wholly from it, with

15 In Veprog Luorii, 576, 1995. The Postyshey quotation Khrushchev cited dishonesty 1s
onp. 4

% One reason given fog this is the passage of 2 strange law according to which the next
of kin of those tried and executed must give thelr permission before such materials can be
made public. Postyshev's son Leonid, a noted economist, has given some mterviews in
which he warmly recalls his father and takes for granted thae ke was ionocent.
Rehabilitation was advantageous for the family of those "rehabilitated”, since there were
varions formal and informal ways in which family members of thosc executed for treason
suffered discrimination. Tt seems that in most cases it was family members who petitioned
for the rehabilitation of their executed relatives, though in Postyshev’s case Khrushchev
may have initiated it himself
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a personal attack on Stalin added ™ Khrushchev certainly saw thesc re-
ports, as they were all sent to the Presidium members. A few are signed
by them, and a few more are even addressed personally to Khrushchev.'®
We'll concentrate on the more detailed rehabilitation report here.

One thing immediately becomes apparent: Postyshev’s rehabilitation re-
port*® says nothing ar all about his involvement in massive extra-legal
executions of Party members, concerning which we do have a great deql
of documentation. Raising this issue would not have induced sympathy
towards Postyshev and hostlity towards Stalin.

Lt 1s significant that nothing sbout this occurs in the report, since to really
exculpate Postyshev it would have to be included. Any bona fide review
of Postyshev’s ease would naturally have to re-examine the issue of mass
murdet! Had it been included, Khrushchev could have simply disre-
garded this information, But this would have left a paper trail. One of
Khrushchev’s political opponents like Molotov or Kaganovich might
have wanted to rcad the rehabilitation report and seen through the fak-
ery.

Khrushchev himself was present at the January 1938 Central Committee
Plenum at which Postyshev was criticized, and expelled from the C.C.,
for this repression. Khrushchev certainly knew all about what Postyshey
had done and the reasons for his expulsion from the C.C. No doubt he
voted for it himself.

From the evidence it is clear that both the Pospelov Repart and the re-
habilitation report itself are faked. They were & put-up job to provide an
excuse for declaring Postyshev innocent, rather than any genuine attempt
to review his case. Khrushchev certainly knew this. No one would have
dared ta do this without Khrushchev’s order.

It 15 remarkable that 1 the case of Postyshev’s rehabilitation as well as in
most, or all, of the others, those members of the Presidium who had

8 REKER 1, 325

12 Sigried by Presidium members: pp. 203, 207, 217, 230, 327,220, 234, 233, 236, 237,
251, 260, 261, 263. Addressed to Khrushehev: . 192, In some cases the reports were
not specifically addressed ro Khrushchey but notes on them make it clear thar they went
dircegly to hini See p. 188, 191, 208, 233, 236, 237, 251, 264, A Fow were cither sent fizst
o Malenkov or Bulganin, or theirs are the copics that were found in the archives and
printed.

1 RKER 1,218-220. Daged May 19, 1955,
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been on the Politburo in 1938 — Molotov, Kaganovich, Mikoian, and
Voroshilov — must have known this just as Khrushchev did.™!

It is quite possible that Postyshev was only tried on one, or a limited
number, of capitzl offenses — for example, for being involved in a Right-
Trotskyite conspiracy. It is common in the USA as well for a defendant
not to be tried consecutively for every capital offense. It is likely that Po-
styshev never stood trial on other capital offenses — after all, a person can
otly be executed once.

But in that case, in order to “completely rehabilitate” him, all that would
be necessary would be to have his conviction on the offense of which
he was convicted set aside. If that conviction could be set aside, he
would then be “innocent”, meaning: his only conviction had quashed. Tt
looks as though this is what happened. It is probably the case of many, if
not all, of those “rehabilitated” in the reports used by the Pospelov Re-

port.

The report confirms that Postyshev confessed both to participation in a
Right-Trotskyite conspiracy and to espionage for Poland, but that some
of those those whom Postyshey named as his accomplices either failed to
name him in their own confessions ot named Postyshev as one of the
targets of their own conspiracies.!?

Some of the matetial in this report reads very strangely.

¢ Popov confessed that he, Balitskii and Iakir
“attempted to use Postshev in their anti-Sovict plans
but were not successful.” This is interestung] If
Postyshev were “innocent”, he would have reported
such attempts to recruit him to a conspiracy. If he
had done so, this fact would surely have been noted

91 Aside from the Presidium members alteady mentioned (Khrushchev, Bulganin,
Molotov, Kaganovich, Mikoian) the only other person who was a C.C. member before
1939 and also in 1956 was Shvernik, a dose ally of Khrushchev's, Marshal Semion
Budionaiy was a candidite member in 1934, 1939 end 1956; and A.F. Zaveniagin was a
candidate member in 1934, evidently in 1939 as well, and 1956. Bulganin was a candidave
member in 1934,

12 \We know from a letter of Judge Ul'rikh to Stlin on March 16 1939 that Postyshev was
among those who confessed at tnal. UPrikh is quoted at

http:/ /stalin.memo.ou/images/introl bim . See the facsimile of the actual letter is at
http:/ /stalin. memo.ou/images /ulrh-3%.jpg or, a more readable copy,

hitp:/ / chss montelair.edu/english/ furr/ research fuldh-39./pg
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in his favor, But if there’s no evidence he did so, how
can he be “innocent™?

Iona Iskir, one of the military commanders tried and
executed in the Tukhachevskii case, was named by
Postyshev as one of his co-conspitators but “did not
name Postyshev in any of his confessions.” Was lakir
specifically asked about Postyshev? 1f not, the fact he
did not mention Postyshev may not be important at
all. Why is this detail not included?

“Kosior 5.V. at the beginning of the investgation
named Postyshev as one of the participants of the
military conspiracy in the Ukraine, then recanted this
confession, then afterwards reaffirmed it.” This
hardly exculpates Postyshev. A confession does not
prove guilt, any more than a recantation disproves it.

“In Kosior's case file there is a statement by N.I.
Antipov in which he affiems that there were very
abnormal personal relations hetween Kosior and
Postyshev and that Postyshev was not a member of
the general center of counterrevolutionary
organizations in the Ukraine.”

After March 1937 Postyshev was transferred from
the Ukraine to the post of Oblast’ {province)
secretary in Kuibyshev. The fact that he was not in
the leadership of the Ukrainian conspiracies does not
prove him “innocent” of anything.

“At the preliminary investigation Postyshev
confessed that he earried out his espionage contacts
with Japanese intelligence through B.N. Mel’nikov
and B.1. Kozlovskit, members of the eastern division
of the People’s Commissariat of Foreign Affairs of
the USSR. As a verification has established, although
B.N. Mel'ntkov admitted puilt in contact with
TJapanese intelligence, he pave no confession about
Postyshev, and B.L Kozlovskii was not even arrested.
In this way Postyshev’s ‘confessions” abour his

con ntgrtcvo].utmnaqr activities 1n the Ukraine and
connections to |apanese intclligence were not
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confirmed, and as has been established at the present
time they were falsified by the organs of the NKVD.”

On the contrary: If Postyshev confessed to being a Japanese agent,
aamed Melnikov, and MePnikov himself confessed to being a Japanese
agent, this tends to confirm rather than to rebut Postyshev’s guilt regard-
less of whether Mel'nikov mentioned him or not!

We are informed that investigator P.I Tserpento contessed to the NKVD
that one specific mterrogation transceipt was written by himself and an-
other interrogator, Vizel', on the instructions of G.N. Lulov — presuma-
bly their superior — and that Lulov had, cvidently, warned Postyshev to
confirm its contents. We ate told that Tserpento himself was involved in
falsifying cases, and confessed to collaborating in falsifying a single inter-
rogation of Postyshev, However, there’s no indication of the contents of
this spedific intecrogation, and we are specifically informed that there is
only a single interrogation in question here.

The final statement of the Postyshev rehabilitation report says merely:

The Prosecutor’s office considers it possible to institute
a protest against the sentence passed against Postyshev
by the Military Collegium of the Supreme Court of the
USSR with the object of closing his case and a
posthumous rehabilitation. We request your agreement.
“This rehabilitation note (zapiska) is dated May 19, 1955. Two months
later, on July 18 1955 in the rehabilitation report of Ukhanov we are told:
It has been established by a process of vesfication that
the investigation on the case of Ukhanov was carred out
by the former associates of the NKVD of the USSR,
Lulov and Tserpento, who were later cxposed as
criminals who had wormed their way into working for
the organs of State Security and who weze sentenced to
be shat for a series of crimes, including that of falsifying
investigations.
From Lulov’s criminal case file it 1s clear that he
stemmed from a soctally foreign miliew: Lulov’s brother
Mendel’ was a big capitalist who lived in Palestine. In
Lulov’s case file is his note to Zinoviev in which Lulov
expresses his approval of one of Zinoviev’s speeches.
From Tserpento's case file it is clear that in 1934 he was
4 participant in a counter-revolutionary Trotskyite group
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at Saratov University. At that ume T'serpento was
recruited as a non-public agent-observer by the organs of
the NIKVD. In 1937 Tserpento was transferred to a
govemnment position in the central apparatus of the
NKVD of the USSR.

In the confessions of Tserpento and Lulov are contained
many facts that testify to the fact that, in interrogating
arrested persons, they forced them to name innocent
persons and in particular forced from them false
accusations against leading Party and Sovier workers. In
Ealstfying ciminal eases Tserpento and Lulov did not
stop at eompelling false tesnmony 1n relations to eertain
leaders of the government and Party. In this way
Tserpento and Lulov falsified many investigative cases,
including the case against Postyshev, now posthumously
completely rehabilitated, and other persons.!®

Lulov and Tserpento, tn short, are accused of having been supporters of
the llights (Ll.llm' - ZinuviEv:I and of Trutsky frserpcntc] r&spectivel}r.
What this means about Pasfyshe:v we will see below. Bui it alse confirms
the existence of Trotskyite conspiracies, something that the Pospelov
Report denied outright fewer than nine months later.

The Ukhanov report goes on (o quote verbatim from an interropation-
statement by Ezhov’s nght-hand man in th¢ NKVD Mikhail Frinovski.
Tn it Frinovskil details how Ezhov directed massive fabrications of con-
Eessions with the help of torture in order 1o cover up his own leadership
in an anti-government Right-Trotskyite conspiracy of his own. Often
sr]:ctively quoted, this document has only recently been published in
Russia for the first ime (Febrary 2006).1%

All of this tells us some important things.

*  One interrogation of Postyshev’s was composed by
the int:rroggtors before Poit}'shtv wias tried and

executed.

19 RKEB 1 233-4), The eniire Postyshey relabilitinon report is at

harp:/ /chiss montchie.eda/enplish / Fure/ rescarch / postyshevechab.hrmi

15 RKEE 1, 234. "[he Russian wext of the Frinovski statement is ae

hap:/ / ches montclaic.edu, english/ fure/ cosearch / frinovskynuheml § the English ar
hitp:/ f chss.montclac.edu,/english/ furr research / fnnovskyeng him|
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¢ Fronovskii, Bzhow's ﬂght—hnnd man, 15 qum:cd as
describing a method of falsifying confessions and
framing people very similar to that allegedly used by
Lulov and Tserpento against Postyshev.

* This means Postyshev’s case was reviewed under
Beria, after he replaced Ezhov in late November
1938, but evidently before Postyshev was tried and
executed on February 26, 1939.'% His interrogator
Tserpento and his commander Lulov were tried and
executed for falsifying cases, so this was under Begia

too.

¢ The issue of massive repression of Party leaders did
not even arise in Postyshev’s rehabilitaton repert.
Yet Postyshev was “completely rehabilitated™ two
months after the original rehabilitation report.

¢ A number of those implicated by Postyshev in his
own confessions either implicated him in turn
(Kosior) or failed to name him but did not necessarily
clear him either (Iakic, Antipov, Mel'nikov).

¢ Some of those who confessed to plotting against
Postyshev did, by the same token, confirm the
existence of conspiracies.

& IfPostyshev really had been in a conspiracy this
would not have been known beyond a wery restricted
number of people. So the fact that other conspirators
confessed to plotung against Postyshev does not
exculpate him in the least.

Conclusion

There’s only one theory that ean account for all these issues: the rehabili-
tation report on Postyshev is a fraud. None of the impottant charges
against Postyshev were really investigated, and so he was not really

™5 Tsepento is quoted 48 saying that his statements could easily be verificd by calling
Postyshev and Bubnov — another arrestee — and talking with them (RKEB 1 219). It's
possible too that Postyshew had already been execated and Tserpento just did not know
thae.
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cleared of any of them. The purpose of the report was not to verify
whether Postyshev was really pnilty or not. Tt was to provide Khro-
shchev’s phony research with a fig-leaf to justify his blaming Stalin For

Pos r_rshev’s execution.

The Pospelov Report, which bases itself on these rehabilitation reports, is
a fraud too. Its passape on Postyshev is much less detailed, blames Stalin
more directly, and was clearly drafred for polemic rather than analytical

purposcs,

Kosarev

We have a rehabilitation report on Alexandr Kosarev.' But there is no
section devoted to him in the Pospelov Repaort; in the dmaft of the Speech
by Pospelov and Aristov;'?" or in the draft of Khrushchev’s additions.!"
Therefore 1t was added by [Khrushchev himself, and constitutes the best
evidence possible that Khrushchev worked not only from the Pospelov
Report and the Pnspelm—ﬁrjstov draft, but from the rehabilitation re-
ports themselves.

We know much less about Kosarev’s fate than about Postyshev’s, but
only because the Russian authorities have not released anyrhing, The re-
habilitation report on him, dated Augu#t 4, 1954, sets down Beria’s arrest
of Kosarev, dated November 28 1938, to a personal grudge. At first o-
sarev refused to confess to any treasonable acuvities, but was beaten unutl
he signed a false confession on December 5 in which he admitted to be-
ing 4 part of the Right-Trotskyite conspiracy to overthrow the Soviet
government.

Everyﬂn'ng is blamed on Beria, who is said to have hated Kosarey be-
cause Kosarev despis-&d Beria for disbﬂrﬁng the histurf of the Balshevik
Party in Georgia and for oppressing old Georgian Bolsheviks. Beria took
his first opportunity as head of the NKVD to arrest Kosarev and his

196 RKES 1, 166-168

"7 = Prockt dokdada "O kulte ichnosti 1 oo postledstviiakh’, predstavienniy PLI.
Pospelovym T AB. Anstovym. 18 fevealio 1956 g Daklad NS, Kbnushcbera O Kulte
L ichmosti Stalie wa KK §'egde KPSS. Dokivrenty. Tod K. Abmermakher et al. Moscow:
ROSSPEN, 2002, pp. 120-133; also in LKER 1, 353-364.

i “Dopolneniia N.5. Khrushcheva k proekru doklada 'O kul'te lichnosti i ego
posicdstviiakh™. Dakdad Kbrushebera, pp. 154-150; also in REED 1, 365-379,
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wife. When Kosarev refused to “confess”, Beria had him beaten into a
false confession.

Besia allegedly had Bogdan Kobulov, one of his right-hand men, and the
main investigator Lev Shvartsman beat Valentina Pikina, a former co-
worker of Kosarev’s in the Komsomol, though Pikina still refused to
falsely accuse Kosarev. We are told that Kosarev confessed at his trial
only because Beria and Kobulov assured him that by so doing his life
would be spared. Betia then refused to pass on Kosarev’s appeal to the
court, and Kosarev was shot

Khrushchev had already had Beria and seven of his closest associates,
including Kobulov, shot in 1953. Investigator Shvartsman, who along
with Kosarev’s widow provided vittually all the information in the reha-
bilitation report, was to be executed under Khrushchev in 1955. So the
report tells a Beria “horror story” similar to many others Khrushchev was
spreading. Beria is said to have done all this just out of revenge, without
any political motive at all.

This itself is suspicious, since we know from other documents that there
were political charges against Kosarev. We review them brdefly below
(#24), and in somewhat more detail in the body of this study. The reha-
bilitation report does not even mention them, much less refute them.

Rogovin cites an account in which in March 1938 Kosarev met with a
former Leningrad Komsomol leader named Sergei Utkin, who had com-
plained that the NKVD had forced him to make false accusations. Ko-
sarev then denounced Utkin to Ezhov and Utkin was sent to a camp for
16 years. A close relationship berween Kosarev and Ezhov is also at-
tested by Anatoly Babulin, a nephew of Ezhov’s whose statement was
recently published.

According to Rogovin, who based his summary on Gorbachev-era publi-
cations, Kosarev was really arrested right after a plenum of the Komso-
mol Central Committee which met November 19-22 1938 and at which
most of the Politburo of the Party appeared and spoke: Stalin, Molotov,
Kapanovich, Andreev, Zhdanov, Malenkov and Shkiriatov. Kosartev and
others had dismissed and persecuted a certain Mishakova, an instructor
of the Central Committee of the Komsomol, who had denounced a
number of Komsomol figures in Chuvashiia.

The memoirs of Akakii Mgeladze, a former Komsomol and, later, Geor-

gian Party leader were published in 2001.They were written in the 1960s
and concern his meetings with Stalin. Mgeladze recalled that sometime
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around 1950 he had asked Stalin about Kosarev, whom he had greatly
admired. Mgeladze told Stalin that he could not believe the charges
against Kosarev, and wondered if a mistake had been made.

Stalin listened quietly, and replied to Mgeladze that everybody made mis-
takes, inclading himself (Stalin). But, Stalin continued, the Politburo had
discussed the Kosarev case twice, and had assigned Andreev and Zhda-
nov to verify the charges against him and to check the NKVD reports.
Mgeladze then states that he himself had read the transcript of the Kom-
somol Plenum, including Andreev's and Zhdanov's speeches and Shkiria-
tov’s report, and had found them entirely convincing in their evidence
against Kosarev.

Obviously there were serious political charpes made against Kosarev.
They probably included involvement with Ezhov, who also confessed to
being the head of a Right-Tretskyite conspiracy himself. The transeript of
the Komsomol Plenum, NKVD investigation reports, and probably
much other evidence too, existed in Khrushchev’s day, and probably still
does. Tt has never been open to researchers.

In his memoirs, published after he was deposed in 1964, Khrushchev
mentions Kosarev, Mishakova and the charges against Kosarev. He says
nothing there about any “revenge” by Bera at all.' Yet Rudenko’s re-
port of August 1954 makes no mention of any of these matters, and eve-
rything is blamed on Beria’s desire for revengel

Whatever the truth may be, we can be sure that this isn’t it. And this is
the rehabilitation report Khrushchev based his speech on.

Rudzutak

IAn Rudrutak was acrested in May 1937, at the same ume as Tuk-
hachevsky and the other military leaders, and was accused of being in-
volved with their conspiracy.? When Stalin spoke to the Expanded Ses-
sion of the Military Soviet about the Right-Trotskyite-Tukhachevsky con-

190 Kheushchev, NS, Vivwra, Lawdy, Viasr" (Time, People, Power). Moscow: Maskovskic
Novost?®, 1999, 1, Ch. 11, p. 119, Available at
bt/ kueskd 943 mil. ou/kuesk /arch / boaks/ memo /b schev_ns/ 11 htmi

# Rudzutak and Tukhachevsky were named in the same Politbura resalution accusing
them of pacticipation in an anti-Soviet Right-Trotskyite conspiracy and espionage for
Germany, on May 24 1937, and cxpelled by the Central Committee Plenum on May 25-26
1937 (Lubianka 2, Noe. 86 & 87, p.190).
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spiracy, he named Rudzutak as one of the thirteen persons identified to
that date.2™

The rehabilitation report, dated December 24, 1955, says nothing at all
about this.®2 We are told that Rudzutak confirmed “anti-Soviet activity”
in his preliminary confession but that these confession statements are
“contradictory, not concrete (i.e. specific), and unconvincing”, and that at
trial Rudzutak recanted them, saying that they were “imagined.” Nothing
at all is said about the involvement with the military conspiracy.

The cortesponding short section on Rudzutak in the Pospelov Report®?
is based entirely on this rehabilitation report, adding that “a meticulous
verification carried out in 1955 determined that the case against Rudzutak
was falsified and he was condemned on the basis of slanderous materi-
ale.” As we show below, this is false. The rehabilitation report on Rudzu-
tak is a whitewash.

A large number of defendants inculpated Rudzutak. The Rehabilitation
report dispenses with these in various ways:

& Some (Magalif, Eikhe, and others) named Rudzutak in their confes-
sions but later recanted their confessions,

The fact that a confession is recanted does not make that recantation
mote “true” than the original confession.

» Some (Alksnis, German, “and other Soviet and Party
workers of Latvian nationality™) named Rudzutak,
but their investigation had been carried out “with the
most serious violations of legality” and so were
discounted.

o The rehabilitation repott on Iakov Alksnis®™ was not
prepared until three weeks later. It says that Alksnis
confessed and confirmed his confession at his trial,
but says that he did so because he had been tortured,
though no details, such as names of investigator —
torturers, ctc., are given in support of this statement.

20 Stalin's speech isin Istachnik Mo.3, 1994; Lubjanka 2, No. 92, pp. 202-209 and is
repsioted widely, e.g. hitp:// grachev62.narod.ru/stalin/t14,/c14_48.htm

22 RKEB 1, 294-5.
= RKEB 1, 328-329.
2 RKEB 1, 300-1, January 14 1956.
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*  Some (Chubar’, Knorin, Gamarnik and Bauman) had
already been declared innocent, “consequently they
could not have had ant-Soviet ties with Rudzutak™

* According to the rehabilitation report on Chubar®
himself (251-2) Chubac’ had confessed to
pacucipating in a Right-Trotskyite conspiracy, and
was named by a number of others such as Antipov,
who himself was named by Rykov. Chubar also
confessed to espionage for Germany. Chubar’ also
confessed fully at trial, a pomnt we have documented
in the bedy of this book.

¢ The confessions of Bukharin and Rykov stated only
that Rudzutak was a “Rightist” and sympathized with
them but was afraid te say so openly.

®  The confessions of Krestinsky, Rozengol'ts, Grin’ko,
Postnikow, Antpov, Zhukov and others are
“extremely contradictory and lacking in
concreteness”, and “therefore cannot be accepted as
evidence of Rudzutak’s guile.”

There are a few rhetorical techniques used here that we should note.

®  The fact that a confession is recanted does not mean
the recantation s *‘true’ and the confession “false.”
In this case we simply do not know which, if either,
statement 1s truc.

s Nor do we know whether Rudzutak recanted all of
his confessions, or only a part of them, We actually
know that in other cases, like that of Airforce
General-Lieutenant Rychagov and former NKVD
chict [apoda, defendants admitted to conspiracy to
overthrow the government and to sabotage, but
vigorously denied claims that they had spied for
Germany.?* Bukharin too confessed to certain
specific serious erimes but firmly denied others.

5 Fox Rychagow sce RKEB 1,165, For lageda; sce his final starement at the March 1938
“Bukharin™ Moscow Trial, English text at The gt purge irial. Edited, and with notes, by
Robert C. Tucker and Stephen F. Cohen. With an introd. by Robert €. Tucker. New
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¢ Chubat’ and the other three men had been
“ehabilitated”, which usvally means that their
convictions had been set aside for procedural
reasons. [t is not the same thing as a finding of
“innocence”, though it was in fact accepted as such.

* ‘There is no basis for dismissing such confessions on

the basis of “contradictions.” It is to be expected that

confessions from many different defendants will have

“‘contradictions” among them. This is far from

meaning that they are worthless as evidence. On the

contrary: identical confessions from different persons

would be highly suspicious.
Rudzutak is named by Grinko and Rozengol'ts, and many times by
Krestinskii, in the transcript of the March 1938 “Bukharin™ trial The
rehabilitation report simply ignores this testimony.
In recently published confessions Rozengol’ts is named both by Ezhov
himself and by his associate and relative AM. Tamarin as having been
involved with Ezhov himself in his own Rightist conspiracy. This Ffact
tends to add credence to Rozengol'ts’ incrimination of Rudzutak and of
others too.

Rudzutak is also named in Rukhimovich’s confession of February 8, 1938
(Lubianka 2, No. 290). There’s no question that Ezhov and his men were
fabricating confessions and forcing defendants to sign them by torturing
them, as Frinovskii’s recently-published starement confirms. There is eye-
witness testimony that Rukhimovich was beaten (Lubianka 2, 656-7),
though not by one of Ezhov’s men, many of whom wete later punished
for fabricating confessions.?® However, the fact that someone was

York: Grosset & Dunlap, 1965, p. 675. Russian text at

http:/ / magister. msk. ru/librasy/ trotsky/teotlsud hem

2% The eye-witness account says Rukhimovich wag beaten by Meshile, later an associate of
Beria’s and executed with others in December 1953, The rehabilitation report on
Rudzutak names Tartsev as a fabricator of one of Rudzumak’s confessions, and notes that
Tartsev was later executed for such falsifications (p. 295). Tartsev was arrested in June

1939 and executed slong with Ezhov and many of Ezhov's NKVD men — under Beria.
This would mean the accusation against Meshik, and therefore apuinst Beria, is false. See
Nikita Petrow and K.V. Skorkin, Ko rnksodi! NEVD 1934-1241, Sprawchnig (Moscow,
1999). At http:/ fworw, memo.ru/ history/ nkvd/ kto/biogr/ gh572 htm
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beaten does not mean their statements, or confessions, were either true
or false.

Kabakov

There is no rehabilitation report on Ivan Kabalkov, who was simply in-
cluded 1n the st of 36 along with Fikhe and Evdokimov, and no attempt
to confront the charges against him. From the materials now available to
us today (No, 19), and of coutse available, along with much more, to
Khrushchev in 1956, there is a lot of testitmony against Kabakov.

Rykov and Zubarev, both defendants in the March 1938 “Bukharin”
Treal, named Kabakov as a conspirator. No one claims these defendants
were subject to torture or threats of any kind, This well-known testimony
1s simply ignored by the Pospelov Report and Khrushchev. The Ameri-
can mining engineer John Littlepage cxpressed his conviction that Kaba-
kov must have been involved in some kind of sabotape. Ametican
scholar John Harris has seen, and quotes from, Kabakov's dels, of inves-
tigative file. Harris cites no indication that Kabakov's confessions were
other than genuine.

Eilkhe
.Hobm I Eikhe was the first person Khrushchey named as unjustly re-

pressed by Stalin. We have saved Eikhe’s case for last becanse it reveals
more than the other cases.

Our section on him (No. 16) details what we know about Eikhe’s arrest
and toal. As with other defendants neither the Soviet nor Russian au-
thotities have released the investigative file and trial information to re-
gcarchers. But it 15 clear that Eilhe himself was involved in large-scale
repressions of innocent people, in concert with the NKVD. He was most
likely punished for this, among other offenses. The fact that he worked
so closely with Ezhov in these repressions would lead any investigator to
wonder whether the two were conspiratorially linked — though we cannot
be certain without more evidence.

At the end of the section of his speech on Eikhe, Khrushchev says:

It has been definitely established now that Eikhe’s case
was fabricated; he has been posthumously rehabilitated,

This statement is false. Khrushchev delivered his Speech on February 25,
1956. According to the rchabilitation matesials Eikhe was not vehabili-
tated unul March 6. Although Khrushchev devotes mote space to Eikhe
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than to any other repressed Party official there was no rehabilitation re-
port about Eikhe. He was one of 36 repressed Party officials all recom-
mended for rehabilitation en masse on March 2 1956.27 This document
is merely a list; there are no details abour any specific individual.

The main part, and the only substantive section, of Khrushchev’s Speech
devoted to Eikhe consists of a long quotation from his letter to Stalin
dated October 27, 1939. Without question, this is one of the most emo-
tionally charged sections of the Speech. Eikhe vehemently protests his
innocence, recounts how be has been tortured into signing confessions
of crimes he never committed, and repeatedly affirms his loyalty to the
Party and to Stalin personally.

‘The impression given is one of a wholly devoted communist going to his
death on trumped-up charges. It is damning testimony. Since the full text
was finally published in 2002, we can also tell this: as read by Khrushchev
the letter was heavily falsificd by significant omission.

The parts of Eikhe's “letter to Stalin” of October 27 1939 published in
the Pospelov Report are not always the same parts Khrushchev cited in
his Speech. Both documents contain significant ellipses from the full text
of what is apparently the original letter. T say “appatently”, because the
published text is acknowledged by its editors to be a copy.

There are no archival identifiers at the end of the document, just the note
that the original is in the “Eikhe’s archival investigative file.,” That has no
archival identifiers either. That means that the Russian government does
not want researchers to know where the Eikhe investigative materials are
—if, indeed, they still exist.

Even the compilers and editors of this official volume were not permit-
ted to see the orpinal, or Eikhe's original file?® We don’t know why, but
a study of the sections of Eikhe’s letter that are not included in either the
Pospelov Report or Khrushchev’s Speech suggests some possible an-
swerg. ™

X1 Realiftatge. Kak Efs Bylp. Feveal' 1956 - Nachal 80-kb godos. Ed. Artisov et al. Moscow
Mateik, 2003, pp. 16-18. Hereafter RKEB 2. See pp. 18-19 for the Presidium resolution
tchabilivating them.

8 “Pis'mo R.I. Eikhe LV, Stalinu® [Letter of R.L Eikhe to ).V. Stalin|, Dok/ad Kbrushehera
225-229.

% The following semarks do not pretend to be a comprehensive study of this very
important document.
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A translation of the full text of Eikhe’s letter is appended to this chapter,
It is annotated to make &t clear which sections are quoted in Khry-
shchev’s Speech, which parts are in the Pospelov Report, and which parts
are quoted in both of them. Most important for our purposes, the sec-
tions omitted from both the Speech and the Pospelov Report are high-
lighted.

It is immediately clear that it would not have been useful for Khru-
shchev’s purposes to make the full text of this letter public.

# Fikhe refers to a letter he wrote to “Commissar LP.
Beria” — meaning he wrote it long after his arrest,
which took place on April 29, 1938. Beria did not
become Commissar until late November 1938,

replacing Ezhow.

e Fikhe says that “Commussar Kobulov” had agreed
with Eikhe that he could not have invented all the
stories of treasonable activity he had confessed to.
Kobulov was ane of the scven KGB men who were
judicially murdered in Decernber 1953 for having
been close to Beda. This passage would tend to make
Kobulov, and hence Beria, look like responsible men,
and so Khrushchev could not permit it to become
public.

® FEikhe’s letter reveals that he had been accused of
conspiracy by a great many other Party officials. He
calls all these accusations “provocations™ and gives
various explanations for them. This naturally sugpests
that his arrest was warranted. A person named as a
co-conspirator by many other conspirators may, in
fact, be gmlt}r Anyone would conclude that the
whele invesugatye file must be examined to
determine whether Eikhe was telling the truth or not.
Such an examination would have shown that it was
Khrushchev who was not tclling the truth.

o Fikhe blames two NKVD investigators for torturing
(beating) him: Ushakov and Nikolaev-Zhurid. We
know something about the activites of these two
men. They acted under Ezhov’s orders and were
arrested, tried and executed for Fabricating
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confessions and torturing arrestees. Both Ushakov
and Nikolaev [-Zhurid] wer so closely associated with
Ezhov that they were tried and execured at virtually
the same time. 210

@ The arrests and investigations of NKVD men who
tortured prisoners and fabricated confessions was

carried out by Beria. Khrushehev had been the
leading figure in the judicial murder of Berma in 1953,
and never missed a chance to blame Beria for
anything he could. Since in his Speech IKhrushchey
tries to blame Beria for Eikhe’s plight — and for much
else Berin did not do — it would not have been in
Khrushchev’s interest to relcase the text of Eikhe's

letter.

e Likewise, Eikhe’s letter makes it clear that some kind
of proper investigatoral, i.e. judicial, procedure was
now in place. He had been allowed to write to Bera,
who was now the head of the NKVD (People’s
Commissar for Internal Affairs). NKVD investigator
Kobulov, one of Beria's men, had expressed some
degree of agreement with his, Eikhe’s, professions of
innocence or, at least, was trying to figure out what
wias troe and what was not. And of course Eikhe had
been permitted to write this letter to Stalin, which
Khrushchey implies was delivered to its recipient.

e All this implies that Beria, and Stalin as well, were
trying to carry oul 4 serious investigation, sort out the
rights and wrongs. This is what Khrushchev’s
audience would have expected of Stalin, at least. But
it goes directly contrary to the whole purpose of
Khrushchev’s Speech, which was to claim that Stalin
and Beria did not act responsibly.

A Petrov and Skarking op cit,

hisp:/ fwww.memo.cu/ history/ nkvd/ kto/biogr /gh355.htm, Both Nikelaev and Ushakov
are on the same “hist™ of January 16, 1940 as Eizhov; see “Sralinskie rasswel'nye spiski” [=
“Stalin Shooting Lists”] http://stalin.meme.ru/spiski/pg12117 htm and £
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» Eikhe makes it clear that conspiracies did exist, and
names a mumhber of prominent CC members as
having been implicated in them or in false
accusations apainst himself. The whole thrust of
Khrushchev’s Speech is to cast doubt on all
conspiracies.

# ¥ Eikhe states thatr both Evdokimov and Frinovslai
implicated him as involved with Ezhov in
conspiratorial activities. Eikhe blames Ezhov and
Ushakov for hwing him beaten into false
confessions. Eikhe claimed he had no conspiratonal
ties with Bzhov, though Frinovskn had said he did.

e Fikhe calls Ezhov an “arrested and cxposed counter-
revolutonary”, raising the issue of Exhov's own
Cﬂnspiﬂﬂ?. ‘I-his i’s a Eﬂﬂt Ul]].}r [weﬂlﬂd VEEE' rﬂce’.ﬂd}’
when a single confession statement each by both
Ezhov and Frinovskii have been published (February
2006).

There’s no reason to doubt that Eikhe was beaten into false confessions
by Ezhov's men, for Frinovskii and Ezhov admit to doing just that to
many people. But in this case that fact does not necessarily suggest inno-
cence on the part of Eikhe. Frinovskii admits that he and Ezhov fabri-
cated cases against their own men, and had them shot as well, in order to
avert any chance that they would “rurn™ on them when questioned by
Beria.

Reproducing Eikhe’s whole letter — to say nothing of the whole Eikhe
investigation file — would have “muddied the waters” considerably, It
would have raised the issue of Ezhov’s conspiracy, a story which would
have interfered with Khrushchev’s goal of blaming everything on Stalin.
It would have introduced the names of many other high-raking Party
members, revealing that all these cases had to be looked into before the
genuine confessions could be separated from the false ones.

» It would have introduced Evdokimov, named by
both Frinovskii and Ezhov as a dose co-conspirator
of theirs. But Evdokimov’s name is on the same
“rehabilitadon” of March 2, 1956 list as Eikhe's!
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e Eikhe also names CC members Pramnek, Pakhomaov,
Mezhlauk, and Kosior. He says that Pramnek and
Pakhomov have falsely implicated him.

A denial of guilt such as Eikhe’s letter to Stalin is no more credible in
jtself than an admission of guilt. Yet the only exculpatory information
cited by either Khrushchev or the Pospelov Report were the carefully
selected excerpts from Eikhe’s letter.

When the full text of this letter is put side by side with the other informa-
tion about Eikhe’s role in mass repressions the conclusion is inescapable:
Pospelov and Khrushchev did their best to cover up any evidence that
tended to suggest Eikhe’s guilt. By doing this they forestalled any serious
investigation into Hikhe's case, and by extension into Ezhov's conspiracy.
Hikhe also claims that Stalin had said all CC members were permitted to
“acquaint themselves with the sP-ccizl files of the Politburo™. Exactly
what was in these asoye papks was probably not clear to the CC members
of 1956. But they would have asked whether they themselves had such
permission!

It would have made it impossible for Khrushchev to deny to the CC
members the right to review the investigation matetials on these and
other persons — if they had believed they were entitled to do so. And we
can be confident that they did not have this right, because even Politburo
members like Molotov and Kaganovich bad not seen these investigative
materials. Presumably this was because Khrushchev denied them access.
It is impossible to imagine otherwise how Khrushchev and his supporters
could have gotten away with some of the false accusations they made
against the “anti-party group” in 1957.

In sum: Hikhe’s letter as a whole was very damaging to Khrushchev's
case. Its contents tend to exculpate both Stalin and Beria and to confirm
the existence of a serious conspiracy among at least some CC members,
as well as among others. Khrushchev could only cite it if he had made
certain beforehand that nobody but his own supporters could see it.

K K kK %

Our examination of these three rehabilitation reports leads us to some
conclusions that are important for our study of Khrushchev’s Speech.

e The repotts ignore a great deal of evidence against
the persons “rehabilitated.”
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e They do not subject any of the evidence to a close
analysis. Any contradictions among different
confessions are considered sufficient to dismiss all of
them.

& [Untlall the J'nvcsiigalive materials are made available
to researchers we can’t know exactly what happened.
For our present purposes this isn’t necessary. What
we can tell is this:

¢ The rehabilitation reports do not establish the
innocence of the persons “rehabilitated.”

®  These reports did not attempt 1o determine the truth,
but to ph.‘wid: a docuinen tary basis to declare the
persons “innocent”,

¢  We have what Khrushchev had; what Pospelov had;
and what Rudenko reported to them. The inescapable
conclusion of our analysis of this material is that
Khrushchev had instructed Rudenko to prepare
“whitewashes™ — documents that declared the
accused mnocent, tricked out with as much air of
plausibility as necessary.

e  When juxtaposed to what else we know about the
charpes agamst the defendants, the rehabilitation
reports of Postyshev, Kosarev, and Rudzutak cannot
stand up to scrut'mjr. Such a conclusion 1s consistent
with the fact that Khrushchev Led in many other
instances in his Speech, as we can now prove.
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Eikhe’s Letter to Stalin
of October 27, 1939

Text from Dokiad Khrushehena o Kul'te Lichnosti Stalina na XX 5 "egde KPSS.
Dokumenty. Ed. K. Aimermakher et al Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2002, pp.
225-228,

Bold - Khrushchev’s Speech

liakies - Pospelov Report
Bald Italics - both Khrushchev’s Speech and the Pospelov Report
Regular Text - omitted from both.
Letfter of R.I. Eikhe to ].V. Stalin
October 27 1939
Top Secret
To Secretary of the CC ACP(b) ].V. Stalin

On October 25 of this year I was informed that the investigation in

my case has been concluded sad I was given access to the materi-

als of this investigation. Had I been guilty of only one hundredth of
the crimes with which I am charged, I would not hsve dared to

sead you this pre-execution decleration; however, I have not been

guilty of even one of the things with which I am chasged and my
heart fs clean of even the shadow of baseness. I have never in my
life told you s word of falsehood, and aow, fuding my two fect in

the grave, I am zlso not Iying. My whole case is a typical example

of provocation, slander and violation of the elemenizzy basis of
stevolutionaty legality. 1 realized as early as September or October 1937

that some kind of foul provocation was being organized against me. In

official transcrpts of an interrogation of accused persons sent from

Krasnoyarsk region in the course of exchange with other regions, inclad-

ing the Novosibirsk NKVD (in the transcript of the accused Shirshov or

Otlov) the following clearly provocational question was written: “Haven’t

you heard about Eikhe’s connection to the conspiratotial organization?”

and the answer: “The person who recruited me told me that as a youth

you were already a member of a counterrevolutionary organization and

you'll find out about that later.”

This foul provocational trick seemed to me so stupid and clumsy that I
did not even consider it necessary to inform the CC CPSU and you about
it. But if I had been an enemy, T really could have used this stupid provo-
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cation to construct a pretty good coverup for myself. What this provoca-
tion meant in my own ease only became clear to me long after my arrest,
and I have written Commissar Beria about it.

The second source of this provocation is the Navosibirsk prison where,
since there i3 no isolation, ¢cnemies who have been exposed and who
were arrested at my order remained together, and made plans to spite me
and openly agreed that “now we must incriminate those who are incrimi-
nating us.” According to Gorbach, chief of the NKVD office, this was
seid by Van'ian, whose arrest I actvely pursued in the Commissariat of
Transportation. The canfessions which were made part of my file are
ot only absurd but contain 8 number of instances of slander to-
ward the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party
(Bolsheviks) and toward the Council of People’s Cominissars, be-
cause correct resolutions of the Central Commitiee of the All-Union
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) and of the Council of People’s
Commissars which were not made on my initiative and without my
participation zre presented as hostile zcts of counterrevolutionaty
organizations made at my suggestion. This is the case with the con-
fessions of Printsev, Liashenko, Nelinbin, Levits and others. In addition
during the investigation there was full opportunity to establish the prove-
cational nature of this slander on the spot with documents and facts,

LA ihis tr moss clear from the confessions about nry allgged rabotage in kolkboy bustd-
ing, ipectfically that at regiomad conferencer and ar pleminis of the regional comanittee of
the ACP(E) I argued jor the creation of pigantic Rolkhozy. AW these speeches of mine
were franseyibed and publiched, but not a siuple conerece fact or a single greotation was
ctied in derreration against me. And ne one coer will be able 1o prove it becairie fhe
whole frme I workzed tn Stberiz 1 pmmm'ga.red ihe Party’s line with determination and
withowt mercy. The kotkhozy in W. Siberia were sirong and, when compared fo fhe
alber gratn-produsing regions of the Soviet Union, were the best kolkbogy.

You and the CC ACP(b) know how Syrtsov and his cadres who remained
in Sibenia warred against me. They formed in 1930 3 group that the CC
A{:P{h] smashed and condemmned as an unp:int_'iplef_l gang, ju:LI am ac-
cused af suppnnting this group and of being in the l:adt:rship of it after
Syrtsowv’s departure from Siberia. Especlsaily s‘tnlcmg i5 the material sLbuut
my fomldmg a .6, Latvian nat. organization in Siberia. One of my princi-
pal accusers is the Lithuanian, not Latvian (as far as 1 know, since 1 can
neither speak nor read Latvian) Turlo, who came to Siheﬁa to work in
1935, But Turlo’s confessions about the existence of a c.r. nationalist or-
ganization start with 1924 (this & very important if one is to see with
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what provocatonal methods the investigation into my case was con-
ducted). In addition to which Tutlo does not even state from whom he
heard of the existence of the Lat nat counterrevolutionary organization
since 1924. According to Turlo’s transeript he is a Lithuanian and joined
the Latvian nation, c.r. organization with the goal of separating territory
from the USSR and uniting it to Latvia. In the confessions of Turlo and
Tredzen it is said that 2 Latvian newspaper in Siberia praised bourgeois
Latvia but did not give a single quotation nor identify a single issue. I
must speak separately about the accusations of ties with the German con-
sul and of espionage.

The confessions conceming banquets at the consul’s and my supposed
moral corruption of the Party activists ate given by the accused Vaganov,
who arrived in Siberia in 1932 or 1933, They bepin with 1923 (this is the
result of the same provocation as in Turlo’s confessions), the description
of banquetmania, moral corruption, etc., again without indication of any-
one from whom he learned this. The truth is this: when I was chairman
of the area executive committee and there was no representative of the
Commissariat of Foreign Affairs, I would attend receptions at the con-
sul’s twice a year (on the day of ratification of the Weimar constitution
and on the day the Treaty of Rapallo was signed). But I did this on the
recommendation of the Commissariat of Foreign Affairs. I did not host
banquets in retumn and the inappropriateness and incorrectness of such
hehavior was even indicated to me. I never went hunting with the consul
and permitted no moral corruption of the activists, The housekeeper who
lived with us, the workers of the economic section of the area executive
committee, and the chauffeurs who drove with me in my auto can con-
firm the accuracy of my words. The clumsiness of these accusations is
also obvious from the fact that, if T had been a German spy, then Ger-
man intelligence would have been obliged to categorically forbid any
public association with the consul, in order to maintain my cover. But I
bave never been either a c.r. or a spy. Every spy, naturally, must strive to
acquaint himself with the most secret decisions and directives. You have
told the members of the Central Committee many times in my presence
that every CC member has the right to acquaint himself with the special
files [“osobye papki” — GF] of the P.B., but I have never consulted the
special files, and Poskrebyshev can confirm that.

In his own confessions Gailit, former commander of the Siberian Military
District, confirms the provocation about my spying, and T am forced to
deseribe to you how these confessions were fabricated.
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In May 1938 Major Ushakov wis reading me an excerpt from Gailiv’s
confessions that on a free day Gailit had seen me walking together with
the German consul and he, Gailit, understood that I was transmutting to
the consul sec information I had received from him. When I pointed out
to Ushakov that beginning in 1935 a commissar and NKVD intellipence
accompanied me, they tried to add in that I had escaped them by car. But
when 1t was made clear to them that I do not know how to drive, they
left me alone. Now in my case file a transeript of Gailit has been inserted
from which that part has been excised.

Pramnek confesses that he established e.r. ties with me during the Janu-
ary 1938 plenum of the CC ACP(b). This is a bald-faced lie. T have never
spoken with Pramnek about anything, and during the January plenum of
the CC M:P(b) after he fushed his report nipht there in front of the
tribunal in a g:oup of secretaries of regional committees, who demanded
to be given a time when they could come to the PCA to decide a number
of questions, the following conversation took place. Pramnek asked me
when he could come to the PCA and I gave him an appointment for the
next day after 12 o’dlock at night, but he did not come. Pramnek lies that
T was sick then, it can be established through the secretaries and the
commissar of the NKVD that, starting the 11th of January, the day I got
out of the hospital, I was in the Commissariat every day unnl 3-4 o’clock
in the morming. The monstrous nature of this slander is also clear from
the fact that an experienced conspirator such as I fearlessly established
contact through Mezhlauk’s word a month after Mezhlauk’s arrest.

N.L Pakhomov confesses that even at the time of the June 1937 plenum
of the CC ACP(b) he and Pramnck were discussing how to make use of
me as Commissar of Agriculture for the ... orpanizaton. I only learmed
of my proposed appointment from you at the end of the October 1937
plenum and after the end of the plenum I remember that not all mem-
bers of the Pb knew about this proposal. How is it possible to believe the
*kind of provacational slander that is in Pakhomov’s and Pramnek’s con-
fessions?

Evdeokimov says he found out abour my participation in the conspitacy in
August 1938 and that Ezhov told him he was taking steps to preserve my
life.

In June 1938 Ushakov inflicted cruel torment on me so that 1 would con-

fess to an attempt to kill Ezhov, and these confessions of mine wete
formulated by Nikolaev with Ezhov's knowledge. Could Ezhov have
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acted in this way if there were even one word of truth m what Evdola-
mov saysr

I was at Ezhov’s dacha together with Evdokimov, but Ezhov never
called me either frend or supporter and did not embrace me. Malenkov
and Poskrebyshev, who were there too, can confirm this.

In his confessions Frinovskii opens yet another source of provocation in
my case. He confesses that, supposedly, he found out about my participa-
tion in the conspiracy from Ezhov in April 1937, and that Mironov (chief
of the NKVD in Novosibirsk) was asking Ezhov in a letter at that tme
that he, Mironov, “could come out on Eikhe” concerning the conspiracy,
as a participant in the conspiratorial organization. Mironov only arrived
in Siberia at the end of March 1937, and without any matenials had al-
ready received Ezhov's preliminary sanction on whom to conduct a
provocation. Anybody can understand that what Frinovskii confesses is
no attempt to protect me, but is rather the organization of a provocation
against me. Above I have stressed, in the confessions of Turlo and Va-
ganov, the year with which they begin their confessions regardless of the
clumsiness. I# showld have been pointed out to Ushakoy, who was chisf investigator
on my case, that the false confessions beaten out of me were contradicted by the confes-
sions in Siberia, and my confessions were being transmitted by telephone to Novosi-
birsk.

This war dont with blatant cynicism and in my presence Lientenant Prokofev ordered
a telephons call to Nevosibirsk. Now I have came to the most disgraceful
part of my life and to my really grave guilt sgainst the party and
agatnst pou. This is my confession of countesrevolutiopaty activity.
Commissar Kobulov told me that no one conld just think all of this up and really 1
never could have thonght it up. Here is what happened: Not being able to
endure the tortures to which I was submitted by Ushakov and Ni-
kolaev and especially by the former who utilized the knowledge
that my broken vertcbra have not properly mended and have
caused me great pain, I have been forced to accuse myself 2nd oth-
ets.

The grester part of my coniession has been suggested or dictated
by Ushakav, and the remainderis my reconstruction of NKVD maz-
terizls from Western Siberiz for whick I assumed all responsibility.
If some part of the story which Ushakov fabricated and which T
signed did not propetly hang together, I was forced to sign another
variation. The same thing was done to Rukhimovich, who was at
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Gist designated 'as a member of the reseive net and whose name
later was removed without telling me anything zbout it; the same
was also done with the leader of the reserve net, supposedly created
by Bukharin in 1935. At first I wrote my name in and then I was
instructed to insert V.I. Mezhlauk. There were other similar inci-
dents.

T must pause especially on the provocational legend of the treason of the
Latvian SPC in 1918. This legend was wholly invented by Ushakov and
Nikolaev. There never was any tendancy favoring separation from Russia
among the Latv Soc Dems and 1 and the whole genetation of workets of
my age were educated in Russian literature and in revolutionary and Bal-
shevik legal and underground publications. The question of a separate
state sovict body such as a Latvian soviet soc. republic scemed so wild to
me as 1o many others that at the first congress of soviets in Riga I ook a
stand apainst it and [ was not alone. The decision concerning the estab-
lishment of & sovict republic was only taken after it had been announced
thar that was the decision of the CC RCFP(b).

I only worked for about two weeks in soviet Latvia and at the end of
Navember of 1918 T left to do provision work in the Ukraine and was
there vntil the collapse of sovict power in Latviz. Riga fell becanse it was
in fact almost surrounded by the Whites. In Estonia the Whites were vic-
torious and occupied Balk. The Whites also took Vil'no and Mitava and
were advancing on Dvinsk. In this connection it had already been pro-
posed in March 1919 to evacuate Riga, but it held out until May 15 1919.

I have never been at any cr. meetings with either Kosior ar Mezhlauk.
Those meetings indicated in my confessions took place in the presence of
a number of other people who could also be questioned. My confession
of cr. des with Ezhov is the blackest spot on my conscience. I gave fhese
Jalse comfesstons when e investigator bad reduced ma lo the point of losing cansaious-
ness by fnierrogating it jor 16 bours. When he stalea, as an witinatum, that 1 should
hoose botwesn two handler (one of a pen and the other of a rubber trincbeon) then 1,
believeng they had brosght me to the new prison in order fo shoot me, vuce again dem-
onstrated the greatest cowardice and gave skenderons confessions. I did wot care what
atmes 1 took spon myself ax dong as they shof wme as soon as porsiblz. But to subject
yself again fo beatings for that arrested and exposed cr. Ezhov, who had
doomed me who had never done anything criminal, »ar beyord my rivesgpih.
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This is the truth about my case and about myself. Each step of my life
and work can be verified and no on will ever find anything other than
devotion to the Party and to you.
I am asking and begging you that you again examine my case, and
this not for the pusposc of spasing me but in arder to unmask the
vile provocation which, like s snake, has wound itself around many
persons in part 2lso because of my cowardice and ctiminal skandet.
I have never betrayed you or the party. I know that I perish because
of the vile, base wotk of the enemies of the party and of the people,
who have fabticated the provocation against me. My drears has been
and rezvasns the wish to die for 1he party and for you.
Eikhe
The genuine statement is located
in Eikhe’s archival investigative file
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“Rehabilitation by List”

MEMORANDUM OF LA. SEROV AND R.A. RUDENKO TO THE
CC CPSU CONCERINING THE REVIEW OF THE CASES AND
THE REHABILITATION OF MEMBERS AND CANDIDATE
MEMBERS OF THE CC AUCP(b) CHOSEN AT THE 177! CON-
GRESS OF THE AUCP(b)

Marnch 2 1956
CC CPSU

Having reviewed the cases of those members and candidate members of
the CC AUCP(D) elected at the 17 Party Congress who were convicted,
the Committee for State Security [KGB] of the Council of Ministers of
the USSR and the Procuracy of the USSR have determined that the ma-
jority of these cases were falsified by the investigative organs, and that the
so-called confessions of guilt of the persons arrested were obtained as the
tesult of serious beatings and provocations.

Having reported this, we believe it expedient to propose that the Military
Collegium of the Supreme Court of the USSR review and posthumaonusly
rehabilitate the illegally condemned petsons listed below:

1. Kosior Stanislav Vikent'evich — former vice-chairman of the Council
of People’s Commissars of the USSR, member of the CPSU from 1907.
2. Eikhe Robert Indrkovich — former Pu:)plc’s Commuissar for A.g:icul—
ture of the USSR, member of the CPSU from 1905,

3. Bubnov Andrer Sergeevich — former People’s Commissar for Educa-
ton of the RSFSR [the Russian Republic], member of the CPSIT fram
1903.

4. Evdokimov Efim Georgievich — former secretary of the Azov-Black
Sea Regional Committee of the Party, member of the CPSU from 1918.

6. Kabakov Ivan Dmitrievich — former secretary of the Sverdlovek oblss’
committee of the Party, member of the CPSU from 1914,

14. Rukhimovich Moisei L'vovich — former People’s Commissar for the
Defense Industey of the RSI'SR, member of the CPSU from 1913.
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The cases concerning the accusations of other members and candidate
members of the CC AUCP(b), members of the Commission of Party
Control, of Soviet Control, and of the Central Review Commission, who
were elected at the 17% Party Congress, will also be reviewed and re-
potted to the CC CPSU.

We request a decision.

Chairman of the Committee for State Secutity
Of the Council of Ministers of the USSR

L. Serov

‘The General Procuror [Prosecutor] of the USSR

R. Rudenko

The rehabilitation decree from the Presidium of the CC CPSU followed
without delay:
“March 5 1956

No. 3.11.54 — Concerning the Posthumous rehabilitation of illegally
condemned members of the CC AUCP(b) elected at the 17th Party
Congress.

To confirm the proposal of the Chairman of the Commirtee for State
Security of the Council of Ministers of the USSR com. Serov and the
General Procuror of the USSR com. Rudenko concerning the review of
the cases and posthumous rehabilitation of the illegally condemned
members of the CC AUCP(b) and candidate members of the CC
AUCP(b), elected at the 17% Congress of the Party: Kosior 8.V., Eikhe
R.I, Bubnov A.S., Evdokimov E.G., ...Kabakov 1D, ...Rukhimovich
M.



Chapter 12.
Conclusion: The Enduring Legacy

of Khrushchev’s Deception

For decades it's been assumed that Khrushchev attacked Stalin for the
reasons he set focth in the “Secret Speech.” But now that we have estab-
lished that Khrushchev's accusations, or “revelations™, against Stalin in
the Speech are false, the question returns with even greater force: What
was really going on?

Why Did Khrushchev Attack Stalin?

Why did Khrushchev attack Stalin? What were his real motives? The rea-
sons he stated ecannot be the true ones. The “revelations™ Khrushchev
made are false, and Khrushchev either knew this (in most cases), or did
not care,

Khrushehev had some kind of real motves, but it was precisely those
that he remained silent about in his Speech at the 20 Party Conpress
and, for that matter, for the rest of his life. In other words, “behind” the
“Secret Speech” known to the world there is a second, and real “secret
speech” — one that remained “secrct,” undelivered. My putposc in ths
essay 18 to raise this question rather than to answer it. I'll simply mention
2 few possibilities and areas for further inquiry, some obvious, athers less
$0.

Surely Khrushchev wanted to forestall anybody’s drapging up his own
role in the unjustified mass repressions of the 1930s by shifting the blame
onto Stalin and initiating “rehabilitations.” He probably surmised that the
“rehabilitations’ would make him popular in much of the Party clite, irre-
spective of whether those “rehabilitated” had been guilty or not. Even,
pechaps, in Moscow and the Ukraine, where his reputation as architecr of
mass repressions was well ermmed and widely known, shifting the blame
onto the dead Stalin while vindicating those repressed and, just as impor-
tantly, their surviving families, would mitigate the animosity many must
have held for him.
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Khrushehev’s Speech has hitherto been taken at face value. The reseacch
published here proves that it is an error to do so. Thar leaves vs with a
number of questions. Why did Khrushchev give his specch? Why did he
go to such lengths — phony research, hiding genuine documents, — and
make such political sacrifices, in order to deliver a speech that was, for all
practical purposes, nothing but falsehoods?

The Chinese Communist Party came up with one answer. They believed
that Khrushchev and his allics wanted to lead the USSR onto a sharply
differcnt political trajectory than they believed it had taken under Stalin.
We have briefly alluded to some economic and political policies instituted
under Khrushchev that the CCP leadership saw as an abandonment of
basic Marxist-Leninist principles.

There has to be some truth in this theory. But a base for such ideas al-
ready cxisted in the USSR. The otigins of these policies, now sdentified
with Khrushchev and his epigones Brezhnev and the rest, lie in the im-
mediate post-Stalin period, long before Khrushehev came to dominate
the Soviet leadership. In fact, many of them can be traced back to the late
19405 and early 1950s, the “late Stalin” period.

It is difficult to discetn to what extent Stalin himself supported or op-
posed these policies. In his last years he was less and less active po-
litically. Periodically it seems as though Stalin did try to assert a ditferent
path towards communism, — in his last book Econoric Preblesms of Secialisn
i the USSR (1952), for example, and at the 19 Party Congress in Octo-
ber 1952. Later, Mikoian wrote that Stalin’s late views were “an incredibly
leftist deviation” 21t But immediately after Stalin died the “collective lead-
ership” all agreed on dropping all menton of Stalin’s book and on dump-
ing the new system of Party governance.

Khrushchev used his attack on Stalin and Beria as a weapon against the
others in the “collectve leadership”, espedially Malenkov, Molotov, and
Kaganovich. This course was fraught with risk, however. How could he
have known that they would not accuse him equally, or even more so?
Part of the reason must have been that Khiushchev was able 1o rely on
allies like Pospelov, who helped him “purge” the archives of documenta-
tion of his own participation in mass repressions

Khrushchev may have also realized that with Betia gone he alone had &

2 “Neveroiatno levatskii zagib.” Mikoian, Tak Byb, Ch. 46: “On the Eve of and During
the 19% Poery Congress: Stalin's Last Days™”
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“program™; a plan and the inidative to carry it out. We can see in retro-
spect that the other Presidium members were amazingly passive dunng
this period. Pechaps they had always relied on Stalin to take the inigative,
to make important decisions. Or perhaps that seeming passivity hid a
struggle of political ideas confined to the leadership body.

Historian Turd Zhukov has set forth a third theory. In his view Khru-
shchev’s aim was to decisively close the door on democratic reforins with
which Smalin was associated and which Stalin’s former allics in the Presid-
mum (untl October 1952 called the Politburo), especially Malenkov, were
still trying to promote. Those reforms aimed at removing the Party from
control over politics, the economy and culture and puthng these in the
hands of the elected Sowviets. This would have been a virmal “pere-
strotka”, or “restructunng”’, but within the limits of socialism as opposed
to the full-blown restoration of predatory capitalism to which Gorba-
chev's later “perestroika” led,

Zhukov details 2 number of moments in the struggle between Stalin and
his allies, who wanted to remowe the party from the levers of power, and
the rest of the Politburo, who firmly opposed this. In May 1953, shortly
after Stalin’s death, the executive branch of the Soviet government, the
Coundil (Sovict) of Ministers, passed resolutions depriving leading Pacty
fipures of their “envelopes”, or extra pay, reducing their income to a
level or two lower than their corresponding government figures,
According to Zhukov, Malenkov promoted this reform. It is consistent
with the project of turning power over to the Soviet government and
downgrading the role of the Party, getang the Party out of the running of
the country, economy and culture. Significantly, it was done before the
illegal repression of Lavrentii Beria who, we now know, supported this

same Pl'ﬂiﬁ'l:t.

In late June 1953 Berta was repressed, either by arrest and imprisonment
or by outright murder. In August Khrushchew managed — how, we do
not know = to reinstate the “envelopes’” of special bonuses to high-
ranking Party functionaries and even to get them the three months back
pay they had missed. Three wecks later, at the very end of a Central
Committee Plenum, the post of First Sccretary of the Party was rein-
stated (until 1934 it had been ealied ‘General Seeretary’) and Khrushchev
was elected to it. It 15 hard not to sce this as the Party nomenklainn’s re-
ward for “their man™

Zhukov concludes:
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It is my firm conviction that the true meaning of the 20 Con-
gress lies precisely in this return of the Party apparatus to power.
It was the necessity to hide this fact ... that necessitated distract-
ing attention from contemporary events and concentrating them
on the past with the aid of the “sectet report” [Secret Speech —
GFiZIE
The first two explanations, the anti-revisionist or “Chinese” and the
“power struggle” explanations, surely contain elements of truth. In my
view, however, Zhukov’s theory best accounts for the facts at hand while
also remaining consistent with the contents of the Secret Speech and the
fact that, as we have discovered, it is virrually enarely false.
Stalin and his supporters had championed a plan of democratization of
the USSR through contested elections. Their plan seems to have been to
move the locus of power in the USSR from Party leaders hike Khru-
shchev to elected government representatives. Doing this would also
have laid the groundwork for restoring the Party as an organization of
dedicated persons struggling for communism rather than for careers or
personal gain.2® Khrushchev appears to have had the support of the
Party First Secretaries, who were determined to sabotage this project and
perpetuate their own positions of privilege.
Khrushchev pursued policies, both intemnal and external, that contempo-
rary observers recognized as a sharp bresk from those identified with
Stalin’s leadership, In fact similar policy changes not identical to those
initiated or championed later by Khrushchev but broadly congruent with
them were begun immediately after Stalin’s death, when Khrushchev
himself was still just another member, and not the most important one,
of the Presidium of the Central Committee.2!4 Among the “reforms™

212 1), W, Zhukov, “Krutoi poverot. . .nazad” (“A sharp turn ... backwards™), XX § "rgd
Materialy konforentsii & 40-etiin XX +"epda KPSS. Gorbaches-Fond, 22 fromalia 1996 soda.
Moscow: Aprl-85, 1996, pp. 31-39; quotation on p. 39. This was the only presentarion to
which Gorbachev himself personally responded in sharp disagreement. Also at

hetp:/ /wrwrw. gorby.ro/acrivity/ conference/show_553/view_24755/

23 1 have outlined this hypothesis at some length in “Stalin and the Stmggle for
Democratic Reform”, Culenal Lagis 2005. At http:/ / clogic.eserver.org/2005/2005.html
2 Indeed the “post-Stalin “Thaw™ can be said to have begun ducing Stalin's lifetime, at
|cast as far as culture was concerned. “This idea is developed by the late historan Vadim
Kozhinov, in Chapter 8 of Rorsiz: Vak 30¢ (1239-1964), (Moscow: EKSMO / Alporitm,
2005}, “On the so-called “Thaw™, pp. 309-344.
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most often cited that went directly contrary to Stalin’s long-held policies
were

s A shift towards “market”-oriented reforms;

* A concomitant shift away from heavy industry and
the manufacture of the means of production, towards
consumer-goads production;

* In international politics, a shift away from the
traditional Marxist-Leninist concept that war with
imperialism was inevitable as long as impernalism
exists, to the avoidance of any direct warfare wath
impertalism at all costs;

* A de-emphasis on the working class as the vanguard

of social revolation in order to emphasize building
alliances with other classes;

e A new noton that capitalism itself could be
overcome without revolution by “peaceful
competition” and through parliamentary means;

¢ An abandonment of Stalin’s plans for moving on to
the next stage of socialism and towards true
comimunism,

Khmshchev could not have taken power, nor his “Secret Speech” been
conceived, researched, delivered and had the success it did, without pgo-
found changes in Soviet society and the Communist Pacty of the Soviet
Union.2™#

The Khrushchev Conspiracy?

Elsewhcre Zhukov has arpued that it was the First Secretaries, led by
Robert Eikhe, who seem to have mitiated the mass repressions of 1937-
193820 Khrushchev, one of these powerful First Secretaries, was himself
very heavily involved in large-seale repression, including the execution of
thousands of people.

215 Before 1952 the party’s name was the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks).

26 [ have btir:ﬂy sumimart zed and discossed Zhukov’s Ihmq, t_i.ting; all ks refevant books
and articles, in the WOt series “Sealin and the Strepple for Demotcratic Reform™, in
Clraral Lagit for 2005, At hrepe/ /clogic eserver.org/ 2005,/ 2005, heml
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Many of these First Secretaries were themselves later tried and executed.
Some of them, like Kabakov, were accused of being part of a conspiracy.
Others, like Postyshev, were accused, at least initially, of mass, unwar-
ranted repression of Party members. Eikhe also seems to fall into this
group. Later many of these men were also charged with being part of
various conspiracies themselves. Khrushchev was one of the few First
Secretaries during the years 1937-38 not only to escape such chagges, but
to have been promoted.

Might it be that Khrushchey was part of such a conspiracy — butwas onc
of the highest-ranking membees to have remained undetected? We can’t
prove or disprove this hypothesis. But it would explain all the evidence
we now have.

Khrushchev's Speech has been described as aiming at the rehabilitation
of Bukharin. Same of the figures in the 1938 “Bukharin® Moscow Trial
were in [act rehabilitated. So it would have heen logical to include Buk-
harin. But this was not done. Khrushchev himself wrote that he wanted
to rehabilitate Bukharin, but did not because of opposition from some of
the foreign communist leaders. Mikofan wrote that the documents had
aleeady been signed, but that it was Khrushchev who reneged. 7

Of all the figures in the three big Moscow Trials, why would Khrushchev
want to rchabilitate Bukharin specifically? He must have felt strong loy-
alty towards Bukharin more than he did towards others. Perhaps this loy-
alty was only to Bukharin’s ideas. But it is not the only possible explana-
o,

Since Khrushchev’s day, but especially since the formal rehabilitation
under Garbachev in 1988, Bukharn®s *innocence™ has been taken for
granted. In a recently published article Viadimir L. Bobrov and 1 have
shown that there is no reason to think this is true.®”? The evidence we
have - only a small fraction of whar the Saviet povernment had in the

Wi Khashehev, NS, Fresia [indi, Ve’ Vosamswania (“1imes, People, Pawes
Memetes™). (Mozeow, 1999), Book 2, Part 3, p. 192 Anastas Mikeian, Tak Byfo *That's
How It Was"). Moscow: Vagrius, 1999, Chapter 49, “"Khmshchey u Viast” (Khoushehey
in powed , pant version p. 611,

M8 Grover Forr and Vdimir 1. Bobrov, “Nikolai Bukharin's Ficst Statement of
Confession in the Lubianka". Cwlira! Lagic 2007, At

bttpe/ / clogic.eserver.oeg/ 2007 /Fuer_Bobrov.pdf This article was ficst published in the
Russin historcal journal Kbe 1 (36}, 2005, 38-532. | have put the Russtan version online at
herp:/ [ chss.montcluir.edn/ enplish / fuee/ research/furenbobrov_bukhurin_klio7. pdf
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1930¢ —~ overwhelmingly suggests that Bukharin was in fact involved in a
wide-ranging conspiracy. In another study recently published in Rus-
stan®’? we have demonstrated that the Gorbachev-era decree of rehabili-
tanon of Bukharin by the Plenum of the Soviet Supreme Court, issued on
February 4, 1988, contains deliberate falsifications.

According to this theory Bukharin told the truth in his confession at the
March 1938 Moscow Trmal, But we know that Bukharin did not tell the
whole truth. Gerty has suggested that Bukharin did not begin to confess
until after Tukhachevsky had confessed, and the imprisoned Bukharin
could have reasonably known about that — at which time he named Tuk-
hachevsky.

Ewvidence exists that Bukharin knew of other conspirators whom he did
not name. Frinovskil claimed Frzhov himself was one of them. This
appears credible in the light of the evidence about Ezhov that we now
have at our disposal. Could Khrushehew also have been one of these —
whether known to Bukharin or not? If he had been, he would have been
a highly-placed conspirator, and therefore very secret.

From what we can tell now, Khrushchev “repressed™ a huge number of
people — perhaps more than any other individual aside from Ezhow and
his men, and perhaps Robert Eikhe. Perhaps that was because he was
First Secretary in Moscow (city and province) until January 1938, and
theteafter First Secretary in the Ukraine, These are two large areas. Given
a party-based conspiracy, or suspicion of one, it would be logical that it
would have been strong in Moscow, while the Ukraine had always had its
share of nationalist opposition.

Frinovskii stated flatly that he and Ezhov “repressed” — tortured, fabri-
cated phony confessions of, and judicially murdered — a preat many peo-
ple in order to appear more loyal than the loyal and thereby to cover up
their own conspiratorial activities. This admission by Frinovskii is not
only credible; it is the only explanation that makes any sense. Ezhov him-
self cited the additional motive of spreading dissatisfaction with the So-
viet system in order to facilitate rebellions in the event of foreign invas-

20 4 {eabilitatsionnoe moshenichestvo™, in Grover Furr and Yiadimir Bobrov, 1937,
FPrevosrede Sralimn. Qlbghalypanitu ne potleghiz! (Moscow: Eksmao, 2010), Glava 2, 64-84,

250 [ sl J,p 41,
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tion. 2!

It appears that Postyshev and Eikhe, two First Secretaries who repressed
many innocent people, acted from like motives, and we know Eikhe, at
least, worked closely with Ezhov in so doing. May not other First Secre-
taries have also acted in this way? Specifically, may not Khrushchev have
organized massive frameups, kangaroo trials, and executions, in order to
cover up his own participation?

Alternative explanations are: (1) several hundred thousand people were in
fact guilty of conspiracy; ot (2) these people were simply massacred be-
cause “Stalin was paranoid” — ie. wanted to kill anyone who might be a
danger sometime in the future. But we know that it was Khrushchev,
not Stalin and the Politburo, who took the initiative in demanding higher
“limits” of numbers of persons to be repressed. And no one has ever
claimed Khrushchev was “parancid.”

Anti-communists, Trotskyites, and adherents to the “totalitarian” para-
digm have normally embraced the “paranoid” explanation, even though it
really “explains” nothing but is, rather, an excuse for a lack of an explana-
fion. But we know now that this is not so. Not Stalin, but the CC mem-
bers — and, specifically, the First Secretaries — initiated the mass repres-
sions and executions.

Frinovskii explicitly claims that Bukharin knew Ezhov was a part of the
“Right-Trotskyite” conspiracy but refused to name Ezhov in his confes-
sions or at tral. Frinovskil claims this was because Ezhov had told Buk-
harin that he would be spared in remurn for his silence. This is possible —
though it is an explanation that does no credit to Bukharin who was, after
all, a Bolshevik, veteran of the very bloody days of the October revolu-
tion of 1917 in Moscow.

Underground revolutionaries sometimes went to execution rather than
inform on all their comrades. Why not concede that Bukharin might have
refused to name Ezhov for this reason alone? We know that Bukharin
had not, in facr, told the “whole truth” in any of his statements previous
to his trial. Why not — unless he were still not “disarmed”, were still fight-
ing against Stalin? Bukharin’s cringing professions to “love” Stalin

2 See Bzbov's interrogation-confession of August 4 1939 in Nikita Petov, Mark Jansen.
“Sralinskii piramets” — Nikelsi Eghor. Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2008, pp. 367-379. Eaglish
translation at http:/ /chss.montclaic.edu/enplish/ fure/ research/ ezhov08043%eng himl



200 K hrashchev Lacd

“wisely’?? are embarrassing to read, They cannot have been sincere, and
Stalin could hardly have believed them any more than we can today.

We have scen that Bukharin only named Tukhachevsky after he could
have known the latter was under acrest and had confessed. If Bukharn,
for whatever motive, wenr to his execution without naming Ezhov as a
co-conspirator — as Prinovskii later claimed - why should he not have
protected other co-conspirators as well?

We can’t know for certain whether Khrushchev were ane of these hidden
conspitators, or that Bukharin knew about him. But we do know that
anti-government conspirators continuéd to exist in the USSR after 1937-
38,2 and that some of them were in high positions. We know too that
Khrushchey remained loyal to Bukharin even long after the latter was
dead.

‘The hypothesis that Khrushchev may have been a secret member of one
branch of the many-branched “Right-Trotskyite conspitacy™ is enhanced
by the fact that he was certainly involved in a number of other conspira-
cies that we do know of.

®  On March 5 1953, wath Stalin not yet dead, the old.
Polithuro members met and abolished the enlarged
Presidium which had been approved at the 19% Party
Congress the previous October. This was virtually
colp d’érar within the Pa:tj', neither voted on, nor even
discussed, by the Presidium or Central Committee.

8 Khrushchev was the moving force behind the
conspiracy to “repress” — to arrest, perhaps murder —
Lavrentii Beria. We know that this areest was not
planned much in advance, because Malenkov’s deaft
speech for the Presidinm meeting at which the acrest
(or murder) oceutred has been published. That draft
speech calls only for Beria’s removal as head of the
combined MVI)-MGT and as Vice-Chairman of the

2 Bukharin's letter 1o Swmiin of December 10, 1937, was published in two major Russian
historical journals in the same year. For the passage cited, see “Posledooe pis'mo,” Radfro
2,1995, p. 52 col. 2; “Prosti mensa, Koba, " Neizvestnoe pis'mo N, Bukharina,” Lnechuik
0,1993, p. 23 col. 2. It is manslated in Getty & Naumov, Read & Temor, pp. 556 ff; quoted
passage on p. 557.

I For one example see Grigory Tokaev, Comrade X. London: Harvill Press, 1956,
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Council of Ministers, and Beria’s appointment as
Minister of the Petroleum Industry.

e Since Khrushchev was able to deny other members
of the Presidium access to the documents studied by
the Pospelov Report and rehabilitation commissions,
he had to head another conspiracy of persons who
would feed information to him but not to others.

‘This conspiracy had to include Pospelov, who wrote the Report. It had to
include Rudenko as well, because he signed all the major rehabilitation
reports, Reseatch on how the rehabilitation and Pospelov Commission
reports were prepared has yet to be done. Presumably the other members
of the rehabilitation commissions, plus the researchers and archivists who
located the documents for these reports and for Pospelov, were sworn to
silence, or were in fact part of the conspiracy too.

We do know the names and a little about some of the people who, sup-
posedly, reviewed the investigation matetials. For example we know a
certain Boris Viktotov was one of the jurists involved in the rehabilita-
tions. Viktorov at least one article about his work, in Prevds on April 29,
1988, the purpose of which was to reaffirm the innocence of Marshal
Tukhachevsky and the other military commanders convicted with him on
June 11, 1937. In 1990 Viktorov published a book claiming to give details
about many other repressions.

His account is certainly a dishonest coverup. Viktorov asserts their inno-
cence, but cannot demonstrate it. He quotes a disputed document and
ignores some damning evidence that he himself certainly would have
seen and that had not been made public when he wrote but which we
now have. So Viktorov at least was part of the “conspitacy” to provide
Khrushchev with phony evidence that those discussed in the Speech
wete, in fact, innocent.

There is general agreement that after he took power Khrushchev had the
archives seatched and many documents removed and doubtless de-
stroyed. 2 The same scholars agree that these documents probably had to

4 T M. Zhukov, “Zhopel Stalina... Chast® 3", Kasesemed'skata Pravda Nov. 12 2002;
Nikira Petcov, Peruyi predredatel KGB Tvan Serov. Moscow: Materik, 2005, pp. 157-162; Mark
[Unpe and R. Binner, Kak terror stal ‘Bal'shin”. Sekretny prikay No, 00447 i Fekbmpiogiiz efo
ispofmeniia, Moscow: ATRO-XX, 2003, p. 16, For convenience I have zepeated these
refecences in my discossion of No. 28, the "Tormce Telegram™.
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do with Khrushchev's own role in the massive repressions of the late
1930s. Now that we know Khrushchev falsified virtually every statement
in his Secret Speech, and that the rehabilitation reports and Pospeloy
Report are heavily falsified (oo, it seems likely that IKKhrushchev had other
documents removed as well.

This is a big job, and would have taken 4 lot of archivists, who would
have to have been supervised. It seems too big a job to have been super-
vised by Rudenko and Pospelov alone. A large number of researchers
and officials, including of course Party officials loyal to Khrushchev but
as yet unknown to us, would have had to be involved. Naturaily those
people would have known what evidence Khrushchey was hiding or de-

stroying.

Aleksandr S. Shcherbakov

In January 1938 Khrushchev had been removed as First Secretary of the
Moscow City and Oblast’ Party and sent to be First Secretary in the
Ukramne. Replacing him in Moscow was Alexandr Serpeevich Sheherba-
kow.

In his memotrs Khrushehev shows real hatred for Sheherbakov, though
the reasons Khrushchev cites are vague ones. The recent biography of
Sheherbakov by AN. Ponomarev published by the Central Moscow Ar-
chive examines Khrushchev’s hostility in same detail. According o this
study Khrushchev’s hatred for Sheherbakov can be traced to the lateer’s
refusal to permir Khrushchev to inflate harvest figures by double-
counting seed grain as harvest prain 22

Morte threatening to Khrushchev was Sheherbakov's role in the appesls
process whereby 90% of appeals by Party members expelled by Khru-
shchev in 1937-38, when Khrushchev headed the Moscow Oblast” and
City Committees, were reinstated, more than 12,000 for the year 1937
alone. What Ponomarev leaves unsaid is that a great many of those Party
members had been executed, their appeals brought forward by theit fami-
Hes. 220

3 AN. Ponomartev. Afekndr Shberbakoy. Siranttyy bingrafie. M: 12d. Glavarkhiva Moskvy,
2004, p. 49,
@ Ponomarev specifically gives the cxample of “woike™ NKVD decisions appealed and

heard in April 1939. Of the 690 protests, the judges reviewed 130 in April 1939 and
reinstated all bur 14 — abour 90%.
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Khrushchev was, of course, a member of the fmika that decided upon
these massive repressions, though he was sometimes represented by a
deputy. All of the other Moscow #rvikz members were executed for illegal
repressions. It's logical to conclude that Khrushchev himself felt ex-
tremely vulnerable. Few, if any, other First Secretaries (Khrushchev was
by 1939 in the Ukmine) had been responsible for as many expulsions and
executions — as much “repression” — as he had been.

Ponomarev cites other evidence of Shcherbakov’s coolness towards
Khrushchev as well At the 18% Party Congress in 1939 Shcherbakov
gave a report in which he pointedly failed to mention his predecessor
Klirushchev even once. Georgii Popov, second secretary under both
Khrushehev and Shcherbakov, pointedly did praise Khrushchev in his
speech — a fact that highlighted Shcherbakov’s silence

Using testimony from Shcherbakov’s family as well as evidence from
Moscow archives Ponomarev takes pains to refute a number of accusa-
tions against Shcherbakov that Khrushchev made in his memoirs — for
example, his allegation that Shcherbakov was a serious alcoholic.2®® Ac-
cording to his children, Shcherbakov seldom drank at all**® Ponomarev
details Khrshchev’s two-faced behavior towards Shcherbakov’s family
after the latter’s death. Khrushchev was friendly to them while Stalin
lived. But once in power Khrushchev deprived them of their dacha and
cancelled all memorials to Shcherbakov.

Certainly, Khrushchev was a snake; to use the language Khrushchev him-
self used against the dead Shcherbakov, he had a “poisonous, serpent-like
character.”2 Anastas Mikoian, though a close political ally, dencunced
Khrushchev as very dishonest and disloyal towards people, and also dis-

47 Pogomarcy, pp- 51-2. Popov was not spared Khrushchev's wrath in later years and
wrote about Khrushchev in strongly negative terms in his memoir. See Taranov, "Parifine
pubernator Moskyy Georgti Papos. Moscow: Tzd. Glavarkhiva Moskvy, 2004.

28 Khrushchew, NS, Vremiae. Lisndy. Viest) Kn. 2. Chast’ 111, p. 41,

= Ponomarsev, pp. 204-5. The allegation scems dubitus on other grounds as well. During
the war Sheherhakov was a candidate member of the Polithure, acted as Stalin's
replacement on the Defense Committee, was Political Commissar of the Red Army, and
in charge of all the organs of war propaganda. Under Stalin's eye he had to work long
hours. Impairment of his abilities through drink would simply not have been tolerated.

10 These are the words Khrushchev uses about Sheherhakov at gpaiz p. 39,
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honest in his recounting of historical facts.®! But why was Khrushcher
so vindictive towards Shcherbakov and his family? Why did he clearly
hate Shecherbakov s much?

In his memoirs Khrushchev does not mention that Shchetbakov had
been instrumental in unmasking A.V. Snegov as a conspirator in 1937,
Khrushchev later became very fnendly with Snegov, got him released
from a labor camp, gave him an important post, consulted with ‘incgmr
and cited him in his Secret Speech. According o Khrushchev’s son-in-
law Alexer Adzhubei Snegov became a friend and confdant of Khru.
shchey’s 22

Why would Khrushchev have been so partial to Snegov that he person-
ally interceded to get Snepov released from a camp in 1954 and then
promoted and favored him so much? A good guess might be that Khru-
shchev must have been a friend of Snepov’s long ago, before Snegov was
arrested. Perhaps Khrushchev managed things so that Snegov avoided
execution, even though there seems to have been much evidence against
him, and he was in “Category One.”

Given that Khrushchev and Snegov must have been close, thar Snepav
was convicted of being involved in a conspiracy, and that Khrushchey
went to the trouble of “rescuing” and favoring Snegov — never a high-
ranking Party member, certainly never a powerful person — is it not logi-
cal to suppose that Snegov knew something about Khrushchev? Of
course, Khrushchev could have had Snegov killed, no doubt. But if they
were old comrades it would make sense for Khrushchev to do what he
did, and honor Snegov.

Conteraporary scholars have cswmblished that Khrushchey rushed o
cover up evidence of his own role in massive repressions. During Stalin’s
tme many Party leaders and NKVD men were tried and even executed
for such abuses. It follows that Khrushchev would have lived in fear for
many years lest his role in massive unjustified repressions become
known. His fear would have been all the preater if, as we suspect, he was

Bt Ponomarey, p. 207 a. 32, citing Mikaian, TeA Byb. | bave verfied these quomtions
with the digital version of Mikoian®s memoirs.

12 Sheherbakov discusses confessions against Snegov in a letier 10 Zhdanov of June 18,
1937, See No. 206, p. 363 in Sorerobse Rekosedstio, Prrgpiska. 19281941, Moscow:
ROSSPEN, 1999 Adehubei, Krwshemie [vgi (Moscow: [ntedbuk, 1991), pp. 162-167.
After Khrushchey's suster Snegov was in fact disciplined by the Party for spreadding
Trotskyist ideas. See REEB 2, Section 6, Ne. 23, pp. 521.525.
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involved in some kind of Right-Trotskyite conspiracy himself and had
simply avoided discovery.

Shcherbakov was not only in a position to know about Khrushchev’s role
in mass repressions better than almost anyone else.®* He was also influ-
ential enough that his word would carry weight with Stalin and the Polit-
buro. In May 1941 Shcherbakov was made one of the sectetaries of the
Central Committee, a position more powerful than Khrushchev’s own.

Shcherbakov died in May 1945 at the age of only 44 years. He had suf-
fered a heart attack on December 10, 1944, and since then had been con-
valescing at home. On May 9, 1945 his doctors permtted him to get out
of bed to go to Moscow to rejoice in the hard-won victory over Nazi
Germany. This brought on 2 final heart attack from which he died on
May 10.

Why did Shcherbakov’s doctors let a man with a heart condition out of
bed at all, when the basic treatment is complete bed rest? * One of
Shcherbakov’s doctors, Etinger, confessed to his interrogator M.T. Lik-
hachev that he had “done everything he could to shorten Shcherbakov’s
life” as he considered Shcherbakov to be an anti-Semite. S Under ques-
tioning by Abakumov, Minister of State Security (head of the MGB), Et-
inger withdrew his confession, but thereafter repeated them again. Not
long thereafter he died in prison.

4 Ag First Secretary in the Ukmine Khrushehev had cacried out mass repression in the
Ulcraine as well as in Moscow. Bur he remained for 12 years, until 1949. He had plenty of
time to cover his tracks there, and to leave the Ukrainian pacty in safe hands,

34 Ponomarey, p. 275 and p. 277 n. 20, states that the doctors “did not object” to
Sheherbakov making the trp that killed him. That is, Ponomarev raises, and so
acknowledges, the question of the doctors’ decision, incompeteat if not crminal. But he
does not pursue it

25 1A TA. Etinger, Fio nevogmoghne gabyt’ Vosgpominamia. Moscow: Ves” Mic, 2001, p. 87.
At hitpe/ Sorww.sakhacov-

center.cu/asfed /auth/auth_pages xtmplPKey=101538page=78&print=yes Riumin's
letter tor Stalin of July 2 1951, from which these details ultimartely come, is printed in
translation in Jonathan Brent and Viadimir P. Naumaov, Staén's Last Crime: The Plot Against
the Jewish Doctors, 1948-1953. NY: Harper Collins, 2003, pp. 115-118. The book itself is
terribly onrelisble, But the documents may well be genuine, as they come from Nanmow
who, as a prominent archivist, could cerrainly have had access to them. He has never
made available the Russian originals, Ponomarev examines the accusations of anti-
Semitism ageinst Shcherbakov and concludes that they are all false; sce pp. 212- L 218 f;
2278,
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This was all part of what later became the “Doctors’ Plot,” a very murky
business elements of which were certainly fabricated. Etinger’s confes-
ston may have been forced, and he may have becn innocent of causing
Shcherbakov’s death from mistreaoment. Sdll, even the doctors in the
“Doctors’ Plor” who had setually treated Andrei Zhdanov in 1948 apreed
that they had mistreated him and by so doing caused his death. They had
not only permitted their patient to get out of bed and walk around; they
called in a cardiologist to take his EKG and, when she reported that
Zhdanov had had a heart attack, told her she was wrong and refused oi-
ther to believe her or even to let her enter her findings into the report on
Zhdanov’s health, Some “mistake”! In fact, their behavior meets all the
requirements of 2 “conspiracy” — though whether their conspiracy was to
kill Party leaders, as later charged, or simply to “cover up” for one an-
ather, 15 far from clear.

Moreover, there was a history of this kind of thing. At the March 1938
Moscow Trial of Bulkharin, Rykov and others two medical doctors, Plet-
nev and Levin, had confessed to a conspicacy to bring about the deaths
of the writer Maxim Gorlii, Valerian V. Kuibysher, a Politbure member,
and Vyacheslav Menzhinsky, head of the OGPU, to whom lapoda was
second-in-command and whom Iagoda wanted out of the way as soon as
possible. We now have confirmation of thesc charges from previously
unpublished pretrial interrogations of Iagoda as well as from several
“face-to-face confrontations”, or achmye siavks, berween Iagoda and doc-
tors Levin and Pletnev, as well as between Krmchkov and Levin.

We now also have two pretrial interrogations of Avel’ Enukidze. They
confirm Iagoda’s confessions generally. Dr. Levin even admits to direct
contact with Enukidze. The present author has done a study of Dr. Plet-
nev’s “rehabilitation” and the so-called “research” hased on it. This sty
concludes that Pletnev's “rehabilitation™ too was falsified. Pletnev admit-
ted guilt and never retracted that admission 2%

24T matertals fromi Iapoda’s intesrogatons and face-to-face controntations are in
(enribh lagada: Narkom vnnsrewnikbde! TSR, Coeneral'ney kosmssar gﬂmdmﬂ-mnm begopamost,
Shormid doknmentze. Kazan', 1997 pp. 218-223, The fisst of the two transcapts of
interrogations of I3 rlulwclm. that of May 30, 1937, is published hese oo (pp. 508-517), In
it the NKVD investigator refers 1o an eardier interrogation of Enulidze from April 27,
1937, which has now beea published in Lubianka 2 No. 60, pp. 144-156, This last
publication, by the lakovley fund, has 2 semi-ofhicial states and thercfore confirms the
genuine mature of the first publication, On contacts heeween Levin and Enukidze see fid
po222
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In June 1957 one of the defendaants in the “Bukharin Trial”, Akbal Ik-
ramov, was “rehabilitated.” The only evidence cited that Ikramov had
been wrongly accused was the fact that those who accused him, including
Bukharin, had also accused others who had previously also been declared
“rehabilitated ™7 No claim was made that either Tkramov, who had con-
fessed at trial, nor any of those who had accused him, acted under com-
pulsion.

By December 1957 several other defendants had been similarly “rehabili-
tated.” Though the rest of the defendants were not “rehabilitated” until
1988, under Gorbachev, this was only a formality. At a pational conven-
tion of historians held in 1962 Pospelov was asked what should be said in
the schools about the accused. He replied that “neither Bukhann nor
Rykov, of course, were spics or terrorists.”?® However, Pospelov also
refused the inquiring historians in the audience any access to the docu-
mentary evidence they had asked forl

Bukharin had confessed to being a terrorist, but not personally to espio-
nage, only through his co-conspirators, while Rykov had refused to admit
he was a spy but agreed that he had tried to overthrow the government.
In effect, therefore, Pospelov made explicit in 1962 what Khrushchev
had only implied earlier: the claim — false, as we can now prove -- that the
Moscow Trals wete a frameup, the testimony false.

In his Secret Speech Khrushchev declared the “Doctors’ Plot” a fabrica-
tion. But he lied about it completely. He claimed it had been faked by
Beria when in fact it was Beria’s investigation that had discovered it was a
fake in the first place. He also blamed Dr. Timashuk for starting the
“plot”. But Timashuk had nothing whatsoever to do with it. All the pri-

o RKEB 2, p. 135,

Y Vissningnos soveshcbarie o mirakb ulchsheniia podgotorki mavchmo-pedagagicherkikh kadrov pa
istoricheshim nawkam, 1821 dekabria 1962 g Moscow: Nauka, 1964, p. 298. IUd
Fel'shtinskii, a well-known Russian Trotskyist scholar, claims that Pospelov said this
“summarized the official results of the secret researches undertaken by the appsopriate
organs of the CC CPSU” See TU. G. Fel'shtinskii, Raggoury « Bukbarimyn. Kopmmestarii k
vospomninaniess M. Larinos (Brkbarinei Negalypaemoe' s profogheniamri. Moscow. Lzd.
Gumanitasnni lireramaey, 1993, p. 92. There is no reason to think this is true, since the full
context of Pospelov’s statement is this: “T can state that it is sufficient to swdy cacefully
the documents of the 22nd Party Congress to say that neithee Bukharin nor Rykov, of
cousse, were spies or terrorists.”” We know that utter fabrications were stated as fact at the
22nd Party Congress — Shelepin’s misreading of Tona IAkir's letter, discussed below, isan
example — so there is no reason to think Pospelov was telling the touth here.
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mary evidence we have attests to these facts.

In any case, Shcherbakov’s death could not have been but welcome to
Khrushchev. So much of what Khrushchev claimed to have revealed
about the Stalin years has proven false that it would be imprudent to
simply “believe” him in this case. In the light of the evidence we now
have concerning the “doctors’ plots” alleged in the 1938 Moscow Trrial it
would be a mistake to foreclose the possibility that some, at least, of the
postwar “doctars’ plots” might have had some basis in reality.

Finally, there is a long-recognized mystery of why medical care was not
summened for the gravely ill Stalin until a day or more after it had been
discovered that he had had a stroke. Whatever the details of this affair
Khrushchev was involved in it.

Implications: The influence on Soviet society

Khrushchev's personal motives aside, of greater interest and importance
are the implications for Sowviet society and politics suppested by the
Speech.

The fact that the “Secret Speech” is not just untruthful in spots but
rather 1s composed of falsehoods from beginning to end requires a pro-
tound readjustment of our historical and Poljticaj Frameworks.

The fact that the rescarch and “rehabilitadon™ commission that provided
Khrushchev with the information he used in his speech, the Pospelov
Commission, did not carry out honest research has implications for any
and all other eommissions of historical investigation set up under Khru-
ghehev and answerable to him.

For example, many commissions of “rehabilitation” were set up under
Khrushchev in order to “study™ the cases of individuals, overwhelmingly
communists, who had been convicted and either executed or imprisoned
in the GULAG tor long periods. In almost all the cases we know of these
commussions exculpared the aceused and declared them “rehabilitated” —
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innocent, for all practical purposes. Those so “rehabilitated” were de-
clared to have been “victims of Stalinist repression.”

However, in few cases was any evidence presented sufficient to establish
the innocence of the “rehabilitated” person. On the contraty: in some
cases there is pood reason to believe that the “rehabilitated” persons may
not have been innocent at all.

For example, at the June 1957 Central Committee Plenum at which
Khrushchev and his supportets expelled the “Stalinists” Malenkov,
Molotov, and Kaganovich for having plotted to have Khrushchev re-
moved as First Secretary, Marshal Zhukov read from a falsified letter
from Komandarm (General) Iona Iakir. Jakir had been toed and executed
with Marshal Tukhachevskii in June 1937 for plotting with the Germans
and oppositionists within the USSR, for a comp d'élal.

Marshal Zhukov quoted it as follows:

On June 29 1937 on the eve of his own death he [lakir —
GF] wrote a letter to Stalin in which he says: Dear, close
comrade Stalin! I dare address you in this way because I
have told everything and it seems to me that I am that
honotable warrior, devored to Party, state and people,
that I was for many years. All my conscious life has been
passed in selfless, honorable wotk in the sight of the
Party and its leaders. 1 die with words of love to you, the
Party, the country, with a fervent belief in the victory of
communism.’

On this declaration we find the following resolution:
“Into my archive. St. A scoundrel and prostitute. Stalin.
A precisely accurate description. Molotov. For a villain,
swine, and b***, there is only one punishment — the
death penalty. Kaganovich.

- Molotov, Malenkov, Kaganovich. 1957. Moscow, 1998,
p:39. %29

This text was falsified by the omission of the part of lakir’s lettet in
which he confirms his puilt and repents. Here is the text from the
“Shvernik Report” on the Tukhachevskii case given to Khrushchev in
1964, shortly before his ouster, but not published until 1994. The sen-

9 Molotor, Malkwkay, Kaganovfch, 1957, Moscow, 1998, p. 39
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tences omitted in Zhukov’s 1957 reading are in boldface here:

“Dear, close com. Stalin. I dare address you in this way
because [ have told everything and and it seems to me
that | am once more that honorable warrior, devoted to
Party, state and people, that T was for many years. All my
conscious life has been passed in selfless, honorable
work in the sight of the Party and its leaders. — then I
fell into a nightmare, into the irteparable hortor of
treason... The investigation is finished. The
indictment of treason to the state has been
presented to me, I have admitted my guilt, I have
repented completely. I have unlimited faith in the
justice and appropriateness of the decision of the
court and the government. Now each of my words is
honest, I die with words of love to you, the Party, the
country, with a fervent belief in the victory of
communism,”

On Iakir's declaration we find the following resclution:

“Into my archive. St.”” “A scoundrel and prostirute. I.

Stfalin]”. “A precisely accurate description. K.

Voroshilov.” “Molotov”. “For a villain, swine, and

bastard there is only one punishment — the death penalty.

Kaganovich.”240
Aside from relatively inconsequential errors in Zhukov’s account — Takir’s
letter was written on June 9 1937, not June 29 — there are important falsi-
fications. In this letter Iakir repeatedly confirmed his guilt. Voroshilov,
as well as Stalin, Molotov, and Kaganovich wrote on the letter, a detail
Zhukov omitted. In 1957 Voroshilov had backed away from the plot to
remove Khrushchev. The latter, though criticizing the old Maeshal se-
verely, spared him the punishment meted out to the others. This same
falsified letter was read out at the 22 Party Conptess in November 1961

4 RKEB 2 (2003), 688, Voonno-Istorichesksi Arkbiv, Vypusk 1. Moscow, 1997, p. 194. Also
in. Voenmye Arkbivy Rossi No. 1, 1993, p. 50. This was the first publication of the “Shvernik
Report.” But this journal, whose sole issue is surrounded in mystery, is very hard to find.
There was evidently never another issue, and this one, while dated 1993, may not have
actually been published until the following year.
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by Alexander Shelepin. 241

In 1957 none of the accused — Malenkov, Molotov, and Kaganovich —
complained about Zhukov's falsification of lakir's letter. Therefore we
must assume that they did not have access to it, even though they were
Presidium members themselves. It is possible that Zhukov himself may
not have known that he was reading a falsified document. But Khru-
shchev's “researchers™ had to have known — they provided the text! They
would never have dared do this behind Khrushchev’s back. Thetefore
Khrushchev knew too.24?

(We should note too that even in the version of Tnkir’s letter published in
1997 there is an ellipsis — the three dots, in Russidn a troslochic — after the
word “treason.” Something is still omitted from Iakit’s letter, of which
therefore the penuine and complete text is still being withheld from us by
the Russian government.)

Therefore, none of the “rehabilitation” decisions, in which a great many
repressed communists were declared innocent, can be taken at face value.
But therefore the same is true of other documents ereated for Khru-
shchev’s use.

One such set of documents is known as the “Colonel Pavlov” reports. A
recent work by Oleg Khlevniuk calls them “the main source of our
knowledge about the scale of repression.”##* These have provided the
main sources for estimating the number of people “repressed” during the

241 Ap the 22nd Party Congress in 1961, doring which Khrushchev and his supportess
leveled an even more virulent attack on Stalin than in 1956, Alexander Shelepin repeated
this same distortion, rcading aloud lakir's letres while omitting the parts in which Jakir
confirmed his guilt (Sokolov, BV. Mikba! Twkbacherskii, Zhizn'I Sweert” Krasnose Marshala'
Smolensk, 1999; also at http:/ /militers lib. e /bio/ sokolov/09.html ; Leskov, Valeaga.
Sialin i Zagevor Trkhorbersbgge. Moscow: Veche, 2003, o 171 p. $61. The acrual transcript
of Shelepin's Speech to the 22nd Party Congress of the CPSU is ponted in Pravda,
October 27, 1961. Shelepin's dishonest misquotation of lakir's letter is 2t p. 10, cols 3-4.
Tt is also in the official tanscript: XXIT £ e Kosumunisiicherkoi Partid Sovetrkogo Soinge 17-
31 ohriabyia 1961 goda. Stemograficherkil aichior. Moscow: Gos. [zd. Politicheskoi Litegatury,
1962, 399-409.

M2 Marthew Lenoe too conchudes that Khrushchev kept important documenis secret
from Molatov and ethers. See The Kerop Munder and Sostet Flictory (MNew Haven: Yale UR
2010) 592 1 am preparing a detailed review of this extremely flawed book.

3 The Hisary of the Coalag, Yale L., 2004, p. 287,
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19305.2% But since they were prepared for Khrushchev we cannot as-
sume they were honestly done. Maybe it was in Khrushchev's interest to
exaggerate — or, for that matter, minimize — the number of those exe-
cuted? Or maybe Pavlov, like Pospelov, thought he should do one or the
other? Given the fraudulent nature of other studies done for Khrushchew
we can no longer simply assume that the “Colonel Pavlov” reports are
ACCUrAe.

In terms of scholarship, almost all research on the Stalin years published
during the past half-century relies heavily on Khrushchev-era Soviet pub-
lications®# It also includes many or most of the non-émigré sources cited
in the nmumerous works by Robert Conquest such as The Grat Terror,
Stephen Cohen’s famous biography of Bukharin®®, and many other
works. Cohen drew his evidence for his final chapter on the 1930s from
Khrushchev-era sources and the Speech itself, with the result that almost
every statement of fact in this chapier has murmed out to be false. No such
works can be accepted unless and until the assertions made in them can

be verified inde_-penden r]y.

This goes for the supposedly “primary-source™ documents as well. Khru-
shchev and others ated dishonestly from many such sources. Unless and
until scholars can see the originals, and their whole texts, it is invalid to
assume that Khrushchev, or 2 Khrushchev-era book, article, or speaker,
quoted them honesdy. 27

M They are a main source in the now-famous article by Getty, Rittersporm and Zemskow,
“Wictims of the Saviet Penal 5}'5 tedm i the Prewar Years: A First ﬁ'pprmch on the Basis
of Archival Evidence,” AHR October 1993, 1017-1049,

25 Careful students have long questioned the historcal worth of some of these works,
like thar of Roi Medvedey's Ter Hiary fidze (Tlussian title: K swde drteri) or Alexandec
Solzhenitsyn’s The GULAG Aripefme.

28 Bulcharin and the Bolshovik Revoludon (1973).

7 An articke by myselfand Viadimir Bobrov proves, by citing documents from the
formerly scerer Sovice archives, that every statement made by Cohen in the final chapter
of his biogrphy of Bukharin is false. All were based on Khrushehev-eoa sources, with a
few cmigré mamors theown in, See “V krivol zerkale cinostalinskot paradigom” in 1937,
Pravosidie Stodi. Qihaloremiin ne pedleghiv,. (Moscow: Fksmo 2010) 195-333, An Tnplish
version of this article 15 scheduled to appeac in the 2010 issue of Creltaral Lagie, which is
scheduled o appear i 2011,



Chaptes Twelve. Conclusion: The Enduring Legacy of Khrushchev's Deception 213

Political Implications

The “Sectet Speech™ threw the world communist movement into crisis,
But the claim was that all the damage done was necessary, prophylactic.
An evil part of the past, larpely unknown to the communists of the world
and even of the USSR, had to be exposed, a potentially fatal cancer in the
body of world communism had to be mercilessly excised, so that the
movement could correct itself and once again move towards its ultimate
goal,

In the years that followed it became more and more apparent that the
USSR was not moving towards a classless society, but rather in the oppo-
site direction. Even so, those who stuck with the Soviet-led movement
did so because they still held to the original ideal. Millions of people
around the world hoped and believed that a movement that could afford
to take such huge losses, to admit such crimes had been committed in its
name, to ruthlessly expose them — as Khrushchev claimed to have done —
might have the integrity and fortitude to correct itself and move, with
whatever political zigs and zags necessary, towards a communist future.
This picture is no longer tenable.

Khrushchev was not trying to “right the ship of communism.” A total
trashing of the truth like the “Secret Speech” is incompatible with Marx-
ism, or with idealistic motives of any kind. Nothing positive, democratic,
or liberating can be built on a foundation of falsehood. Instead of reviv-
ing a communist movement, and Bolshevik Party, that had strayed from
its true course through prievous errors, Khrushchev was killing it off.

Khrushchey himself is “revealed” not as an honest communist but in-
stead as a political leader seeking personal advantage while hiding behind
an official persona of idealism and probity, a type familiar in capitalist
countrics. Taking into account his murder of Beria and the men executed
as “Beria’s gang” in 1953, he seems worse still — a political thug, Khru-
shchev was guilty i reality of the kinds of crimes he dedberately and falsely
accused Stalin of in the “Secret Speech.”

The fraudulent nature of Khmshchev’s Speech forces us to revise our
view of those “Stalinists” who tried and failed to have Khrushchev re-
moved from leadership in 1957 and who wete dismissed and, at length,
expelled from the Party. With all their sins and failings the interviews of
the aged Molotov and Kaganovich (as retold by Felix Chuev) reveal men
devoted to Lenin, Stalin, and the ideal of communism to the end who
often commented incisively on the capitalist developments within the late
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USSR. Molotov predicted the overthrow of sodalism by capitalist forees
within the Party even as, in his 80s and 90s, he sought reinstatement in it

Yer their acceptance of the main outlines of Khrushchev’s attack on Sta-
lin suggests that they had their own doubts about some of the policies
followed during Stalin’s time. To one degree or another they shared
Khrushchev’s political views. Furthermore, they did not know the details
of the repressions of the 1930s and thereafter, and were utterly unpre-
pared to refute anything Khrushchev and his supporters said about them
— until it was far too late.

Perhaps the only positive step the post-Stalin Soviet leadership made was
in criticizing, and partially dismantling, the disgusting “cult of personal-
ity” they themselves had built up around the figure of Stalin. Even here
Khrushchev himself deserves no credit. He had opposed Malenkov’s
much earlier attempts — within days of Stalin’s death — to criticize the
“cult” And Malenkov had the honesty to blame, not Stalin, but those
around him, himself included, for being too weak to stop the “cult”,
which Stalin finally grew accustomed to but never endotsed and viewed
with distaste.

Khrushchev himself lost no time in attempting to build up around him-
self an even bigger “cult” than that around Stalin. He was criticized for
doing so even by his supporters in 1956 and 1957, and his self
aggrandizement and arrogance was the main accusation made by the Pre-
sidum leadership that unseated him in October 1964,24

The fraudulent natre of Khrushchev’s Speech demands that we rethink
the Stalin years and Stalin himself. Stripped both of the idol-worshipping
“cult” around him and of Khrushchev’s calumnies the figure of Stalin,
and the shape of the policies he tried to put into practice, reassert them-
selves as the central issue, the greatest question mark in Soviet and
Comintern history. Stlin’s successes and failures must be not just re-
studied; they have yet to be discovered and acknowledped.

Trotsky

It also demands a reconsideration of Trotsky and of Trotskyism. In its
essentials Khrushchev's denunciation of Stalin in the “Secret Speech”

248 The: teangeript of the October 1964 Plenum at which Khrushchev was removed has
been published in Itorichers AArkbiv 1, 1993, pp. 3-10.
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echoed Tiotsky's eadlier demonization of Stalin. But in 1956 Trotskyism

was a marginal force, its murdered leader most often dismissed as a
megalomaniacal fatlure.

Khrushchev’s speech breathed new life into Trotsky's all-but-dead carica-
tute of Stalin. Communists and anti-communists alike began to view
Trotsky as a "pmpher”. Had he not said things very similar to what
Khroshchev had just “revealed” to be true? They dusted off Trotsky's
little-read works. Trotsky’s reputation, and that of his followers, soated.
That the “Secret Speech® constituted an uﬂncknuwleﬂged “rehabilitation™
of Trotsky was recugnized by T:otaky’s widow Sedova whe, within a day
of the Speech, applied to the Presidium of the 20 Party Congress for full
rehabilitaton for both het late husband and her son.?® But now, no
longer “confirmed” by Khrushchev’s testimony, Trotsky’s highly partisan
portrait of Stalin and Soviet society and politcs during his time needs to
be revisited with a critical eye.

Unresolved weaknesses in the Soviet system
of socialism

It is easy and of course justified to criticize Khrushchev himself He
chose to undermine the CPSU and the international communist move-
ment by deliberately lying about Stalin and Soviet history. Whatever we
conclude about the historical conditions that produced Khrushchev and
his era, nothing can absolve him of the responsibility for his own acts.

But Khrushchev could not have been promoted to the Polit-
bure/Presidium if his concept of socialism had been worlds different
from that shared by many other Party leaders. Khrushchev’s rise is no
doubt partly explained by his extraordinary energy and initiative, qualities
that the rest of the Presidium members showed little of. But he eould not
have trinmphed if he had been seen by Stalin and the Party elite as a
righdst, or bad, communist. The concept of what was meant in the Bol-
shevik Party by “socialism® had evolved since the Revolution.

Malenkov, Molotov, and Kaganovich, the major figures associated with
Stalin for decades, did acquiesce, however grudgingly, to Khrushchev’s
“Secret Speech™. It is clear that they themselves did not have access to

4% Digfelad Khsshebera, p. 610, T have put a facsimile of Sedova's letter on the web at
http:/ /chss. montclairedu/english/ furr/ reseasch/sed ovaleell 22856 jpg
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the documents prepared for Khrushehev by his allies. Their remarks at
the tme and afterwards show that they did not suspect that what Khru-

shchev said was false. Moreover, they accepted the political implications
of the Specch.

Had Malenkov managed somehow to fend off Khrushchev and kept the
leadership of the CPSU, the “Secret Speech” would never have been de-
livered, and the history of the Communist movement, and therefore
much of the history of the world, might have developed very differsatly.
In like manner many pec}pie have reasoned that the Soviet Union might
well still exist if Turii Andropov had lived a normal life span as its leader
and Mikhail Gorbachev never taken office. But the “role of the individual
in history” does not grant unlimited choice even to the strongest leaders.
Andropov’s USSR was just as much in crisis as was Gorbachev’s — or as
was the USSR 1n 1953

Khrushchev was able to take power, deliver the bombshell of the “Secret
S?cn?.i:.h” with all its fabrications, and then “make 1t stick™: to win over the
Soviet elite, along with most of the Soviet population arid — though not
after huge losses — most of the communists around the world. These
facts themselves demand explanation. And the roots of that outcome
have to be sought in the previous period of Soviet history, the period of
Stalin’s leadership, and of Tenin's before him, and in the very conditions
that led to the Russian Revolution and Bolshevik victory.

There are historical and ideological roots to Khrushchev’s Speech, and
these must also be sought in Sovier history. Stalin tried hard to apply
Lenin’s analysis to the conditions he found in Russia and the world
communist movement. Lenin, in tuen, had tried to apply the insights of
Marx and Engels. Lenin had tried to find answers to the critical problems
of building socialism in Russia in the works of the founders of modern

COMMUISM.

Stalin, never claiming any innovations for himself, had tried to follow

Lenin's guidelines as closely as he could. Meanwhile Trotsky and Buk-

harin, as well a5 other oppositionists, found support for their proposed
olicies in Lenin’s works too. And Khrushchev, like his epigones up to

and including Gorbachev, cited Tenin’s words to justify, and give a Len-

mist or “left” cover to, every policy he chose.

Therefore, something in Lenin’s works, and in those ot Lenin’s preat

teachers Marx and Engels, facilitated the errors that his honest successor
Stalin honestly made, and that his dishonest successor Khrushchey was
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able to use to cover up his own betrayal.
But thatis a subject for further research and a different book.
Janzary 2005 — February 2007. Revised December 2070.



Appendix - Quotations from

Primary and Other Sources

1. Cult.

Khrushchev:

“Comrades! In the report of the Central Commutee of
the pacty at the 20th Congress, in a number of speeches
by delegates to the Congress, 45 also formerly during the
plenary CC/CPSU [Central Committee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union] sessions, quite a
lor bhas been said about the cult of l,‘]'u: indi'uj'f_‘lu.;ﬂ ;lnﬂ
about its harmful eonsequences. After Stalin’s death the
Central Committee of the party began to implement a
policy of explaining concisely and consistently that tt is
impermissible and foreign to the spirit of Marxism-
Leninism to elevate one person, to transform him nto a
superman possessing supernatural characteristics, akin o
those of a pod. Such a man supposedly knows
everything, sees everything, thinks for everyone, can do
anything, is infallible in his behavior. Such a belicf about
a man, and spectfically about Sealin, was cultivated
among us for many years.

The objective of the present report is not a thorough
evaluation of Stalin’s life and actraty, ...

At present, we are concerned with a ques nen which has
immense tmportance for the party now and for the
future — with how the cult of the person of Stalin has
been pradually prowing, the cult which became ata
cermain specific stage the source of a whole series of
exceedingly serious and prave perversions of party
principles, of party democracy, of revolutionary lepality.

33

1. Stalin’s Opposidon to the Cult
June 1926:
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“I must say in all consdence, comrades, that I do not
deserve a good half of the flattering things that have
been said here about me, 1 am, it appears, a hero of the
October Revolution, the leader of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union, the leader of the Communist
Intemational, a legendary warrior-knight and all the rest
of it This is absurd, comtades, and quite unnecessary
exaggeration. It is the sort of thing that is usually said at
the graveside of a departed revolutionary. But I have no
intention of dying yet...

“I really was, and still am, one of the pupils of the
advanced workers of the Tiflis railway workshops.” (J. V.
Stalin: Works, Volume 8; Moscow; 1954; p. 182).

October 1927:
“And what is Stalin? Stalin is only a minor figure.” (J. V.
Stalin: Forks, Volume 10; Moscow; 1954; p. 177).

December 1929:

“Your congratulations and greetings I place to the credit
of the preat Party of the working class which bore me
and reared me in its own image and likeness. And just
because I place them to the credit of our glorious
Leninist Party, I make bold to tender you my Bolshevik
thanks.” (J. V. Stalin: Works, Volume 12; Moscow; 1955;
p- 146).

April 1930:
“There are some who think that the article Dizzy with
Success’ was the result of Stalin’s personal initiative.
That, of course, is nonsense. It is not in order that
personal initiative in a matter like this be taken by
anyone, whoever he might be, that we have a Central
Committee.” (J. V. Stalin: Works, ibid.; p. 218).

August 1930:
“You speak of your ‘devotion” to me. Perhaps this 1s a
phrase that came out accidentally. Perhaps... Butifit is
not a chance phrase, [ would advise you to discard the
‘principle’ of devotion to persons. It is not the Bolshevik
way. Be devoted to the working class, its Party, its state.

29
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That is & fine and useful thing. But do not confuse it
with devotion to persons, this vain and useless bauble of
weak-minded ntellectuals.” (“Letter to Comrade
Shatunovsky.” [Forés, Volume 13; Moscow; 1955; p. 20).

December 1931:

“As for myself, [ am just 2 pupil of Lenin’s, and the 2im
of my life is to be a worthy pupil of his. ..

“Marxism does not deny at all the role played by
outstanding individuals or that history is made by people.
But... great people are worth anything at all only to the
extent that they are able correctly to understand these
conditions, to understand how to change them. If they
fail to understand these conditions and want to alter
them according to the promptings of their imagination,
they will find themselves in the situation of Don
Quixote. ..

“Individual persons cannot decide. Decisions of
individuals are always, or nearly always, one-sided
decisions. .. In every collective body, there are people
whose opinion must be reckoned with... From the
experience of three revolutions we know that out of
every 100 decisions taken by individual persons without
being tested and corrected collectively, approximately 90
are one-sided. ..

“Never under any circumstances would our workers now
tolerate power in the hands of one person. With us
personages of the greatest authority are reduced to
nonentities, become mere ciphers, as soon as the masses
of the workers lose confidence in them.” (J. V. Stalin:
ibid.; p. 107-08, 109, 113).

February 1933:

“1 have received your letter ceding me your second
Oirdler as a rewared for my work.

“T thank you very much for your warm words and
comradely ptesent. I know what you are depriving
yourself of in my favour and appreciate your sentiments.
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“Nevertheless, I cannot accept your second Order. I
cannot and must not accept it, not only because it can
only belong to you, as you alone have eamned it, but also
because I have been amply rewarded as it is by the
attention and respect of comeades and, consequently,
have no oght to rob you.

“Orders were instituted not for those who are well
known as it is, but mainly for heroic people who are little
known and who need to be made known to all.
“Besides, I must tell you that I already have two Orders.
That is more than one needs, I assure you.” (J. V. Stalin:
ibid.; p. 241).

May 1933:

“Robins: I consider it a great honour to have an
opportunity of paying you a visit.

“Stalin: There is nothing particular in that, You are
exaggerating,

“Robins: What is most interesting to me is that
throughout Russia I have found the names Lenin-Stalin,
Lenin-Stalin, Lenin-Stalin, linked together.

“Stalin: That, too, is an exagperation. How can I be
compared to Lenin?” (]. V. Stalin: ibid ; p. 267)

February 1938:

“I am absolutely against the publication of ‘Stodes of the
Childhood of Stalin’.

“The book abounds with a mass of inexactitudes of fact,
of alterations, of exaggerations and of unmerited

praise. ..

“But... the important thing resides in the fact that the
book has a tendency to engrave on the minds of Soviet
children (and people in general) the personality cult of
leaders, of infallible heroes. This is dangerous and
detrimental. The theory of ‘heroes’ and the ‘crowd’ is not
a Bolshevik, but a Social-Revolutionary theory...

“T suggest we burn this book.” (J. V. Stalin: ibid.; p. 327).
February 1946:
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*The ear is paillc:d too by the sound of the d.ithyrambs in

Stalin’s honor — it is simply embarrassing to read.”

{“Answer to Comrade Razin”, Works Val. 16},
Dimurrov’s diary

Dimitrov: [Proposes toast with fulsome Pmise of Stalin,

ending with the words| There can be no speaking of

Lenin without linking him with Stalin!

Stalin: [ respect Comrade Dimitrov very mnuch. We are

friends and will remain friends. But [ must disagree with

him. He has cven expressed himself here in an un-

Marxist fashion. What the victory of the canse requires is

the correct conditions, and then leaders will always be

found. {p. 66; November 7, 1937)

Dimitrov: .. This 15 2 collecave work, with Com|[rade]

Man Juilsky] as chief editor.

Stalin (regarding the passape in the appeal praising Stalin,

especially:

“Long live our Stalin!

Stalin means peace!

Stalin means Communisnal

Stalin is our victory!™)

— Manuilsky 15 2 toady!

He was a Trotskyite! We criticized him for keeping quiet

and not speaking out when the purges of Trotskyite

bandits were going on, and now he has started toadying!

There is something suspicious here.

— That article of his s Pragas — “Stalin and the World

Communist Movement” — 15 harmful and provecanve.

J-V. [Stalin] would not allow “under the banner of Mars-

Engels-1.enin-Sta/ir™ to remain in the appeal, but insisted

on simply “Marx-Engcls-Lenin.” (pp. 104-105, Apal 26

1939)

Stalin refused to permit an exhibiton about him in honor of his 55
birthday, December 1934:



_.’\[}I}Eﬂd.il

“... on a letter from the All-Union Society of Old
Bolsheviks, in which it was proposed to conduct a
campaign of propaganda dedicated to his 55% birthday,
he wrote the following resolution: ‘T am opposed, since
such undertakings lead to the strengthening of a ‘cult of
personality’, which is harmful and incompatible with the

spirit of our party.”

22%

- Rogovin, 7937, Chapter 41, citing Vapragy Intonii KPSS. No. 3, 1990, p.

104.

Stalin criticized playwrite Afinogenov for using the term *Vozhd™
(leader) about him:

“Having read, in 1933, the MS of the play The Lie by
AN A ﬁnﬂgmm' Stalin wrote an cxtensive letter to the
playwnle, in the notes to which he remarked: P.S. Your
going on about “the leades™ (roghd) is not helpful. This is
bad and, if you will permit me, indecent. It's nota
question of “a leader”, but of the collective leader — the
C.C. of the Party. 1.5t[alin]”" What did Stalin have in
mind. One of the heroes of the play, the assistant
Commissar Riadovoy, while arguing with the former
oppositionist Nakatov affirmed with feeling: ‘T speak of
our Central Committee.. I speak of the leader who leads
us, who has tom away the masks from many highly-
educated leaders who had unlimited possibilites and yet
showed themselves to be bankrupt. I speak of the person
whose strength is composed of the granite-like trust of
hundreds of millions. His name on the tongues of men
the wotld over sounds like a symbol of the fortress of
the Bolshevik cause, And this leader 1s

unconquerable ..” Stalin edited and corrected this tirade
with his own hand, making this key correction: ‘T speak
of our Central Committee which leads us, having totn
away the mask from many highly-educated leaders who
had unlimited possibilities and yet showed themselves to
be bankrupt, [ speak of the Central Committee of the
party of communists of the land of the Soviets, the
strength of which is composed of the granite-like trust of
hundreds of millions. Its banner on the tongues of men
the world over sounds like a symbal of the fortress of
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the Bolshewk eanse. And this collective leader is
unconquerable. ...”

On January 27 1937 having seen a screening of the film
“The Great Citizen™ (the subject of this film by director
F.M. Ermler resembles the story of the murder of S.M.
Kirov), Stalin wrote a letter to B.Z. Shumiatskii, director
of Soviet cinematopraphy, in which he gave the
following well-known specific directive: “You must
exclude any menton of Stalin, [nstead of Stalin should
be substituted the CC of the party.” (Sworaia drama
raroda. Uchenye i publitsisty o privode rialinizma. Sost. IU. P.
Senokosov, Moscow: Politizdar, 1989.).
“In 1936 was published a biographical sketch of the life
of Sergo Ordzhonikidze compiled by MD.
Orakchelashvili. Stalin read this book and left many
notatonis on its pages. In the sketch, for example, the
July crisis of 1917 is retold bke this: Tn this difficult
periad for the proletarian, when many faltered in the face
of the approaching danger, comrade Stalin stood firmly
at his post of the leadership of the CC and the Petrograd
party organization. [Lenin was in hiding — L.M.]. Com.
Ordzhonikidze was constantly with him, leading an
energetic, wholehearted struggle for the Leninist slogans
of the party.” (ibid, p. 33). These words were underlined
by Stalin, and at the edge of the pages he wrote with a
red pencil: "And what about the CC? and the party?” In
another place the VI Congress of the RSDLP (sumnmer
of 1917) was discussed, about how Lenin, in hiding in
Razlv, ‘gave directives on the questions that stood on
the Congress” agenda. In order to receive Lenin’s
ditectives com. Ordzhoniladze, on Stalin’s orders, rwice
went to Lenin’s hut.’ Stalin again posed his question:
‘And the CC — where is i7"

- L. Maksimenkov, in A!manakh Vairok' 12 (24-), December 2004, Also

quoted in Iulia Ivanova, The Dreaming Doors.

Stalin refused Hero of the Soviet Union (May 1945):

On the day after the parade, by order of the Presidium of
the Supreme Soviet of the USSR ].V. Stalin was awarded
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the title of Hero of the Soviet Union. Malenkov took the
initiative in this affair, but Stalin refused this high honor
and even spoke sharply with Kalinin, who had signed the
order: “T", he said, “took no part in military actons, did
no heroic deeds; [ am only a leader.”

V.F. Alliluev, ‘Chronicle of a family”: Alliluev — Stalin.
Moscow, 1995, p. 195.

Other accounts confirm this:

...\ conversation followed concerning the awarding to
Stalin of the Hero of the Soviet Union after the war,
Stalin said that he did not fit the criteda of Hero of the
Soviet Union, which was awarded only for the
demonstration of personal courage.

T did not demonstrate such courage’ — said Stalin. And
he did not accept the Star. They only drew him with this
star in portraits. When he died, the leader of the awards
section gave him the Gold Star of the Hero of the Soviet
Union. They pinned it on a pillow and carned it at the
funetal.”

Stalin wore only one little star: Hero of Socialist Labor —
added Molotov.

- Felix Chuev, p.140; Conversations with Molotov. From the Diary of F. Chues.
Moscow, 1994, p. 254.

Khrushchev quote “hero vs masses” — exactly what
Stalin had written

Khrushchev:

“While ascribing great importance to the role of the
leaders and orpanizers of the masses, Lenin at the same
time mercilessly stigmatized every manifestation of the
cult of the individual, inexorably combated the foreign-
to-Marxism views about a “hero” and 2 “crowd,” and
countered all efforts to oppose a “hero” to the masses
and to the people.” (p. 2)

See Stalin’s quotes above.
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2, Malenkov’s Attempt T'o Call 2 CC
Plenum Concerning the “Cult” April 1953

Zhukov, Tainy Kremla. 617-621, in April 1953 Malenkov had wanted to
call an extraordinary session of the Central Committee to discuss the cult
of personality of Stalin. On pp. 618-9 Zhukov quotes from Malenkov’s
draft report and deaft resolution

“Guided by these Ptincip]cd considerations the

Presidium of the CC CPSLT submits to the Plenum of the

CC CPSU the following draft resolution for its

consideration:

“The Central Commuittee of the CPSU considers that in
our printed and oral propaganda there exists an
abnormal situation that expresses itself in that our
propagandists stray into an un-Marxist understanding of
the role of the individual in history, and into the
propagating of 4 eult of the individual

[Itis well known that comeade Stalin fiomly condemned

such a culr of the individual, and called it a Socialist

Revolutionary error] In this connection the Central

Commuttee of the CPSU considers it obligatory to

condemn and to definitively put an end to the un-

Marxist, essentially Socialist-Reveolutionary tendencics in

our propaganda, which flow from the line of the cult of

the individual and of diminishing the significance and

role of the political line worked out by the party,

diminishing the sipnificance and role of a consolidated,

monelithic, united, collective leadership of the party and

government.”

Many of those present know that com. Smlin often

spoke out in this sPLr'Lt and ﬁ.l:['n]i" condemned the un-

Marxist, Socialist-Revolutionary understanding of the

tole of the individual in history.”
- Zhukov, Taini Kremlta, pp. 618-9; sentence in brackets is quoted as part
of this same draft reselution in M.P. Odesskii, D M Fel’dman, “Cult of
the Individual (Materials for a Hyper-reference)”, in Osvobodiie! noe Drig-
henzie v Rossir, 2003 (Saratov University), at
http:/ Swwwe.spu.nu / files/nodes /9873 / 09.pdf
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According to these two scholats these remarks are from Pospelov’s notes
on the March 10 1953 Presidium discussion, less than a week after Sta-
lin's death (March 5).

Malenkov was not permitted to call a CC Plenum, though it is not
known who voted for and against it. Zhukov believes Khrushchev was
most likely opposed.

3. July 1953 Plenum — Beria Attacked for
Allegedly Opposing “Cult”
At the July 1953 Central Committee Plenum attacking Beria Mikoian,

later a major ally of Khrushchev’s, strongly blamed Beria for beginning
the attack on Stalin’s ‘cult®

Another question is his [Betia’s] two-facedness. In the

first days [after Stalin’s death — GF] he spoke up strongly

about the cult of personality. We understood that there

were excesses in this matter even during comrade Stalin’s

lifetime. Comrade Stalin sharply criticized us. The fact

that they have created & cult around me, said Comrade

Stalin, the SRs have done that. We could not correct this

matter at that time, and o it went on. We must approach

the question of the individual in a Marxist fashion. But

Beria spoke up strongly. It turned out that he wanted to

destroy the cult of Comrade Stalin and create his own

cult.
- Lavrentii Beria. 1953, p. 168
Andreev (p. 207) also spoke up to blame Beria for raising the issue of the
“cult”, claiming it was simply not a problem. Kaganovich did likewise
(bid. p. 283).
Clearly they all knew that it had really been Malenkov!

Maksimenkov too discusses Malenkov’s March 1953 attack on “cults of
personality” as “self-criticism,” since Malenkov himself had engaged in it.
In the dishonest criticisms leveled at Beria during the July 1953 Central
Committee Plenum devoted to attacking him, Andreev blamed Beria for
raising the issue of the “cult”]

4. Who fostered the “Cult”?
Rei Medvedev points out that
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for sodalism, for world proletarian revolution.” (Rabochaic Moskva, 26
January 1932, cited in: L. Pistrak: The Grard Tactiian: Khrusheber’s Rise to
Power, London; 1961; p. 159).

At the 17th Party Conference in January 1934 it was Khrushchev, and
Khrushchev alone, who called Stalin ... ‘vozhd’ of genius.” (“nashego
geneal’nogo vozhdia tovarishcha Stalina™) (XVII S'ezd Vscsotuznoi
Kommunisticheskoi Partii (B.); p. 145, dited in: L. Pistrak: ibid.; p. 160).
Transeript of Khrushchev’s speech at

http:/ /wwwhrono.ru/vkpb_17/6_4html

In August 1936 during the treason trial of Lev Kamenev and Grigorii
Zinoviev Khrushchev, in his capacity as Moscow Party Secretary, said:
“Miserable pygmies! They lifted their hands against the greatest of all
men,... our wise ‘vozhd’, Comrade Stalin!... Thou, Comzade Stalin, hast
raised the preat banner of Marxism-Leninism high over the eatire world
and carried it forward. We assure thee, Comrade Stalin, that the Moscow
Bolshevik organisation — the faithful supporter of the Stalinist Central
Committee — will increase Stalinist vigilance still more, will extirpate the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite remnants, and close the ranks of the Party and
non-Party Bolsheviks even more around the Stalinist Central Committee
and the great Stalin.” (Pravda, 23 August 1936, cited in: L. Pistrak: ibid,;
p. 162 The entize speech is reprinted in N. G. Tomilina, ed. Nikifa Sergee-
wich Khrushcher. Dva Tiveta Vienemi. Dokumenty ig lichnogo fonda N.S. Kbru-
sheber. Tom 7 (Moscow: Mezhdunarodnyi Fond «Demokratiian, 2009), pp.
440-456. )

At the Eighth All-Union Congress of Soviets in November 1936 it was
again Khrushchev who proposed that the new Soviet Constitution, which
was before the Congress for approval, should be called the “Stalinist Con-
stitution” becaunse

“...it was written from beginning to end by Comrade Stalin himself.”
(Pravda, 30 November 1936, cited in: L. Pistrak: ibid,; p. 161).

It has to be noted that Vyacheslav Molotov, then Prime Minister, and
Andrey Zhdanov, then Party Secretary in Leningrad, did not mention any
special role by Stalin in the drafting of the Constimution.

In the same speech Khrushchev coined the term Stalinism’:

“Our Constitution is the Marxism-Leninism-Stalinism that has conquered
one sixth of the globe.” (Thid.).
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“The first issue of Pravda’ for 1934 carried a huge two-

page article by Radek, heaping orgiastic praise on Stalin,

The former Trotskyite, who had led the oppositon to

Stalin for many years, now called him ‘Lenin’s best pupil,

the model of the Leninist Party, bone of its bone, bleod

of 1ts blood’. .. He “is as far-siphted as Lenin’, and so on

and on. This seems to have been the first large article in

the press specifically devoted to the adulation of Stalin,

and it was quickly reissued as a pamphlet in 225,000

copies, an enormous figure for the tme.”
- R. A. Medvedev: Lat History Jucdge: The Origing and Consequeences of Stalinisom
London; 1972; p. 148. Quoted from Bland, pp. 8-9.) Radek’s atticle was
published as a 32page pamphlet: Zodibii  sotcialistichesiope  ob-
shebesiva.(Architect of ‘soaalist society) Moscow: Partiinoe izdatel’stvo,
1934).

BUKHARIN: I recall one such incident. Following the

instructions of Kliment Efremovich [Voroshilov] I wrote

an article on the exhibition sbout the Red Army. There

WVoroshilov, Stalin and others were discussed. When

Stalin said, “What are you writing there?”” Someone

retorted: “How could he not write something of the

kind?” I explained all these things very simply. I knew

that there's no reason to create a cult of Stalin, but as far

as [ am concerned, it is expedient.

SOSNOVSKY: And in my case you thought it essential.
BUKHARIN: For the very simple reason that you are a
former Oppositonist. I see nothing wrong in this.

— Voprogy Istorii No. 3, 2002, p. 28

5. Khrushchev and Mikoian

Khnishcher himself was one of those most gm!ry of building up rthe
“cult.”" (Bland, 9-11)

“Tt was Khrushchev who introduced the term ‘vozhd' (leader’, corre-
sponding to the German word ‘Fiihrer'). At the Moscow Party Confer-
ence in January 1932, Khrushchev finished his speech by saying:

“The Moscow Bolsheviks, mallied around the Leninist Ceniral Commitiee

as never before, and around the soghd” of our Party, Comrade Stalin, are
cheerfully and confidently marching toward new victodes in the battles
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Khrushchev’s speech in Moscow to an audience of 200,000 at the ume of
the treason trial of Georgii Piatakov(23) and Kadl Radek in January 1937
was if a similar vein:

"By lifting their hands against comrade Stalin they lifted them against all
the best that humanity possesses. For Sialir is hope; he is expectation; he
is the beacon that puides all propressive mankind. Stalin is out banned
Stalin 1s our willl Sralin 1s onr vietoryl” (Pravda, 31 January 1937), cited in:
L. Pistrak: ibid; p. 162. Entire specch at Tomilina ed., Nikita Serpeevich
Kbrusheher T. 1 pp. 465-8; this exact passape at top of p. 467).

Stalin was described by Khrushchev in March 1939 as “...our great gen-
iug, our beloved Stalin,” (i VTsVE, 3 March 1939, cited in: L. Pistrake
ibid.p. 164).

at the 18th Congress of the Party in March 1939 as

“..-the greatest genius of humanity, teacher and “vezhd’, who leads us
towards Communism, our very own Stalin® (XTI 5 'eqd Vsesonzsiol
Kommumisticheskoi Pariii (B.J), p. 174, cited in: L. Pistrak: ibid., p. 164).
and in May 1945 as “._.preat Marshal of the Victory.” (Prasda Ukrainy, 13
May 1945, cited in: L. Piserak: ibid.; p. 164).”

Mikoian
On the occasion of the celebration of Sralin’s fifticth birthday in Decem-

ber 1929, Anastas Mikoian accompanied his congratulations with the
demand

“...that we, meeting the rightful demand of the masses, begin finally to
work on his biography and make it available to the Party and to all work-
ing people in our country.” (Izpestiz, 21 December 1929, cited in: L. Pis-
trak: ibid.; p. 164).

Ten years later, on the occasion of Stalin’s sixneth birthday in December
1939, Mikoian was still urging the creation of a “...scientific biography™
of Stalin. (Prawda, 21 December 1939, cited in: L. Pistrak: ibid,; p. 158).”

Stalin’s suspicions of cult - Tuominen, Peuchtwanger (Bland, 12)

That Stalin himself was not unaware of the fact that concealed revision-
ists were the main force behind the “cult of personality” was reported by
the Finnish revisionist Tuominen in 1935, who describes how, when he
was informed that busts of him had been given prominent places in Mos-
cow's leading art gallery, the Tretyakov, Stalin exclaimed:
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“That’s downright sabotage!” (A. Tuominen: op. cit; p. 164).

Bland, 12-13 (fm Tuominen) — Bill Bland, “The Cult of the Individual,”
http:/ /www.mitranslations.org/ Britain /StalinBB.htm Bland has collected
much more evidence of Stalin’s opposition to the “cult.”

The German writer Leon Feuchtwanger (24) in 1936 confirms that Stalin
suspected that the ‘cult of personality’ was being fostered by “wreckers’
with the aim of discrediting him:
“t is manifestly irksome to Stalin to be wotshipped as he is, and from
time to time he makes fun of it... OF all the men I kmow who have
power, Stalin is the most unpretentious. I spoke frankly to him about the
vulgar and excessive cult made of him, and he replied with equal can-
dour... He thinks it is possible even that “wreckers’ may be behind it in
an attempt to discredit him.” (L. Feuchtwanger: Moseow 1937; London;
1937; p. 93, 94-95).
Stalin refused to allow the establishment of an Order of Stalin, which was
proposed first in 1945 by five Politburo members, and again on his 70
birthday in 1949. It was established only after his death.

In the Politburo of the CC ACP(b)

We present for consideration by the Politburo the

following resolutions:

1. To award com. Stalin with the order of “Victory™;

2. To award com, Stalin the title of “Hero of the Soviet

Union.”

3. To establish an Order of Stalin;

4, To erect a Stalin Arch of Victory on the autoroute
Moscow-Minsk at the entrance to Moscow.

We propose that the corresponding decrees be taken at
the XII session of the Supreme Soviet.

22.V1.45

V. Molotov
L. Bena

G. Malenkov
K. Voroshilov
A. Mikoian
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- V.A. Durov, “Orden Stalina Stalin ne utverdil”, Rodina No. 4, 2005. At
http:/ / chss.montclair.edu/ english/furr/research/durovorden.pdf

The last two proposals were not taken. Writing in peneil on the left-hand
corner reads “My archive. . Stalin.”

Stalin rejected renaming Moscow after
himself

In 1937-38 a proposal was made to rename Moscow “Stalinodar™ (“pift
of Stalin™),

However, this renaming never happened. M.I. Kalinin

nformed the Presidinm of the Supreme Soviet of the

USSR and RSFSR that ].V, Stalin expressed his

categorical opposition to this proposal...

Moscow remained Moscow,

- B.A. Starkov, “Kak Moskva chut’ ne stala Stalinodatom.” Izvestira TiK
KPSS. 1990, No.12, pp. 126-127. At
|:'|ttp:,l',"i.‘h.ss.mnntcL-lit.cdufeng]ishf'l'un‘frns earch/stalinodar. pdf

2. Lenin’s “Testament”
Khrushchev:

“In December 1922, in a letter to the Party Congress, Viadimir IIich
wrotes “After mking over the position of Secretary Genéral, Comrade
Stalin accumulated in his hands immeasurable power and I am not certain
whether he will be always able to use this power with the required care.”

This letter — a political document of wemendous tmportance, known in
the party history as Lenin’s “testament” — was distributed among the
delegates to the 20th Party Congress. You have read it and will undoubt-
edly read it again more than once. You might reflect on Lenin’s plain
words, in which expression is given to Vladimir Il'ich’s anxiety concern-
ing the party, the people, the sate, and the future direction of party pal-
icy.

Vladimir IMich said:

“Stalin is excessively rude, and this defect, which can be freely
tolerated in our midst and in contacts among us Communists,
becomes a defect which cannot be tolerated in one holding the
position ef the Secretary General. Because of this, | propose that



Appendix 253

the comrades consider the method by which Stalin would be re-
moved from this position and by which another man would be
selected for it, 2 man who, above all, would differ from Stalin in
only one quality, namely, greatet tolerance, greater loyalty, greater
kindness and more considerate attitude toward the comrades, a
less capricious temper, etc.”
This document of Lenin’s was made known to the delegates at the 13th
Party Congress, who discussed the question of transferring Stalin from
the position of Secretary General. The delegates declared themselves in
favor of retaining Stalin in this post, hoping that he would heed the criti-
cal remarks of Viadimir I’ich and would be able to overcome the defects
which cansed Lenin serious anxiety.

Comrades! The Party Congress should become sequainted with two new
documents, which confirm Stalin’s character as already outlined by
Vladimir 1ich Lenin in his “testament.” These documents ate a letter
from Nadezhda Konstantinovna Krupskaia to [Leo B)] Kamenev, who
was at that time head of the Political Burean, and a personal letter from
Vladimir II'ich Lenin to Stalin.

I will now read these documents:

“LEV BORISOVICHI

-“Because of a short letter which T had written in words dictated to me by
Vladimir I'ich by permission of the doctors, Stalin allowed himself yes-
terday an unusually rude outburst directed at me. This is not my first day
in the party, During all these 30 years I have never heard from any com-
rade one wortd of mudeness. The business of the party and of Il'ich are
not less dear to me than to Stalin. I need at present the maximum of self-
control. What one can and what one cannot discuss with Il'ich I know
better than any doctor, because I know what makes him nervous and
what does not, in any case I know better than Stalin. I am turning to you
and to Grigordi [E. Zinoviev] as much closer comrades of V. I and I beg
you to protect me from rude intetference with my private life and from
vile invectives and threats. I have no doubt as to what will be the unani-
mous decision of the Control Commission, with which Stalin sees fit to
threaten me; however, I have neither the strength nor the time to waste
on this foolish quarrel. And I am a living petson and my nerves ate
strained to the utmost.

“N. KRUPSKAIA™
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Nadezhda Konstantinovna wrote this letter on December 23, 1922, Afrer
two and a half months, 10 March 1923, Viadimir I'ich Lenin sent Stalin
the following letter:

“TOCOMRADE STALIN:
“COPIES FOR: KAMENEV AND ZINOVIEV.”
“Dear Comrade Stalin!

“You permitted yourself a rude summons of my wife to the telephone
and a rude reprimand of her. Despite the fact that she told you that she
agreed to forget what was said, nevertheless Zinoviev and Kameney
heard about it from her. T have no intenton to forget so easily that which
is being done against me; and T need not stress here that I consider as
directed against me that which is being done against my wife. I ask you,
therefore, that you weigh carefully whether you are agreeable to retracting
your words and apologizing or whether you prefer the severance of rela-
tions between us.

“SINCERELY: LENIN
“MARCH 5, 1923”
(Commation in the hall.)

Comrades! I will not comment on these documents. They speak elo-
quently for themselves. Since Stalin could behave mn this manner during
Lenin’s life; could thus behave toward Nadezhda Konstantinovna Krup-
skaia — whom the party knows well and values highly as a loyal friend of
Lenmin and as an active fighter for the cause of the party since its creation
— we can casily imapine how Stalin treated other people. These nepative
chazacteristics of his developed steadily and during the last years acquired
an absolutely insufferable character.”

Trotsky denies Lenin wrote a “Testament”, 1925

“In several parts of his book Eastman says that the
Central Committee concealed’ from the Party a number
of exceptionally important documents written by Lenin
in the last pesiod of his life (it is a matter of letters on the
natonal question, the so-called “will', and others); there
can be no other name for this than slander ﬂgﬂ.ins: the
Central Comriitee of our Party. From what Eastman says
it may be inferred that Viadimir Ilich intended those
letters, which bore the character of advice on internal
orgamsation, for the press. [n point of fact, thatis
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absolutely untrue ... .It poes without saying that all those

letters and proposals ... were brought to the knowledge

of the delegates at the 12th and 13th Congresses, and

always, of course, exercised due influence upon the

Party’s decisions; and if not 2ll of those letters were

published, it was because the authot did not intend them

for the press. Vladimir IPich did not leave any *will’,

and the very character of his attitude towards the

Party, as well as the character of the Party itself,

precluded any possibility of such a *will'. What is

usually refetred to as a “will in the émigré and

foreign bourgeois and Menshevik press (in a

manner garbled beyond recognition) is one of

Viadimir IPich’s letters containing advice on

organizational matters. The 13th Congress of the

Party paid the closest attention to that letter, as to all of

the others, and drew from it the conclusions approprate

to the conditions and circumstances of the time. All talk

about concealing or violating a ‘wilP is a malicious

invention and is wholly directed against the actual

desires of Vladimir IPich and the interests of the

Party he founded®.
- LD.Trotsky: ‘Concemning Eastman’s Book Since Lenin Died’, in: Bolshe-
vik, 16; 1 Sep, 1925; p. 68, my translation; emphasis GF. CE the text in
Trotsky, Leon, “Two Statements By Trotsky™.The Challenge of the Left
Oppusition (1923-25), p. 310350
In December 1922 the Plenum of the Central Committee took the deci-
sion to entrust to Stalin the responsibility to isolate Lenin, 1922:

DECISION OF THE PLENUM OF THE CENTRAL

COMMITTEE OF THE RUSSIAN COMMUNIST
PARTY (Bolshevik)

18 December 1922

0 The Trotskyist editors of this volume put quotation marks around Trotsky’s name here
to indicate that he wrote and signed these documents even though they did not express
his true thoughts, The editors do not seem to realize that this makes Trowsky look like the
kind of unpdncipled sclf-promaoter his political opponents accused him of being]
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In the case of the request of c(omrade) Lenin about the
Plenum’s decision on the question of foreign trade, with
the agreement of Stalin and the doctors, to communicate
to him [Lenin) the text of the resclution with the
addition that both the resolution and the makeup of the
commission were taken unanimously.
Notin any event to transmit [to Lenin] c{omrade)
Yaroslavsky's report and to keep it in order to transmit it
when permitted by the doctors, in agreement with
clomrade) Stalin.
To entrust c{omrade) Stalin with personal responsibiliy
for the isolztion of Viadimir I%ich [Lenin] with respect
both to personal contact with workers and o
correspondence.

- Igwestiia 1K KPSS No. 12, 1989, p. 191. Also ar

hltp:ffuw_hrunu.mfﬁbﬁﬂ)’stﬂﬁﬂf] O-02.html

According to Valkogonov (and athers),
“On the morning of December 24 (1922) Stalin,
Kamenev and Bukharin discussed the situatton. They
decided they did not have the right to enforee silence
upon their Leader [Lenin|. But eare, precautions, the
maximum possible quiet were essential. They took the
following deaston:
1. Vladimir llich has the right to dicrate 5-10 minutes
every day, but not to conduct a2 correspondence, and
Viadimir llich must not expect answers from these notes.
Meetings are forbidden.
2. Neither friends nor domestic persons must
communicate to Viadimir Tlich anything political, so as
not to give him cause for reflections and upset.”

- Velkogonov, Dmitri. Stadn. Vol 1. M, 1992, Ch. 2, par. 156; cited at

http:/ /militera.lib.ru/bio/volkogonav_dv/02 html

Stalin’s reply to Lenin concerning Krupskaia

“March 7, 1923.
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Comtade Lenin!

About five weeks ago I had a talk with com. N. Konst.
[Natalia Konstantinova — Krupskaia’s name and
patronymic), whom I consider not only your wife, but
also my old Party comrade, and told her (on the
telephone) approximately the following:

“The doctors have forbidden us to give 1lich polit.
information, and consider this regimen the most
important means of treating him. Meanwhie you, N.K.,
as it turns out, are violating this regime. We must not
play with IIich’s Life’, etc.

My explanations with N.K have confirmed that there is
nothing in this but empty misunderstandings, and indeed

there could not have been.

However, if you consider that I must “take back” the
above words which I spoke for the sake of keepiﬂg our
“relationship,” I can take then back. But | do not
understand what the problem here is, what my “fault” is,
and what precisely is expected of me.”
- tbid., p. 193. Also at http://warw.hrono.ru/libris/stalin/16-47 html T
have made a facsimile of the onginal letter handwritten by Stalm on
March 7, 1923 available on the internet at
http: / /chss montelatr.edu/english/ furr/ research/staltolensn03071923 1pg

According to Lenin's sister, Stalin's letter was not given to Lenin because
his health was getting worse, and Lenin never knew thart Stalin had writ-
ten it:

“...and so V.I. never did know of his letter, in which
Stalin excused himself.”

- M. UPianova. Igpertua TsK KPSS. No. 12, 1989, p. 195.

Aceording to M. Volodicheva, one of Lenin’s secretarics during his final
illness, when given Lenin’s letter Stalin acted like this:

“l handed the letter to him personally. I asked Stalin to
write a letter to Viadimir Ilich night away, as he was
awaiting his answer and was upset. Stalin read through
the letter while standing, right there, in my presence. His
face remained calm. He was silent a time, thought a bit,
and then said the following words, pronouncing each
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word cleatly, pausing between them: ‘It is not Lenin but
his illness that is speaking. I am not a medical doctor, I
am a political person. I am Stalin. If my wife, who 15 a
Party member, acted wrongly and was disciplined, [
would nat consider it right for mae to interfere in the
matter. And Krupskaia is a Party member. But since
Vladimir IVich insists, I am prepared to excuse myself to
Krupskaia for radeness.”

- M. Volodicheva, cited by A. Bek, Morkousdse Nowesti April 23, 1989.

In one of his talks with the writer Felix Chuev LWL Kaganovich rouched
upon the subject of the mutual reladons between Stalin and Lenin:

“Well, in Lenin’s time there were some things that were
very unpleasant. Concerning Lenin’s letter, Stalin once
told me: ‘But what could I do in this siruations The
Politburo assigned me to make sure that he [Lenin] was
not burdened, that the doctors’ orders were carried out,
not to give him paper, not to give him newspapers, and
what could I do — violate the Politburo’s decision? I just
couldn’t do that. And they attacked me.’ He told me this
personally with great bitterness, great bitterness. With
such heartfelt bitterness.”
- Chuev, F. Tak govort! Kaganovich. Moscow, 1992, p. 191, Also in Felix;L
Chuev, Kaganovich, Shepitor. Moscow: OLMA-PRESS, 2001, p. 263.
For Mana I'michn Ul'lanova’s letters, published in foestiia ToK KPSS
No. 12, 1989, pp. 195-199, scc
http://chss.montclaic.edu/english/ furr/research /ulianova htm]
Another of Lenin’s assistants, Lidia Fotieva, remarked:
Nadezhda Konstantinova did not always conduct herself
as she ought to have done. She could have discussed this
with Viadimir [Pich. She was accustomed to share
everything with him. And even in those cases when she
ought not to have done so ... For example, why did she
tell Vladimir IFich that Stalin was emude to her on the
phone?

- Cited by A. Bek, Moskonskre Novasti April 23, 1989,
Lenin asked Stalin to give him poison on demand:
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On Saturday March 17 ¢. Ulianova (N.K.)
communicated to me in a very conspitatorial manner the
request of V1. Iich to Stalin that I, Stalin, should assume
the duty of obtaining and giving to VL. II'ich an amount
of sodium cyanide. In this conversation with me N.K.
said, among other things, that “V1. Il'ich is suffering
unimaginable pain”, that “it is unthinkable to go on
living like this”, and she stubbornly insisted that I “not
refuse Iich's request™. In view of N.K.’s especial
insistence and the fact that V. IFich demanded my
agreement (during this conversation with me V.L twice
called N.K. to come to see him, demanding with great
emotion Stalin’s agteement), I considered it impossible
to refuse and replied: “T ask V. Il'ich to calm himself and
be assured that, when it becomes necessary, 1 will carry
out his demand without hesitation.” V. Il'ich did in fact
become calm.

However, I must state that I do not have the strength to
catry out V. IVich’s request, and am forced to reject this
commission, repardless of how humanitarian and
necessary it may be. I will so inform the meeting of the
members of the P.Buro of the CC.

. Stalin

Remark: The note is on an official form of Secretary of

the Central Committee of the RCP(b) J.V. Stalin and is

dated March 21, 1923, In the upper part of the sheet are

the signatures of those who read it: G. Zinoviev, V.

Molotov, N. Bukharin, L. Kamenev, L. Trotsky, M.

Tomsky. The last considered it essential to exptess his

opinion: “Read. I consider St’s ‘indecision’ correct. We

must discuss this strictly among the members of the Pol.

Buro. Without secretaries (I mean the technical ones).
- DmitriiVolkogonov, Staén. Russian edition, vol. 2, between pages 384
and 385, I have put an exact facsimile of the originals of these documents

at

hitp:/ /chss.montclair.edu/english/fure/ research/stalinleninpoison23.pdf
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3. “Collegiality” In Work.

At several points in his speech Khrushchev complains about Stalin’s lack
of collegiality and violation of collective leadership.

“We have to consider seriously and analyze correctly this matter in order
that we may preclude any possibility of a repetition in any form whatever
of what took place during the life of Stalin, who absolutely did not toler-
ate collegiality in leadership and in work, and who practiced brutal vio-
lence, not only toward everything which opposed him, but also toward
that which seemed, to his capricibus and despotic character, contrary to
hiz concepts.

Stalin acted not through persuasion, explanation and patient cooperation
with pecple, but by impasing his concepts and demanding absolute sub-
mission to his opinion. Whoever opposed this concept or tried to prove
his viewpoint and the cotrectness of his position was doomed to removal
from the leading collective and to subsequent moral and physical annihi-
lation.” (5-6)

“In practice, Stalin ignored the norms of party life and trampled on the
Leninist principle of collectve party leadership.”

Marshal Zhukowv:

“After T.V. Sralin’s death appeared the tale about how he
used to take military and strategic decisions unilaterally.
This was not the case at all. I have already said above
that if you reported questions to the Supreme
Commander with a knowledge of your business, he took
them into account. And I know of cases when he turied
against his own previous opinion and changed decisions
he had mken Pl:ﬂiuusl}r.”

- Zhukov, G.K. Vogpersinanita § ragmysbleniia. V. 2 tr. Moscow: OLMA-
PRESS, 2002, p. 163. Also at
http:/ /militeralib.ra/memo/rssian/zhukovl/17 huml

“By the way, as 1 was convinced during the war, L.V.
Stalin was not at all the kind of man before whom one
could not post sharp questions and with whom one
could not argue, and even firmly defend one’s own point
of view, If someone says differently [e.g. Khrushchey —
GF]| then I tell vou directly — their affirmations are not
truthful.”
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- tbed. p. 229. Also at

http:/ /militera.ib.ra/memo/russian/zhukov1/09.html

Zhukov again:
“His style of work, as a rule, was businesslike. Everyone
could express his own opinion without being nervous.
The Supreme Commander treated everyone the same
way — sttictly and officially. He knew how to listen
attentively when you reported to him with knowledge of
your topic. He himself was laconic, and did not like
verbosity in others.”

- ibid p. 338. Also at
http:/ /militera.lib.ra/memo/russian/zhukov1/11.html

Anastas Mikoian:

“T must say that each one of us had the full ability to
express himself and defend his opinion or proposal. We
frankly discussed the most complicated and contested
questions (as for myself, I can speak on this point with
the fullest responsibility), and met on Stalin’s part in
most cases with understanding, a reasoned and patient
attitude even when our statements were obviously
disagreeable to him.

He was also attentive to the proposals by the generals.
Stalin listened carefully to what was said to him and to
counsel, listened to disagreements with interest,
extracting intelligently from them that bit of truth that
helped him later to formulate his final, most appropriate
decisions which were born in this way, as a result of
collective discussion. More than this: it commonly
happened that, convinced by our evidence, Stalin
changed his own preliminary viewpoint on one or

another question.”

- Mikoian, Tak bylo. Moscow: Vagrius, 1999. Chapter 37, p. 464.
... the companionable atmosphere of management wark
did not lessen Stalin’s role. On the contrary, we almost

always attributed out own proposals, formalized under
Stalin’s signature, entirely to Stalin, without revealing that
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their author was not Stalin but some other comrade. And
he [Stalin] signed, someumes making amendments,
sometmes not, sometimes not even reading it, since he
trusted us.

- Mikoian, Tak by, Chapter 41.

Benediktov, long-time high official in Apriculture:
Co‘ntnuy foa W‘iCE¢$PI\'E:ﬁd i‘icw, all q uestions in those
years, including those involving the transfer of leading
party, state and military figures, were decided in a
collegial manuer in the Politburo. At the Politburo
sessions themselves arguments and discussions often
flared up, different, sometimes contradictory opinions
were expressed within the framework, naturally, of pacty
directives. There was no quiet, untroubled unanimity —
Stalin and his colleagues could not abide that. [ am quite
justified in saying this because [ was present at Politburo
sesslons many times. Yes, as a rule Stalin’s viewpoint
came out on top. But this occurred because he was more
objective, thought through problems in 2 more all-round
way, saw further and deeper than others.

- LA, Benediktov, “0 Staline | Khrusheheve®, Madaiz Goardiaz No. 4,
1089, Ar ht{p:,f' [stalinism.newrmnail ro/benedikthim

Mazrshal Shtemenko:

“General of the army 8.M. Shtemenko who was closely
associated by his work with [.V. Stalin ducing the war
years, writes: ‘T must say that Stalin did not decide, and in
general did not like to decide, important military
guestions unilaterally. He well understood the necessity
of collective work in this complex field. He recognized
the authorities in this or that military problem, took their
opimons nto account, and gave each man his due. In
December 1943 after the Teheran Conference, when we
needed o work out plans for future military actions, the
report at the joint session of the Polithuro of the CC of
the AUCP(1), the Supreme Defense Committee, and the
General Siaff concerning the course of the war at the
front and its future course was made by AM. Vasilevskii
and AL Antonov, while N. A Vozaesenskit reported on
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question of the war economy, and ]. V. Stalin took upon

himself the analysis of problems of an international

character.”
- 8.M. Shremenko, The General Staff During the War Years. Book 2. Mos-
cow, 1981, p. 275, Cited from B. Solov’ev and V. Sukhdeev, Polkovodets
Statin. M 2003, at http:/ /militera lib.ru/research/suhodeev_vv/04.html
Dmitri Shepilov:

“Stalin looked vety good and for some reason was very

cheerful. He joked, laughed, and was very democratic.

— Shepilov has just told me that it is hard to lead Prasda.

Of course it’s hard. I thought, maybe we should

nominate two editors?

Here everyone began to disagree noisily:

— No, there’ll be a dual leadership. .. There'll be no or-
dez, no one will know whom to ask.

— Well, I see that the people do not support me. Where
the people go, there too go 1.”

-INeprim&nupsiz, M. 2001, pp. 236-7. Also at

http:/ /www.pseudology.org/ShepilovDT/11.htm

Khrushchev himself admitted this quality in Stalin:
*I remained in my opinion. And here was something
interesting (which was also characteristic of Stalin): this
man, in a flairup of anger, could do a lot of harm. But
when you demonstrated to him that you were right and if
you adduced good facts, he would understand in the end
that this was a man who was defending a useful cause,
and would support you. ... Yes, there were cases when
you could firmly disapree with him and if he was
convinced you were right, then he would yield his own
point of view and take the point of view of his
interlocutor. Of course this is a positive quality.

But then Khrushchey hastened to add:

“But, unfortunately, you could count the number of

times this happened on your fingers.”
(Khrushchev had evidently already forgotten that he had just called this
quality of Stalin’s “charactedistic.”)
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- Khrushchev, N.S. Fremea, Lindi, Viast? Book 2, Parc 3. Moscow: Mosk-
ovskie novost, 1999, Chapter 3, pp. 43-4 (Russian edition). Also at
http:/ /hronos. km.ru/libris /lib_h/hnish34.html

In fact it was Khrushchev himself who refused to lead collectively and
was removed in large part for that in 1964,

[From Suslov’s speech]”Com. Khrushchev, having
concentrated in his hands the posts of First secretary of
the CC of the party and Chairman of the Coundl of
Ministers, has by no means always correctly used the
rights and obligations entrusied to him. Breaking with
the Leninist principles of collectivity in leadership, he has
begnn to strive towards unilaterally deciding the most
important questions of party and state work, has begun
10 neglect the opinions of the collective of party and
government leaders, has stopped considering the views
and advice of his comrades. More recently he has
decided even the most important questions in an
essentially individual manner, crudely insisting upon his
own subjective, often completely incorrect point of view.
He belicves himsclf to be without error, has appropnated
to himself 3 monopohstic claum to the twath. T'o all
comrades who have expressed their opinions and made
remarks unpleasing to com. Khrushchev, he has
arrogandy given all kinds of demeaning and insuldang
nicknames that lower their personal dignity.... As a
result of com. Khrushchev’s incorrect behavior the
Presidiumn of the CC has become less and less an organ
of collective, creative discussion and decision-making,
Collective leadership has in fact become impossible.

1t has become more and more clear that com.
Khrushchev is striving for an exaltation of his own
personality and the ignoring of the Presidium and the CC
CTPS1. These incorrect actions of cam. Khrushchew can
be interpreted as his striving ro advance a cult of his own

personality.. .

- “Kalk snimali N.8. Khrushcheva.” Intoricheskit Arkbiw No. 1, 1993, pp.T-
10.
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Stalin’s Four Attempts to Resign as First
Secretary, then as Secretary, of the Party

August 19, 1924
To the Plenum of the CC RCP
One and a half years of working in the Polithuro with
comrades Zinoviev and Kamanev after the retirement
and then the death of Lenin have made perfectly clear to
me the impaossibility of honest, sincere political work
with these comrades within the framewotk of one small
collective. In view of which I request to be considered as
having resigned from the Pol[itical] Buro of the CC.
1 request a medical leave for about two months.
At the expiration of this period [ request to be sent to
Turukhansk region or to the Iakutsk oblast’, or to
somewhere abroad in any kind of work that will attract
little attention.

1 would ask the Plenum [of the C.C. — GF] to decide all
these questions in my absence and without explanations
from my side, because I consider it harmful for our work
to pive explanations aside from those remarks that T have
already made in the first paragraph of this letter.
I would ask comrade Kuibyshev to distribute copies of
this letter to the members of the CC.
With com[munist] greetfings], ].Stalin.
19.VIIL.24

- Rodina. 1994. Ne7. C. 72-73.

December 27, 1926

To the Plenum of the CC (to com. Rykov). I ask that I
be relieved of the post of GenSec [General Secretary] of
the CC. 1 declare that I can work no longer in this
position, T do not have the strength to work any more in
27.X1L.26
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- Rodina 1994, Ne7. C. 72-73.

December 19, 1927

Fragment of the transcript of the CC Plenum.

Stalin: Comrades! For three years I have been asking the
CC to free me from the obligations of General Secretary
of the CC. Each time the Plenum has refused me. 1
admit that until recenr]j.r conditions did exist such that
the Party had need of me in this post as 4 person more
or less severe, one who acted as a certain kind of
antidore to the dm.',gers Pl:rstd by the Gppﬂsiucn. 1 admut
thar this necessity existed, despite comrade Lenin’s well-
known letrer, to keep me at the post of General
Secretary. But those conditons exist no longer. They
have vansshed, since the Opposition 1s now smashed. It
seems that the Opposttion has never before suffered
such a defeat since they have not only been smashed, but
have been expelled from the Party. It follows that now
no bascs exist any longer that could be considered
correct when the Plenum refused to heneor my request
and free me of the duties of General Sccretary.
Meanwhile you have comrade Lenin’s directive which we
are obliged to consider and which, in my opinion, it is
necessary to put into effect. I admit that the Pasty was
compelled to disregard this directive until recendy,
compelled by well-known conditions of inter-Party
development. But I repeat that these condi dons have
now vanished and it is time, in my view, to take comrade
Lenin’s directive to the leadership. Therefore 1 request
the Plenum to free me of the post of General Secretary
of the CC. I assure you, comrades, that the Party can
enly gain from doing this.

Dogadov: Vote without discussion.

Voroshilav: 1 propose that we reject the announcement
we just heard.

Rykow: We will vote without discussion. ... We vote now
on Stalin’s proposal that he be freed from the General
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Secretatyship. Who is for this proposal? Who 1s apainst?
Who abstains? One.

The proposal of comrade Stalin is rejected with one
abstention.

Stalin: Then I introduce another proposal. Perhaps the
CC will consider it expedient to abolish the position of
Gensee. In our Party’s history there have been times
when no such post existed.

Voroshilov: We had Lenin with us then.
Stalin: We had no post of Gensec before the 10t

Congress.

Voice: Untl the 11 Congress.

Stalin: Yes, it seems that until the 11 Congress we did
not have this position. That was before Lenin stopped
working, If Lenin concluded that it was necessary to put
forward the question of founding the positon of
Gensec, then I assume he was prompted by the special
circumstances that appeared with us bfore the 10%
Congress, when a more or less strong, well-organized
Opposition within the Party was founded. But now we
no longer have these conditions in the Party, because the
Opposition is smashed to a man. Therefore we could
proceed to the abolition of this position. Many people
associate 2 conception of some kind of special nights of
the Gensec with this position. I must say from my
experience, and comrades will confirm this, that theze
ought not to be any spedial rights distinguishing the
Gensec from the rights of other members of the
Secretariat.

Voice: And the duties?

Stalin: And there are no more dutics than other members
of the Secretariat have. I see it this way: There’s the
Politburo, the highest organ of the CC; there’s the
Sectetariat, the executive organ consisting of five
pessons, and all these five members of the Secretariat are
equal. That’s the way the work has been carted out in
practice, and the Gensec has not had any special rights

247
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or obligations. The result, therefore, is that the position
of Gensec, in the sense of special riphts, has never
existed with us in practice, there has been only 2
collegium called the Secretariat of the CC. I do not know
why we need to keep this dead position any longer. I
don’t even mention the fact that this position, called
Gensec, has occasioned in some places a series of
distortions. At the same time that at the top no special
rights or duties are associated with the position of
(Sensec, in some places there have been some
distortions, and in all the oblasts there is now a struggle
over that position among comrades who call themselves
secretaries, for example, in the national CCs. Quite a few
Gensecs have developed, and with them in the localites
special rights have been associated. Why is this
necessaryr

Shmidi: We can dismiss them in these localides.

Stalin. I think the Party would benefit if we did away
with the post of Gensec, and that would give me the
chance to be free from this post. This would be all the
easier to do since according to the Party’s constitution
there is no post of Gensec.

Rykov: I propose not to give comrade Stalin the
possibility of being free from this position. As concerns
the Gensecs in the oblast and local organs, that should
be changed, but without changing the situation in the
CC. The position of General Secretary was created by
the proposal of Vladimir IP'ich. In all the time since,
during Vladimir I'ich’s Life and since, this position has
justified itself politically and completely in both the
organizational and political sense. In the creation of this
otgan and in naming comtade Stalin to the post of
Gensec the whole Opposition also took part, all those
whom we have now expelled from the Party. That is
how completely without doubt it was for everyone in the
Party (whether the position of Gensec was needed and
who should be the General Secretary). By which has
been exhausted, in my opinion, both the queston of the
“testament” (for that point has been decided) and
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exhausted by the Opposition at the same time just as it
has been decided by vs as well. The whole Party knows
this. What has changed now after the 15" Congress and
why is it necessary to set aside the position of Gensec?
Stalin. The Opposition has been smashed.

(A long discussion followed, after which:)

Voices: Correct! Votel

Rykov: There is a proposal to vote.

Voices: Yes, yesl

Rykov: We are voting. Who is for comrade Stalin’s
proposal to abolish the post of General Secretary? Who
is opposed? Who abstains? No.

Stalin: Comrades, during the first vote about freeing me
from the duties of secretary [ did not vate, I forgot to
vote, | ask that my vote be counted as “Apgainst.”

Voice from a seat. That does not mean much.

- Quoted from G. Cherniavskil. “Prizhok iz partiingkh dzhunglet.”
Kaskad (Baltimore, MD) at http:/ /kackad.com/kackad /?p=855

October 16, 1952

In the memoirs of Akakii Mgeladze we read:

... At the first Plenum of the CC of the CPSU called
after the XTX Congress of the Party (I had been elected
member of the CC and took part in the work of this
Plenum), Stalin really did present the question that be
should be freed either of the post of General Secretary
of the CC CPSU, or of the post of Chairman of the
Council of Ministers of the USSR, He refezred to his ape,
overwork, said that other cadres had cropped up there
were and pecple to replace him, for example, N.I.
Bulganin could be appointed as Chairman of the Counal
of Ministers, but the CC members did not grant his
request, all insisted that comrade Stalin remain at both
positions.

247
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- AL Mpeladze, Stalin. Kakin: ia ¢go gl Stranuitry nedavnose proshlege. Nopl.,
2001, p. 118. Also see Chapter 9, where Stalin’s speech to this Plenum ag
recalled by L.IN. Efremow is discussed.

4. Stalin “Morally and Physically Annihilated”
Leaders Who Opposed Him.

Khrushchewv:

“Stalin acted not through persuasion, explanation and
patient cooperanon with people, but by imposing his
concepts and demanding absolute submission to his
opimion. Whoever opposed this concept or tned to
prove his viewpoint and the correctness of his position
was doomed to removal from the leading collecdve and
to subsequent moral and physical annihilation.”

5. Mass Repressions generally
Khrushchev:
“It was precisely during this period (1935-1937-1938) that the practice of
mass repression through the Government apparatus was born, first
against the cnemies of Leninism — Trowskyites, Zinovievites, Buk-
harinites, long since politically defeated by the party — and subsequently
also against many honest Communists,...”
Khrushchev killed more than others:

From the Interview of V.P. Pronin, Chairman of the Moscow Soviet in
1939-45, from Voenne-Istoricheskiz Zburmal No. 10, 1991.

“Question: And Khrushechev? What memories remain
with you about him?

Answer: [...] He actively aided the repressions. A sword
of Damocles hung above his head. In 1920 Khrushchev
had voted for the T'rotskyist positon. And thercfore,
obviously, he feared the consequences, and he himself
‘battled’ with especial zeal against carelessness, loss of
political alertness, political blindness, ete. Khrushchew
sanctioned the repressions of a large number of Party
and Soviet workers. Under him almost all of the 23
secretaries of the mikoms of the city were arrested. And
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almost all the secretaries of the raikoms of the [Moscow]
province [oblast’]. All the secretaries of the Moscow
Committee and the Moscow.City Commitiee of the
party were repressed: Katsenelenbogen, Margolin,
Kogan, Korytniy. All the managers of the sections,
including Khrushchev’s own assistant. Even after he was
in the Ukraine Khrushchev insisted, in the Politburo in
1938, upon the repression of the second tier of
leadership of the Moscow City Committee of the Party.

We, at that time young [Party] workers, were astonished.
How could Khrushchev instruct us about ‘alertness’, if
everybody around him turned out to be enemies of the
people? He was the only one in the Moscow Committee
who remained unharmed.

Question: Do you believe that the scale of repressions in
Moscow was Khrushchev's personal “contribution™?

Answer: To a significant degree. After the autumn of
1938, the arrival of Shcherbakov to the leadership of the
[Moscow] City Committee, not one of the [Party]
wotkers of the Moscow Soviet, the Moscow [Party]
Committee, the Moscow City [Party] Committee, ot the
regional committees was repressed. I know that in July
1940, when the question arose of removing Shchetbakov
from work for the poor work of the aviation factories,
they accused him also of very rarely, and even then very
unwillingly, giving his agreement to repressions. On the
contraty; in my presence at a meeting of the secretaries
of the City Committee and on Shcherbakov’s motion the
head of the investigative section of the NKVD was
expelled from the Party for unfounded arrests.

- Cited in Vladimir Alliluev, Kbronika odnot sem iz Allibuevy, Stakin. Moscow,

Molodaia gvardia, 2002, p. 172.

Khrushchev promoted repression:

“We must annihilate all these scoundrels. In annihilating
one, two, dozens, we do the work for millions, Therefore
our hand must not tremble, we must walk across the
corpses of the enemy for the people’s benefit.”
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- Khrushchev, August 14, 1937, Vadin Kozhinov, Rusida. 20¢ Century.
1939-1964. Ch. 8, at http:/ /www.hrono.ru/librig /lib_k/kozhin20v11.php
Mark IUnge and S.A. Kokin state that Khrushchev made this remark to a
plenum of the Moscow City Soviet; “Cherex trupy vrapa na blage maroda™.. T.
7. Moscow: ROSSPEN 2010), p. 13.

Histodan [Usi Zhukov daims he has seen the document in which Khrn
shchev asks for permission to raise “Caregory one” to 20,000 — 4 num.
ber, with no names.

“Turi Mikolaevich, we have Zorta Leonidavna
Serebrakova on the line. Why do you, when you evaluate
Stalin, not take into account the “lists to be shof”, in
which are documented, by the mark of his own pencil,
the thousands of people sent off to their deaths?

Zona Leonidovna, and how 13 one to take into account
those lists, where there are not even names, but simply
the words: “Permit me to shoot 20,000 people.” And the
signature: ‘Khrushchev, Nikita Sergeevich. I will tell you
where this document is.”

- Komsomelikaia Pravaa December 3 2002,

“...Half of the first harvest took place in the Moscow
provin<e [oblast’], by no means the larpest in the
country. On the ‘troika’ tormed here were, as specified,
the first secretary of the Moscow obkom of the Party
N.S. Khrushchev, Next to his name and signature we
always find the name and signature of Redens, head of
the UNKVD fer the Moscow oblast’ and relaove of N.
Allilueva, Stalin’s second wife. Today Redens is
numbered among the lists of ‘victims of Stalin’s
willfulness.” And here is what Khrushchev and Redens
represeated. .. well, it's better if I cite their request to the
Politburo: “T'o choot: 2,000 kulaks, 6,500 criminals, and
to exile: 5869 kulaks, 26,936 criminals.’ And this was
only one swing of the sickle!”

- Zhukov, Komsomolrkaia Pravda Naov. 19, 2002;

Khrushchev asked for authernty to repress huge numbers of people in
Moscow, including killimg thousands.

“CC ACP(b} - to comerade Stalin ].V.
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I report that we have counted a total of 41,305 criminal
and kulak elements who have served their sentences and
settled in Moscow city and province.,

Of those there are 33,436 criminal elements. Materials at
hand give us the basis to put 6,500 criminals in Category
1 [to be shot — GF], and 26,396 in Category 2 [to be
exiled- GF]. Of this number, for orientation purposes in
the city of Moscow there are 1,500 in Category 1 and
5,272 in Category 2.

We have calculated there are 7,869 kulaks who have
served their sentences and settled in Moscow aty and
oblast’ Materials at hand give us the basis to put 2,000
from this group into Category 1 and 5,869 in Category 2.
We request that a commission be confirmed, consisting
of comrades Redens, head of the UNKVD for the
Moscow oblast’; Maslov, assistant prosecutory of the
Moscow oblast’, and Khrushchev, N.S. — Secretary of
the Moscow Committee and Moscow City Committee,
with the right, when necessaty, to be replaced by A.A.
Volkov — second sectetary of the Moscow City
Committee.

Secretary of the M[oscow] Clommittee] of the ACP(b) —
(N. Khrushchev)”. July 10, 1937.

- Trwd June 4, 1992; republished in Molotov, Malenkov, Kaganovich, 1957. p.
747, n. 22.

Getty (Excesses, 127) cites Khrushchev’s request for 41,000 people in
both categories:

In Moscow, First Secretary Nikita Khrushchev knew that

he needed to repress exactly 41,805 kulaks and criminals.

Nearly all of the submissions from the forty provinces

and republics responding to Stalin’s telegram were in

such exact figures.”
[Note: from Zhukov, totals are 41305; Getty writes 41,805. This must be
from the same document cited above, so Getty copied wrong — GF]
According to Getty, after conferences in Moscow, the categories of peo-
ple subject to this repression were preatly expanded, and “the target
numbers submitted previously by the local authorities were revised, most
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often downward” (p.128) That is, the “Center” — Stalin and the Polit-
buro — tried to limit these repressions.

Taubman’s large (876 pp.) work Kbmurheber: The Main and His Enz (NY:
Norton, 2003), does not even mention Khrushchev’s repressions in Mos-
cow, though they were greater in number than those in any other region.

As for the Ukrainian repression directed personally by Khrushchev, here
is what he says:

“Yet the same Khrushchev presided over the purpes,
which apparently accelerated after his arrival. In 1938
alone, 106,119 people are said to have been arrested;
between 1938 and 1940 the total was 165,565, According
to Molotov, hardly objective but extremely well
informed, Khrushchev ‘sent 54,000 people to the next
world as a member of the [Ukrainian] troika.’
Khrushchev’s speeches dripped venom, and at least one
case has come to light in which he scrawled, “Arrest,’
across the top of a document that doomed a high official
of the Ukrainian Komsomol.”

-Taubman, 116.

An example of Khrushchev’s complaining to Stalin about “Moscow’s” —
that is, Stalin and the Politburo’s — lowering the numbers of people for
repression is this note from Khrushchev to Stalin:

“Dear Tosif Vissaronovich! The Ukraine sends [requests
for ] 17,000 — 18,000 [persons to be] represed every
month. And Moscow confirms no more than 2,000 —
3,000. T request that you take prompt measures. Your
devoted N, Khrushchev.”

- dted from Kosolapov, Slovo Tovarishcha Statinu. M: Eksmo, 2002, p. 355
Although this note is widely quoted, I have not been able to find an ar-
chival citation for this statement.

Khrushchev's appointment to the post of First Secretary
of the CC of the Communist Party (b) of the Ukraine
bropght 2 qualitative increase in repression, testimony of
which we find in a fragment from his speech at the 14t
Congress of the Communist Party of the republic. “We
will do everything, he said, in order to fulfill with honor
the task and commands of the CC ACP(b) and of
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comrade Stalin — to make the Ukraine an impregnable
fortress for enemies [of the people — GF].

.+ In his speech to the 20 Congress of the Party N.S.
Khrushchev deliberately avoided any mention of events
in the Ukraine and ated facts concerning the repressions
in other regions. But as they say, “You can’t hide a
needle in a sack™ We must consider as purely objective
the evaluation of his role in orgamzmg mass repressions
in the Ukraine given, for example, in the speech of the
People’s Commissar of Internal Affairs of the republic
Uspensky at the 14% Congress of the CP(b)U: I, like
many othet comrades speaking here — said the
Commissar — must acknowledge that the rout of enemies
of the people in the Ukraine began for real just a few
months ago, when we received to lead us that
experienced Bolshevik, pupil and comrade-in-arms of
great Stalin, Nikita Sergeevich Khrushchev.”

- 8. Kuz’min. “K repressiiam prichasten. Strikhi k politicheskomu por-
tretu NLS. Khrushchev., Vogroghdenie Nadeghdy. No. 2,1997. At

http:/ /memory.itkutsk ru/pub/f2.htm Also quoted in N.F. Bugai,
Narody Ukrainy v ‘Osoboi papke’ Stalina. Moscow: Nauvka, 2000, pp. 252-3.

More details about the huge number of persons “repressed” by Khru-
shchev 1o Moscow, 1936-37:

“N.S. Khrushchev, working as first secretary of the
M[oscow] Clommittee] and the M[oscow] Clity]
Clommittee] of the ACP(b) in 1936-1937, and from 1937
as first secretary of the CC of the CP(b)U (Communist
Party of the Ukmine, Bolshevik), personally gave his as-
sent to the arrests of a sipnificant number of Party and
Soviet workers. In the archive of the KGB there are
documentary materials that attest to Khrushchev's
participation in carrying out massive ICpressions in
Maoscow, Moscow oblast’, and in the Ukraine in the
prewar years. In particular he personally sent documents
with proposals for the arrests of leading workers of the
Moscow Soviet and Moscow Oblast’ Committee of the
Party. In all, during 1936-1937 55,741 persons were
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repressed by the organs of the Moscow and Moscow
oblast’ NKVD.

From January 1938 Khrushchev headed the Party
organizaton of the Ukraine. In 1938 106,119 persons
were acrested in the Ukraine. Repressions did not stap
dunng the following years. In 1939 abour 12,000 persons
were arrested, and in 1940 — about 50,000 persons. In all,
during the years 1938-1940 167,565 persons were
arrested in the Ukraine.

The NKVD explained the increase in repressions in
1938 in the Ukrane in thar, in connection with the
arrival of l‘ﬂu‘us]'l.chfv, ct:-uul‘r:l;—revnfl,ltform:}r *acl:h.rity’ of
the Right-Tratskyite underground grew especially
quickly. Khrushchev personally sanctioned the
repression of several hundred persons who were
suspected of organizing terrorist acts [~ assassination
atempts] against himself,

In the summer of 1938 wath Khrushchev’s sanction a
large group of leading Party, Soviet, and economic
warkers were arrested, among them the vice-chair of the
Council of People’s Commuissars of the Ukrainian SSR,
government ministers [rar&omry), assistant ministers,
secreraries of the oblast’ committecs of the Party. All
were sentenced to execution or to long terms of
imprisanment. According to lists sent by the NKVD of
the USSR to the Palithuro, for 1938 alone permission
was given for the repression of 2,140 persons of the
republican Party and Soviet cadre.”

- “Massovye repressii opravdany byt ne mogut.” Ismwchnik No. 1, 1995,
126-7; Reabilitarsia. Kak Eio Byl, 111 (Moscow, 2004), 146-7.

Khmshchev, February 1, 1956:

Question of com. Khrushchev [to Rodas]: Tell us in
relation to coms. Postyshev, Kosior, you declared them
encmies,

Com. Khrushchev:
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The guilty parties are higher. Semi-criminal elements
were brought into leading these investigations. Stalin is
to blame.

Arstoy: Comrade Khrushchev, do we have the courage
to tell the truth?

Aristov: Eikhe refused to confess to the last, and they
shot him nevertheless.

Com. Khrushchev: Ezhov, in all probability, was
innocent, an honest man.

Com. Mikoian: The Decree about the strupple against
terror was taken on December 1 1934,

[
Com. Khrushchewv: Tagoda, in all probability, was an
innocent [chisty = ‘clean’] man. Ezhov [also].

- RKEB f 308.9, p. 308.9.

6. “Enemy of the people”.
Khrushchev:

Stalin originated the concept “enemy of the people.” This term
automatically rendered it unnecessary that the ideological errors
of a man or men engaged in a controversy be proven; this term
made passible the usage of the most cruel repression, violating
all norms of revolutionary legality, against anyone who in any
way disagreed with Stalin, against those who were only suspected
of hostile intent, against those who had bad reputations. This
concept “enemy of the people” actually eliminated the possibility
of any kind of ideological fight or the making of one’s views
known on this or that issue, even those of a practical character.
In the main, and in actuality, the only proof of guilt used, against
all norms of current legal science, was the “confession” of the
accused himself; and, as subsequent probing proved, “confes-
sions” were acquired through physical pressures against the ac-
cused. This led to glaring violations of revolutionary legality and
to the fact that many entirely innocent persons, who in the past
had defended the party line, became victims.

We must assert that, in regard to those persons who in their time
had opposed the party line, there were often no sufficiently seri-
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ous reasons for their physical annthilation. The formula “-em:mf
of the people” was specifically introduced for the purpose of
physically annihilating such individuals.”

Jean-Paul Marat used the term “T'ennemi du people” in the frst issue of

his journal L 4mi du Pesple of 1793, See

hitp:/ /membres.mulimania. fr/jpmarat/amidpaf html#ennerni

It is also famously the name of a play by Ibsen.
Maxim Gorky, in the story “Khersones Taveicheskir™, 1897,

“...and in the conspiracy I will not act agatnst the
community, nor against any of the citzens who has not
been declared an enemy of the people.”

= Text at http://www.archaeology.ru/ ONLINE/ Gorki/gorky.html. S.
Lifshits, “Preslovutty Doklad Khrushcheva™, at

http:/ / wew.m-s-k.newmail.ru/pub/Lhtm (retricved July 5, 2004) gives
the print citation as Gor'kii, M. Sobranse sochinensi. V7 304 1. 23, p. 266.

Used by Lenin:
Lenin, “The land campaign and Tskra™s plan”, 1903

“Serious support by the workers of the Zemstvo appeals
should consist not in agreement about the conditions on
which the Zemstvo representatives can speak in the
name of the people, but by striking a blow at the enemies
of the people.”

- hrtp:/ fwww.marsis ts.org/ russkij /lenin/works /9-19.htm
Lenin, “The beginning of the revolution in Russia,” 1905.

“We Social-Democrats can and must proceed
independently of the revolutionaties of the bourgeois
democracy, gnaranteeing the class independence of the
proletarat, but we must go hand in hand with them
dunng the uprising, while striking direct blows apainst
Tsarsm, in opposing the army, in attacking the Bastlles
of the cursed enemy of the whole Russian people.”
- httpi/ fwanw.marxis ts.org/ russki] /lenin /1905/01 /1 2a.htm
Lenin, May 9, 1918:
“To declare all owners of grain who have surpluses and
do mot bring them to the export points, and also all the
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prain supplies of all those who raise it for distilling

spirits, as enemies of the people; to turn them over to

the Revolutionary court and submit them fram now on

to prison sentences of not less than 10 years,

confiscation of all property, and exile from their

community [obshchina] for life, and in addition to

subject distillers to forced social labor.™
. Lenin, Complete Works v. 36, p. 318 (Russian cdition). Quoted at
Lrlrtp:ffww.kursnch.cumf’bihlic/0010024,"Iﬂﬁwl.hlm The Decrec was
taken with minor changes, Dekrety Sovetskor vlasii, Ed. G.1D. Obichina et al
T, 2: 17 marta — 10 iulia 1918 g. Moscow: Gospolitizdat, 1959, p. 265.
Decree of the Central Executive Committee and the Soviet of People’s
Commissars of August 7, 1932:

%...People who infringe upon social property must be

considered enemies of the people, in view of which a

determined struggle against plunderets of social

possessions is the first duty of the organs of Soviet

power.”

- Tragedita Sovetskoi Derevni. Kolfekrivizatsia 1 raskulachivante. Dokumenty 1
wiateriady. 1927-1939. Tom 3. Konets 1930-1933. Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2001
No. 160, p. 453. Also at the Russian Wikisource page

http: / /tinyurl.com/law-of-aug-7-32
Khrushchev's use of the term:

“3. Enemies of the people have managed to do a lot of
damage in the area of assignment of cadres. The mbitary
soviet has set as the main task to uproot completely the
remenants of hostile elements by carefully studying each
commander and political worker at the time of
promotion, and to boldly promote verified, devoted and
upcoming cadres...”

- quoted by Volkogonov, Siafin. Vol. 1, Ch. 7, at note 608. . For full text

and context, see below, under “Commanders Killed.”
Trotskyites, Bukharinists, bourgeois natonalists and
other evil enemies of the people, suborners of the
restoration of capitalism, have made desperate attempts
to destroy from within the Leninist unity of the Party’s
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ranks — and they have all broken their heads on this

unity.
- cited by [U.V. Emelianov. Kénshobes. Smuiian » Krenile. Moscow: Ve-
che, 2005, p. 32.

6a. “Convincing and Educating”.

Khrushchev:

“An enticely different relatonship with people
characterized Stalin, Lenin’s traits — patient work with
people, stubborn and painstaking education of them, the
ability to induce people to follow him without using
compulsion, but rather through the ideological influence
on them of the whole collective -were entirely foreign to
Sealin. He disearded the Leninist method of eonvincing
and educating, he abandoned the methoed of ideclogical
struggle for that of administrative violence, mass
repressions and tecror, “ (pp. 7-8)

See bhelow.

1. Zinoviev & Kamenev.

Khrushchev:

“Ini his “testament” Lenin warned that “Zinoviev’s and
Kamenev’s October episode was of course not an
accident.” But Lenin did not pose the question of their
arrest and certainly not their shooting,” (p. 9)

Stalin to Kapganovich, about testimony at the Zinoviev-Kamenev “Trial
of the 167, August 1936,

... Second. From Reingol'd’s confessions it is clear that
Kamenew, through his wife Glebova, was feeling out the
French ambassador [Hervé] Alphand concerning
possible relations of the French government with / a
future “government” of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc.
I think that Kamenev also felt out the English, German
and American ambassadors. That means that Kamenev
must have disclosed to these foreigners the plans of the
plot and of the murders of the leaders of the Bolshevik
Party. That also means that Kamenev had already
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disclosed to them these plans, or else the foreigners
would not have agreed to have discussions with him
about a future Zinoviev-Trowskyite “government.” This
is the attempt of Kamenev and his friends to conclude a
direct bloc with the bourgeois governments against the
Soviet government. This explains the secret of the well-
known advance obituaries of the American
correspondents. Obviously, Glebova is well informed
about all this sordid material. We must bring Glebova to
Moscow and submit her to a series of meticulous
interrogations. She might reveal many interesting things.

- Stalin i Kaganovich, Pergpiska 1931-1936 g [Stalin-Kaganovich Corre-

spondence, 1931-1936] (Russian), No. 763, pp. 642-3

D.M. Dmitriev’s confession, concerning this event:
I remember the following cases:

1. The case of Tat'iasna KAMENEVA. She was the wife

of L.E. KAMENEV. We had information that Tat’iana

KAMENEVA, on instructions from L.B. KAMENEV,

went to the French ambassador in Moscow AL’FAND

with 2 proposal to set up a meeting with L.B.

KAMENEV for countrevolutionary discussions

concerning help by the French povernment to

underground Trotskyites inside the USSR.

I and CHERT'OK interrogated Tat'iana KAMENEVA

“steered away” from this accusation, making it possible

for her to avoid testimony about this fact during the

investganon.
- Lubianka 2, Doc. 356, p. 586. “I.E. Kamenev” is a typographical error
for I.B. Kamenev. The Kameneva referred to here is the same person as
the Glebova of the previous quotation.

8. Trotskyites

Kbrushchew:
“Or, let us take the example of the Trotskyites. At
present, after a sufficiently long historical period, we can
speak about the fight with the Trotskyites with complete
calm and can analyze this matter with sufficient
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objectivity. After all, around Trotsky were people whose
origin cannot by any means be traced to bourgeois
soctety. Part of them belonged to the party intelligentsia
and a certain part were recruited from among the
workers. We can name many individuals whao, in their
tme, joined the Trotskyites; however, these same
individuals took an active part in the workers' movement
before the Revolution, duting the Socialist Octobet
Revoluton mself, and also in the consolidaton of the
victary of this greatest of revolutions. Many of them
broke with Trotskyism and returned to Leninist
positions. Was it necessary to annihilate such people?"

Sralin on Trotskyites at Febrary-March 1937 C.C. Plenum, March 3:

“5. It should be explained to our Party comrades that the
Trotskyites, who represent the active elements in the
diversionist, wrecking and espionage work of the foreign
mtelligence services, have already long ceased to be a
poliical trend in the working class, that they have already
long ceased to serve any idea compatible with the
interests of the warkin g class, that they have turned into
a gang of wreckers, diversionists, spies, assassins, without
principles and ideas, working for the foreign intelligence
services.

It should be explained that in the struggle against
contemporary Trotskyism, not the old methods, the
methods of discussion, must be used, but new methods,
methods for smashing and uprooting it.”

- ].V. Stalin, Mastering Botshewisnr. NY: Workers Library Publishers, 1937,
pp- 26-7; cited from http:/ /www.marx?mao /Stalin/MB37. himl

Stalin, concludimg speech of Plenum on March 5:

“But here is the question — how to carry out in practice
the task of smashing and uprooting the German-
Japanese agents of Trotskyism, Does this mean that we
should strike and uproot not only the real Trotskyites,
but also those who wavered at some time toward
Trotskyism, and then long ago came away from
Trotskyism; not only those who are really Trotskyite
apents for wrecking, but also those who happened once
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upon a time to go along a street where some Trotskyite
or other had once passed? At any rate, such voices were
heard here at the plenum. Can we consider such an
interpretation of the resolution to be correct? No, we
cannot consider it to be correct.

On this question, as on all other questions, there must be
an individual, differentiated approach. You must not
measure everyone with the same yardstick. Such a
sweeping approach can only harm the cause of struggle
against the real Trotskyite wreckers and spies.

Among our responsible comrades there are a certan
number of former Trotskyites who left Trotskyism long
ago, and now fight against Trotskyism not worse but
better than some of our respected comrades who never
chanced to waver toward Trotskyism. It would be
foolish to vilify such comrades now.

Among our comrades there are also those who always
stood against Trotskyism ideologically, but in spite of
this kept up personal contacts with individual
Trotskyites, which they did not delay in liquidating as
soof as the actual visage of Trotskyism became clear to
them. It is, of course, not a good thing that they did not
break off their personal friendly connections with
individual Trotskyites at once, but belatedly. But it would
be silly to lnmp such comrades together with the
Trotskyites,”

- ibid., pp. 43-4.

Recall Khrushchev’s own words — exactly what Stalin advocated at the

Feb.-March 1937 Plenum:

“After all, around Trotsky were people whose origin
cannot by any means be traced to bourgeois society. Pact
of them belonged to the party intelligentsia and a certain
part were recruited from among the workers. We can
name many individuals who, in their time, joined the
Trotskyites; however, these same individuals took an
active part in the workers’ movement before the
Revolution, during the Socialist October Revolution
itself, and also in the consolidation of the victory of this
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greatest of revolutians, Many of them broke with
Trotskyism and returned to Leninist positions.” (p. 9; see
above)

Further on in the “Secret Speech, in a passape it will be convenient to
consider here, Khrushchev retumned to the question of Trotskyites in the
USSR in the 1930s.

“We should recall thatin 1927, on the eve of the 15th
Party Congress, only some 4,000 votes were cast for the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite opposition while there were
724,000 for the party line, During the 10 years which
passed berween the 15th Party Congress and the
February-March Central Committee plenum, Trotskyism
was completely disarmed; many former Trotskyites had
changed their former views and worked 1n the various
sectors building socialism. It is clear that in the situaton
of socialist victory there was no basis for mass terror in
the country.”

Stalin, at the February- March 1937 Central Committee Plenurm:

“Call to mind the last disenssion on Trotskyism in our
Party in 1927... Ourt of 854,000 Party members, 730,000
members vored at that ime. Among them, 724,000 Party
members vored for the Bolsheviks, for the Central
Committee of the Party, d4gainst the Trotskyites, and
4,000 Patty members, or about one-half of one per cent,
voted for the Trotskyites, while 2,600 members of the
Party refrained from voting.... Add to this the fact that
many out of this number became disillusioned with
Trotskyism and left it, and you get 2 conception of the
insignificance of the Trotskyite forces,”

- J.V. Sualin, Mastering Bodibevivm. NY: Workers Library Publishers, 1937,
pp- 59-60. At htp:/ /www.marx2mao.com/ Stalin/MB37 html (Emphasis
added in both eases — GF)

Khrushchev may very well have copied this passage out of Stalin’s very
speech!

Sudoplatcrv on guﬂt {:FTIDISkj"ilES:

“In the interests of the political conjuncture the activities
of Trotsky and his supporters abroad in the 1930s are
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said to have been propaganda only. But this is not so.
The Trotskyites were also involved in actions. Making
use of the support of persons with ties to German
military intelligence [the ‘Abwehr’] they organized a
revolt against the Republican government in Barcelona
in 1937. From Trotskyist circles in the French and
German spedial intelligence services came “indicative”
information concerning the actions of the Communist
Parties in supporting the Soviet Union. Concerning the
connections of the leaders of the Trotskyist revolt in
Barcelona in 1937 we were informed by Schulze-
Boysen... Afterward, after his arrest, the Gestapo
accused him of transmitting this information to us, and
this fact figured in his death sentence by the Hitlerite
court in his case.

Concerning other examples of the Abwehr’s use of their
ties to the Trotskyites for searching out leaders of the
Communist Party of France who were in hiding in 1941
our resident in Paris, Vasilevsky, appointed in 1940 w
the post of plenipotentiary for the Executive Committee
of the Comintern, reported to us.”

- English translation from Gen. Pavel Sudoplatov, The Intelligence Service
and the Kremlin, Moscow 1996, p. 58:

The relevant paragraph from the Nazi military court, verifying Sudopla-

tov’s contention:
Anfang 1938, wihrend des Spanienkricges, exfubr der
Angeklagte dienstlich, dabl unter Mitwitkung des
deutschen Geheimdienstes im Gebiet von Barcelona ein
Austand gegen die dortige rote Regierung vorbereitet
wetde. Diese Nachricht wurde von ihm gemeinsam mit
der von Péllnitz der sowjetrussischen Botschaft in Paris
zupeleitet.

English translation:
“At the beginning of 1938, during the Spanish Civil War,
the accused learned in his official capaciry that a
rebellion against the local red povernment in the territory
of Barcelona was being prepared with the co-opetation
of the German Secret Service. This information, together
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with that of Pollnitz, was transmitted by him to the
Soviet Russian embassy in Paris.”

(“Pollniez” was Gisella von Péllnitz, 2 recent recruit to the “Red Orches-
tra” (Rote Kapelle) ant-Nazi Soviet spy ring who worked for Unired
Press and who “shoved the report through the mailbox of the Soviet
embassy.” Shareen Blair Brysac, Resiriing Hitlerr Mildred Harnack and the
Red Orvhestrn. Oxford University Press, 2000, p. 237).

- Haase, N. Das Reichikrisgsperschi und dor Widersiand gegen nationalsozéalistivch
Herrschaft, Berlin, 1993, S. 105. See also Grover Furr. “Evidence of Leon
Trotsky's Colluboration with Germany and Japan.” Cuftwral Lagrie 2009, At
hrtp:// clogic.eserver.org/ 2009/ Furr.pdf

9. Stalin neglected Party
Khrushchey:

“Was it 2 normal situation when over 13 years elapsed between the 18th
and 19th Party Congresses, years during which our party and our country
had experienced so many impottant events?”

“At the February (1947) Plenum of the CC A[ndrei)

Zhdanov spoke abour the decision to convoke a regular,

19% Congress of the ACP(b) at the end of 1947 or in any

casc during 1948, Besides that, in the interests of

enlivening inner-pasty life, he proposed adopting a

simplified order of convoking party conferences,

carrying them out every year with compulsory renewal of

the totals of the membership of the Plenum of the CC

not less than by one-sixth.”

- Pyzhikov, A.V. “Leningradskaia gruppa: Put” vo vlasti (1946-1949).”
Stoboduciz Mysl' 3, 2001, p. 96.

Khrushchey:

“It should be sufficient to mention that during all the
years of the Patriotic War not a single Central
Committee plenum took place. It is true that there was
an attempt to call a Central Committee plenum in
October 1941, when Central Committee membets from
the whole country were called to Mascow. They waited
two days for the opening of the plenum, but in vain.
Stalin did not even want to meet and talk to the Centeal
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Committee members, This fact shows how demoralized
Stalin was in the first months of the war and how
haughtily and disdainfully he treated the Central
Committee members.”

Botis Nikolaevsky’s note to the original New Leader edition of this speech:

“If one were to trust afficial Soviet sources, this

statement by Khrushchev would not be true: According

to the collection, The Communist Party of the Soviet

Union in the Resolutions and Decisions of Congresses,

Conferences and Central Committee Plenums (published

by the MarxEngels-Lenin-Stalin Institute of the Party

Central Committee in 1954), one Central Committee

plenum was held during the war (January 27, 1944),

when it was decided to give the vatious Union Republics

the right to have their own foreign ministries and it was

also decided to replace the Internationale by the new

Soviet national anthem.”
Nikolaevsky goes on to add: “But it is likely that Khrushchev is cotrect,
that there was no Central Committee plenum in 1944 and 2 fraud was
perpetrated: The plenum was announced as having occurred although it
never had.” (note 10)

But Nikolaevsky was wrong. It was Khrushchev, not Stalin, who “petpe-
trated a fraud.”

1989 Russian edition of Khrushchev’s Speech, note 8

By a dectee of the Politburo of the CC ACP(b) of
October 2, 1941 there was given the notice of the
convocation of a Plenum of the CC ACP(b) on October
10, 1941, with the agenda: “1. The military situation of
our country. 2. Patty and state work for the defense of
the country.” By a decree of the Politburo of the CC
ACP9(b) of October 9, 1941 the convocation of the
Plenum was put off “in view of the recently declared
state of emerpency at the fronts and the inexpediency of
recalling leading comrades from the fronts .”” During the
war years there was only one Plenum of the CC, which
took place on January 27, 1944.

Decisions of the January 1944 Plenum of the CC are described in a 1985
Soviet textbook. See P.N. Bobylev et al., Velikiaia Otechesivennaia Voina.
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Vaprosy # Ovvety. Moscow: Politizdat, 1985, at
http:f;"ww.hiograﬁa.tu/cgi—
bin,"quntcs.l:l:’c}atﬁun =shuw&:rmm:=v0yn3053

10. Ref. to “a party commission under the
control of the Central Committee Presidium™;
fabrication of materials during repressions

Khrushchew:

“The commission has become acquainted with a large
quantity of materials in the NKVD archives and with
other documents and has established many facts
pertaining to the fabrication of cases against
Communists, to false accusations, to glaring abuses of
socialist legality, which resulted in the death of innocent
people. Tt became apparent that many party, Soviet and
economic activists, who were branded in 1937-1938 as
“enemies,” were actually never enemies, spies, wreckers,
etc., but were always honest Communists; they were only
so stigmatized and, often, no longer able to bear barbaric
tortures, they charged themselves (at the order of the
investigative judges -falsifiers) with all kinds of gtave and
unlikely crimes.”

“It was determined that of the 139 members and
candidates of the party’s Central Committee who were
elected at the 17th Congress, 98 persons, i.e., 70 per cent,
were arrested and shot (mostly in 1937-1938).
(Indignation in the hall) ... The same fate met not only
the Central Committee members but also the majority of
the delegates to the 17th Party Congress. Of 1,966
delepates with either voting or advisory nghts, 1,108
persons were arrested on chatges of anti-revolutionary
crimes, Le., decidedly more than a majouty.”

— See under Ezhov, below (#17).
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11. December 1, 1934 “directive” signed by

Enukidze

Khrushchev:

“On the evening of December 1, 1934 on Stalin’s
initiative (without the approval of the Political Bureau -
which was passed two days later, casually)...”

The 1989 critical edition of the Russian text of Khrushchev's speech (ed.
Ayermakher, K., ed. Dokled N.S. Khrushcheva o Kul'te Lichnosti Sialing na
XX 5"ezde KPSS. Dokamenty. Moscow: ROSSPEN 2002) states, in n. 11:

This concerns the decree of the Central Executive
Committee of the Soviet Union of December 1, 1934
“On the correct method of handling cases concerning
the preparation or commission of acts of terrorism,”
which was later called “the Law of December 1, 1934”
and was in force until 1956. The Decrec in question was
not introduced for conficmation by a session of the
Central Executive Committee of the USSR, as demanded
in the Soviet Constitution.

See reproduction of the original copy from the Volkogonov Papers

online at:

http:/ / chss.montclair.edu/english / furr/research/12_01_34_law.pdf

12. Khrushchev Implies Stalin’s involvement

in Kirov’s murder
Khrushchev:

“It must be asserted that to this day the circumstances
surrounding Kirov’s murder hide many things which are
inexplicable and mysterious and demand a most careful
examination. There are reasons for the suspicion that the
killer of Kirov, Nikolayev was assisted by someone from
among the people whose duty it was to protect the
petson of Kirov. A month and a half before the killing,
Nikolayev was arrested on the grounds of suspicious
behavior but he was released and not even searched. It is
an unusually suspicious drcumstance that when the
Chekist assigned to protect Kirov was being brought for
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an interrogation, on December 2, 1934, he was killed ina
car “accident” in which no other oecupants of the car
were harmed. After the murder of Kirov, top
functionaries of the Leningrad NKVD were given very
light sentences, but in 1937 they were shot. We can
assume that they were shot in order to cover the traces
of the organizers of Kirov’s killing”

Sudoplatov:

“Neo documents or evidence exist to support the theory
of the participation of Stalin or of the apparat of the
NEKVD m Kirov's assassination. ... Kirov was not an
alternative to Stalin. He was ane of the staunchest
Stalinists. Khrushchev's version was later approved and
used by Gorbachev as a part of his anti-Stalin
Cmpﬁigi’-”

- Ragpedlea { Kreend’ Moscove, 1996, pp. 60-61,

Alla Kirlina:
*... Today under the conditions of ‘all is permitted’ and
so-called pluralism articles appear whose authors do not
bother with searching out documents and are not
burdened by the effort of arriving at an objective
understanding of what happened on December 1, 1934
Their main goal is to declare yet again that ‘Stalin
murdered Kirov,” though they have neither primary nor
secondary evidence for this statement, but instead make
broad use of myths, 1133'&[:&51 and rumor,”

- Neizvestuty Kirop. Moscow, 2001, p. 304. On p. 335 of this work Kiriliz
reveals that Trotsky was the origin of the rumors that Stalin had had Ki-
rov killed. This in turn implies that Khrushchev and Pospelov were copy-
tng from T'rotsky here.
Arch Getty:

“On Kirov, and in no particular order:

1. Over the years, therc were three, and perhaps four,
“blue ribbon™ ivestigations of the Kirov killing. Each
was commuisgioned by the Politburo’s General Secretary
and each, in true Seviet fashion, started with a desired
conclusion in advance. Stalin wanted to pin it on
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Zinoviev and Trotsky; Khrushchev and Gorbachev
wanted to pin it on Stalin and all of them handpicked
their investgators accordingly. Having been able to
acquaint myself with archival matenials from these
efforts, it is clear that none of the three investigations
produced the desired conclusions. In particular, the
Khrushchev and Gorbachev-era efforts involved massive
combing of archives and interviews and failed to
conclude that Stalin was behind the killing. Stalin’s effort,
of course, concluded that the opposition did it and was
the basis for the Moscow trals. But aside from the
incredible confessions of the accused, there was no
evidence to support this a priori conclusion either.”

on the H-RUSSTA disussion list, Angust 24, 2000. See
http://tinyurl.com/hjput

13.

Stalin’s and Zhdanov’s telegram to the
Politburo of September 25 1936.

Khrushchev:

Mass repressions grew tremendously from the end of
1936 after a telegram from Stalin and [Andrei] Zhdanov,
dated from Sochi on September 25, 1936, was addressed
to Kaganovich, Molotov and othet members of the
Political Bureau. The content of the telegram was as
follows:

We deem it absolutely necessary and urgent that
Comrade Yezhov be nominated to the post of
People’s Commissar for Internal Affairs. Yagoda has
definitely proved himself to be incapable of
unmasking the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc. The
OGPU is four years behind in this matter. This is
noted by all party workers and by the majority of the
representatives of the NKVD.

This Stalinist formulation that the “NKVD is four years

behind” in applying mass repression and that there is 2

necessity for “catching up” with the neglected work

mn
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directly pushed the NKVT) woikers on the Path of mass
arrests and executons.”

Here is the full text of the telepram, a small fragment of which Khru-
shchev read out in the “Secret Speech.”

CC of the VIKP(b). Moscow.

To Comrades Kaganovich, Molotov, and other members
of the Politburo.

First, We consider it absolutely essental and urgent that
com. Ezhov be appointed to the post of People’s
Cominissar of Internal Affairs. lapoda has clearly not
rarned out to be up to his job in the matter of exposing
the Tro Lﬁkyit:—zmvoievite bloc. The OGPU was four
years late in this matter. All the party workers and most
of the oblast’ representatives of the NKKVD say this.
Agranov can remain as Fzhov's deputy at the NKVD.

Second. We consider it essential and urgent that Rykov
be removed as People’s Commissar of Communications
and lagoda be appointed to the post as People’s
Commissar of Communications, We do not think this
matter requires any explanation, since it is clear as it is.

Third. We consider it absolutely urgent that Lobov be
removed and com. Tvanov, secretary of the Northern
Region committee, be a ppointed to the post of People’s
Commissar of the Timber Industry. Ivanov knowls
forestry, he is an efficdent man. Lobov as People’s
Commissar is not up to the job and every year fails m it.
We propose to leave Lobov as first assistant to Ivanov as
People’s Commussar for the Timber Industry.

Fourth. As concerns the PCC (Party Control
Commission), Ezhov can remain 2s Chairman of the
PCC at the same time provided that he devotes nine-
tenths of his time to the NKVID, and lakov A. Inkovley

could be promoted to Ezhov’s first assistant at the PCC.
Fifth, Ezhov is in agreement with our proposals.

Stalin, Zhdanav

No. 44, 25/1X.36
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- Stalin i Kaganovich, Perspiska 1931-1936 go. Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2001,
No. 827, pp. 682-3. Also at

http: / /werer.hrono.ru/dokum/193_dok/19360925stalhtml and

http:/ /www.alexanderyakovlev.org/almanah/inside/almanah-doc/56532
A slightly differcat translation is in the English version of this book, The
Stalin-Kaganovich Correspondence. Ed. R'W. Davies, Oleg V. Khlevniuk, and
E.A. Rees. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2003. No. 169, pp.
359-60.

Thurston:

What did the four years refer to? Western writers usually
answer that the phrase meant the Riutin Memorandum.
But in December 1936 Ezhov mentioned, once again in
a speech to a Central Committee plenum, ‘the formation
at the end of 1932 of a Zinovievite-Trotskyite bloc on
the basis of terror.” [n. 83, p. 244 to this passages cites
an archival document. The pariial transcript of the
December 1936 CC Plenum printed in VI 1/95, pp. 5-6
mentions these same points, but without the word
“bloc”, and without the direct quotation here]. (p. 35)
Jansen & Petrov:

The “four years” referred to the formation in 1932 of a
Trotskiist-Zinovievist bloc, which had been discovered
no catlier than in June—July 1936... (p. 54)

14. Stalin’s report at the February-March 1937

CC Plenum.
Khrushchev:

Stalin’s report at the February-March Central Committee
plenum in 1937, “Deficiencies of party work and
methods for the liquidation of the Trotskyites and of
other two-facers,” contained an attempt at theoretical
justification of the mass terror policy under the pretext
that as we march forward toward socalism class war
must allegedly sharpen, Stalin asserted that both history
and Lenin taught him this.

Lenin, saying something like what Stalin said:
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The annihilation of classes is a matter of long, hard, and

stubborn class stsruggle, that after the overthrow of the

power of capital, after the smashing of the bourgeois

state, after the establishment of the dictatorship of the

prolemriat does not disappear (as the Philistmes of the

old socialism and old social-democracy imagine), but

only changes its forms, becoming, in many respects, even

more ferocious.
- Lenin, VL. “Privet vengerskim rabochim. 27 maia 1919 g.” Cﬂmpfeia'
Works (Russian: Polnoe Sobranie Sochinenti, v. 38, p. 387. Stalin quoted this
passage in his April 1929 speech “On the Right Deviation in the Bolshe-
vik Party.” At hup:/ /www. hrono.ra/libris /stalin/12-9.html
At the February-March 1937 Plenum of the CC of the ACP(b) Stalin did
make the report with the title Khroshchev cited. But there is nothing in
that report that alleges that the class struggle must sharpen “as we march
forward roward socialism.”

Concerning this distortion by Khrushchev in his Secret Speech Richard
Kosolapov writes:

In reality the aforesaid thesis, endlessly repeated as
“Stalinist”, is neither in Stalin’s report nor in his
concluding speech. It is true that Stalin pointed out the
need to “destroy and cast aside the rotten theory that
with every advance we make the class strugple here of
necessity would die down more and more, and that in
proportion as we achieve successes the class enemy
would become more and more tractable.” Stalin also
stressed that “while one end of the class struggle has its
operation within the bounds of the USSR, its other
stretches to the bounds of the bourgeois states
surrounding us.” But he never set forth any “theory of
sharpening” in the second half of the 1930s, that 1s when
in the USSR the absolute predominance of socialist
forms of the economy had been guaranteed and the
Constitution of victorious socialism had been passed...”

- RE. Kosclapav, “Uverenno torit’ tropy v budushehee. Doklad ‘O
resheniiakh XX 1 XXI1 s”czdov KPSS po voprosu ‘O kul’te lichnosti 1
ego posledstviiakh™, (2003). At

http:/ /www.cea.ru/ ~shenin/news /news20.htm
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Point 7 of Stalin’s report of March 3, 1937, and published in Pravds on

Match 29, 1937.

7. We must destroy and cast aside the rotten theory that
with every advance we make the class struggle here of
necessity would die down more and more, and that in
proportion as we achieve successes the class enemy

would become more and more tractable.

This is not only a rotten theory but a dangerous onc for
it hlls our people, leads them into a trap, and makes it
possible for the class enemy to rally for the struggle

against the Soviet povernment.

On the contrary, the further forward we advance, the

greater the successes we achieve, the greater will be the
fury of the remnants of the broken exploiting classes,

/ page 30 /

the sooner will they resort to sharper forms of struggle,
the more will they seck to harm the Soviet state and the
more will they clutch at the most desperate means of

strugple, as the last resort of doomed people.

It should be borne in mind that the remnants of the
broken classes in the U.S.S.R. are not alone. They have
the direct support of our enemies beyond the bounds of
the UJ.5.5.R. Tt would be a mistake to think that the
sphere of the class struggle is limited to the bounds of
the U.SS.R. While one end of the class strugple has its
operation within the bounds of the U.S.5.R., its other

stretches to the bounds of the bourgeois states

surrounding us. The remnants of the broken classes
cannot but be aware of this. And precisely because they
are, they will continue their desperate assaults in the

future.

This is what history teaches us. This is what Leninism

teaches us.
We must remember all this and be on our guard.”

- Joseph Stalin, Mastering Botshevism. NY: Workers Library Pubs, 1937,

pp.1-40. http:/ /www.marx2mao.com/Stalin/MB37.html.
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Stalin’s proposal for political education, and for each higher Party officil
choosing replacements for himself:

The task is to raise the ideclogical level and political
vigor of these command cadres and to miroduce among
them fresh forces awaiting promotion, and thus expand
the ranks of our leading forces.

What does this require?

Eirst and foremost, we must make the proposal to our
Party leaders beginning with secretaries of our Party
units to the secretaries of regional and republican Party
organizations to seleet, during a definite period, rwo
individuals, two Party functionaries each eapable of
being able o act as their effective deputies.

The qm:stion may be asked: Where are we to get these
rwo deputies for each one, if we have no such people, no
workers who cc::rrespuﬂd to these requirmen ts? Thas 1s
incorrect, comrades. We have tens of thousands of
capable and talented people. It only needs to know them
and to promote them in time so that they should not
remain in their old places 100 long and begin to rot. Seck
and ye shall find.

Further, four-month Party courses must be established
in each regional center to give sccretaries of units Party
training and to re-equip them. The secretaries of all
primary Party erganizations (unirs) should be sent to
these courses and then when they finish them and return
home their deputies and the most capable members of
the primary Party organizations should be sent to these
COuIses.

Further, to re-equip politically the first secretaries of the
district organizations, eight-month Lenin courses must
be established in the USSR, in, say, ten of the most
important centers.

The first secretaries of district and regional Party
organizations should be sent io these courses, and then
when they finish them and return home their deputies
and the most capable members of the district and
regional organizations sent there.
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Further, six-month courses for the study of history and
the Party’s policy under the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union must be set up to
achieve the ideological re-equipment and political
improvement of secretaries of the town Party
organizations. The first and second secretaties of town
Party organizations should be sent to these courses and
then when they have finished them and retum home the
most capable members of the town Party organizations
should be sent there.

Finally, a six-month conference on questions of internal
and international policy under the Central Committee of
the C.P.5.U. must be established.

The first secretaries of divisional and provincial
organizations and the Central Committees of the
national Communist Parties should be sent here, These
comrades should provide not one but several persons
really capable of replacing the leaders of the Central
Committee of our Party. This should and must be done.

- Joseph Stalin, Mastering Bolsheviszn. NY: Workess Libracry Pubs, 1937,
pp-36-38. At http:/ /www.marx2mao.com/Stalin/MB37.html
Stalin also made another report at the February-March CC Plenum. It
was the concluding report, on March 5.
“But here is the question: how to carry out in practice
the task of smashing and uprooting the German-
Japanese agents of Trotskyism. Does this mean that we
should strike and uproot not only the real Trotskyites,
but also those who wavered at some time toward
Trotskyism, and then long ago came away from
Trotskyism; not only those who are really Trotskyite
agents for wrecking, but also those who happened once
upon a time to go along a street where some Trotskyite
or other had once passed? At any rate, such voices wete
heard here at the plenum. Can we consider such an
interpretation of the resolution to be correct?

No, we cannat consider it to be correct. On this
question, as on all other questions, there must be an
individual, differentiated approach. You must not
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measure everyone with the same yardstick. Such a
sweeping approach can only harm the cause of struggle
against the real Trotskyite wreckers and spies.

Among our responsible comrades thete are a certain
number of former Trotskyites who left Trotskyism long
ago, and now fight against Trotskyism not worse but
better than some of our respected comrades who never
chanced to waver toward Trotskyism. It would be
foolish to vilify such comrades now.

Among our comrades there are also those who always
stood against Trotskyism ideologically, but in spite of
this kept up personal contacts with individual Trotsky

/page 44 /
-ites, which they did not delay in liquidating as soon as
the acrual visage of Trotskyism became clear to them. It
is, of course, not a good thing that they did not break off
their personal friendly connections with individual
Trotskyites at once, but belatedly. But it would be silly to
lump such comrades together with the Trotskyites.”
[Emphasis added, GF]
Further on in the report Stalin made the same point again, explicitly argu-
ing against a mass approach (pp. 58-9):
“7. Finally, still another question. I have in view the
question of the formal and heartless burcancratic attitude
of some of our Party comrades toward the fate of
individoal Party members, toward the queston of
expelling members from the Party, or the question of
restoring the rights of Party membership to those who
have been expelled.

The fact is that some of our Party leaders suffer from
lack of attention to people, to Party members, to
wotkers. Furthermore, they do not study the Party
members, do not know what is close to their hearts, and
how they are growing, do not know workers in general.
They have, therefore, not an individual approach to
Party members,

[page 59 /
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to Party workers. And just because they have not an
individual approach when appraising Party members and
Patty worlkers, they usually act at random, either praising
them wholesale, without measure, or crushing them, also
wholesale, and without measure, expelling thousands and
tens of thousands from the Party.

Such leaders try, in general, to think in tens of thovsands,

not to worry about “units”, about individual Party

members, about their fate. They think it a mere bagatelle

to expel thousands and tens of thousands of people from

the Party, comforting themselves by the fact that our

Party is 2,000,000 strong, and that tens of thousands of

people expelled cannot change anything in the position

of the Party.

But, only people who in essence are profoundly and-

Party can have such an approach to members of the

Party.”
- Joseph Stalin, Mastering Bolshevism. NY: Workers Library Pubs, 1937,
pp-40-63. At http:/ /www.marx2mao.com/Stalin/MB37 html Note that
in this edition it is erroneously dated March 3, not March 5, but is cor-
rectly titled “Concluding Speech.”
Stalin’s report of the commission on the investigation of Bukharin and
Rykov, February 27, 1937. (See Getty & Naumov, 409-11; Russian text in
Voprosy Isterii 1/94, 12-13, for whole text).

Getty & Naumov on this report:

“Tt was quite unusual for Stalin himself to give such
reports; this is the first and only time in party history that
he did so. This text was truly a hidden transcript; it was
never published with any of the versions of the
stenographic report and was never transferred to the
party archives with other materials of the plenum... The
transctipt of this ambiguous and contradictory decision
on Bukharin never even found its way into the heavily
edited and limited-circulation stenographic report, which
showed the plenum beginning on 27 Feburary — four
days after it actually started.” (411)
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In his pathbreaking study of archival sources historian TUrii Zhukow cites
the unpublished resolution of the February-March 1937 CC Plenum and
comnents on it

Just as far from a “witch-hunt” as were Stalin’s final
words was the resolution based upon Stalin’s report. The
Plenum’s participants voted in favor of it unanimously
and without any comment, as had become customary
during the previous few years. The words “reasonous
and espionage-sabotage activity of Trotskyist fascists™
were mentioned only once and only in the preamble.
They served only as a pretext for the presentation of
serious shortcomings in the work of Party organizations
and of their [eaders. The resolution specified the
following:

1. Party organizations had been carried away with
economic activity and had rerreated in their Party-
political leading activity, ‘had subordinated to themselves
and had effaced the local orpans of the People’s
Commissariat for Agriculture, replacing them with
themselves, and had marned themselves into narrow
economic chiefs.

2. ‘Our Parrty leaders have mrned themselves away from
Party-political work toward economic and especially
agricultural campaigns, thereby gradually transferting the
main base of their work from the city o the oblast. They
have begun ro look upon the city with its working class
not as the leading political and cultural strength of the
oblast, but as one of many sectors of the oblast”

3. ‘Our Party leaders have begun to lose the taste for
ideological work, for work on the Party-political
upbringing of the Party and non-Party masses.”

4. They have also begun to lose the mste for cnincism of
our shortcomings and of self-criticism of Party
leaders...

5. ‘They have also also bepun to retreat from direct

responsibility to the masses of Party members ... they
have taken upon themselves to replace elections with co-
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optation. .. in this manner a bureancratic centralism has
resulted.’

6. In cadre work, which the resclution also focused on,
‘it is necessary to deal with workers not in a formal,
bureaucratic manner, but according to the real situation,
that is, first of all, from the political point of view
(whether they are politically trustworthy) and, second,
from the point of view of their work (whether they are
suitable for the work they have been assigned).”

7. Leaders of Party organizations ‘suffer from a lack of
the necessary attention to people, to Pacty members, to
workers ...As a result of such a soulless relationship to
people, Party members, and Party workers dissatisfaction
and hostility is artificially created in one part of the
Party’

8. Finally the resolution mentions that, despite their lack
of education, Party leaders do not want to raise their
educational level, to study, to retrain themselves.

Naturally, the resolution echoes with the demand for the
immediate removal of the real shortcomings in Party
work outlined in this manner. In points one through
eight, to condemn the practice of usurpation and
effacement of the local organs; to immediately return
exclusively to Party-political work and transfer it above
all to the city; to give more attention to the press. In
points nine through fourteen, to reject decisively “the
practice of turning the Plenums of the oblast
committees, regional committees, Party conferences, city
activists, etc., into means for parades and
demonstrations, and of vociferous praise for Party
leaders’; to restore the accountability of Party organs to
the Plenums, to stop the practice of co-optation in Party
organizations. In points fifteen through eighteen the
fundamentally new approach to cadre work is discussed,
and in points nineteen through twenty-five the
instruction and retraining of Party leaders.’
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- IUrii Zhukov. Inoi Stalin. Politicheskis reforniy v SSSR v 1933-1937 g0 Mos.
cow: Vagrius, 2003, pp. 360-363 and notes on p. 506, referring to the
archives at RGASPI F.17 Op. 2 D. 612. Vyp. LI L. 49 ob.-50.

15. “Many Members questioned mass
repression”. Especially Postyshev.

Khrushchev:

“At the February-March Central Committee plenum in
1937 many members actually questioned the rightness of
the established course regarding mass repressions under
the pretext of combating “two-facedness.”

Comrade Postyshev most ably expressed these doubts.
He said:

“T have philosophized that the severe years of iighting
have passed. Party members who have lost their
backbones have broken down or have joined the camp
of the enemy; healthy elements have fought for the
party. These were the years of industralization and
collectivization. I never thought it possible that afier this
severe era had passed Karpov and people like him would
find themselves in the camp of the enemy. (Karpov was
a worker in the Ukrainian Central Committee whom
Postyshev knew well.) And now, according to the
testimony, it appears that Karpov was recruited in 1934
by the Trotskyites. I personally do not believe that in
1934 an honest party member who had trod the long
road of unrelenting fight against enemies for the party
and for socialism would now be in the camp of the
enemies. | do not believe it... I cannot imagine how it
would be possible to travel with the party during the
difficult years and then, in 1934, join the Trotskyites.
It is an odd thing...”

Khrushchev seriously and deliberately distorted what Postyshev actually
said in his speech to the February-March CC Plenum. The text of Posty-
shev's remarks has now been published in oprogy Isfori nos. 5-6, 1995,
pp. 3-8. This part1s on p. 4.
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I will now pause for a bit on my errors in the Kiev oblast
Party committee, How is it that [ did not personally
nofice people who sat very close to me , Why could I not
notice them, since T worked with them for a fairly long
petiod?

...Here is Karpov. I trusted him very much. Karpov was
in Party work continuously for ten years. I took him with
me to the Ukraine because he was an old Ukrainian
wotker, spoke Ukrainian, knows the Ukraine, had lived
all the time in the Ukraine and was born in the Ukraine.
And not only I myself, but 4 great many comrades knew
him as a _dccent person.

What led me astray? In 1923-24 Karpov fought with the,
Trotskyites before my eyes. He also fought them in Kiev.
...1 have philosophized in this manner: that the
severe years of fighting have passed, in which there
were such developments that people either have broken
down, or remained firmly on theit feet, or have joined
the camp of the enemy — the years of
industrializadon and collectivization, there was a
fierce struggle between the Party and the enemies in this
perod. I never thought it possible that after this severe
era had passed one would then go to the camp of the
enemy. And now it turns out that from 1934 he has
fallen into the hands of the enemies and has become an
enemy. Of course one can either believe or not believe
this. I personally think that it would be terribly hard
after all these years for a person who had trod the long
road of unrelenting fight against enemies for the
party and for socialism would now be in the camp of
the enemies. It is very difficult to believe this.
(Molotov. Hard to believe that he only became an enemy
in 19347 Most likely he became one earlier.) Of course,
catlier. I cannot imagine how it would be possible to
travel with the party during the difficult years and
then, in 1934, join the Trotskyites. It is an odd thing.
There was some kind of worm inside him all the time.
When this worm appeared — in 1926 or 1924, or 1930,
it’s hard to say, but obviously some kind of worm there
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was, something that did some kind of work on him so
that he at length fell into the herd of enemies.

The words Khrushchev quoted in his “Secret Speech” are in boldface
here. Postyshev’s whole speech from the text of Vaprosy Irierii No. 5,
1995, is here:

http:/ /chss.montclair.edu/english/ furr/ research/ postyshevspmar0437.p
df

Khrushchev’s own harsh speech is in T no.8, 1995, pp. 19-25. It s
available st

http:/ /chss. montclair.edu/english / furr/ research/khrushchevspmar0537,
pdf

Postyshev was the harshest in mass expulsions, and was expelled for this
at the January 1938 CC. Getty & Naumov discuss this at length on pp.
498-512. Getty quotes at length how Postyshev was raked over the coals
at this Plenum for excessive repression.
Zhukov’s analysis:

At the January 1938 Plenum the main report was done

by Malenkov. He said that the first secretaries were

brandishing not even lists of those condemned by the

“troikas”, but just two lines with an indication of the

number of those condemned. He openly accused the

first secretary of the Kuibyshev obkos of the party P.P.

Postyshev: you have imprisoned the entire Party and

Soviet apparatus of the abiars) At which Postyshev

replied in the same vein, that “T arrested, am arresting,

and will arrest, until [ annihilate all enemies and spies!

But he was in a danperous solitude: two hours after this

polemic he was demonstratively dismissed from his post

as candidate member of the Politburo, and none of the

members of the Plenum stood up to defend him.
- Komsomolikaia Pravda Nov. 19, 2002,
The document confirming Postyshev’s expulsion and arrest is reprinted
in Getty & Naumov, pp. 514-6. Khrushchev was one of those who spoke
up forcefully against Postyshev (G&N 512). For Khrushchev’s appoint-
ment to replace Postyshev as candidate member of Politburo, Stalinskoe
Poditbiure. . .p. 167.

Rogovin's excerpt from January 1938 CC Plenum on Postyshev:
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On the character of Postyshev’s speech, which was in
fact converted into his interrogation, the following
fragment of the transcript will give an idea:

Postyshev: The leadership there (in the Kuybyshev
oblast), both that of the party and of the Soviets, was
enernies, beginning from the oblast leadership and
ending with that of the raions.

Mikoian: Everybody?

Postyshev: How can you be susprised? .... I added it up
and it comes out that enemies have been sitting there for
12 years. On the Soviet side the same enemy leadership
has been sitting there. There they sat and selected their
cadres. For example, in out oblast executive committee
we had the most obdurate enemies right down to the
technical workers, enemies who confessed to their
wrecking activity and behaved insolently, beginning with
the chairman of the oblast executive committee, with his
assistant, consultants, secretaries — all were enemies.
Absolutely all the sections of the oblast executive
committee were soiled with enemies. ... Now take the
chairmen of the raion executive committees — all were
enemies. Sixty chairmen of raitspolkotns — all enemies.
The overwhelming majority of second secretaries — I'm
not even speaking of first secretaries — are enemies, and
not only enemies, but there were also many spies among
them: Poles, Latvians, they selected all kinds of died-in-
the-wool swine. ..

Bulganin: Were there at least some honest people

there. .. It turned out that there was not a single honest
person.

Postyshev: I am talking abut the leadetship, the heads.
From the leading body, of the secretaries of the raion
committees, the chairmen of the raiispolkoms, there was
almost not a single honest man. And how can you be
surptised?

Molotov: Aren’t you exaggerating, comrade Postyshev?
Postyshev: No, I'm not exaggerating. Here, take the
oblast executive committee. People are in prison. We
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have investigative materials, and they confess, they
themselves confess their enemy and espionage work.
Molotov: We must verify the matenals,

Mikotan: It furns out that there are enemies helow, in
CVeLy raion committee,

Beria: Is it possible that all members of the plenums of
the raion committees were enemiesr

Kaganovich: There is no basis to say that they ate all
swindlers.

Stalin evaluated Postyshev’s methods this way: “This is
the massacre of the organization, They are very easy on
themselves, but they’re shooting everybody in the raion
organizations.... This means stirring up the party masses
against the CC, it can’t be understood any other way.”

- Rogovin, Partiia rassireliannykh. Ch. 2, Section III: “The January Plenum:
The Case of Postyshev.” At hetp://trst.narod.cu/rogovin/t5/iii.htm.
Fuller text at Stakinskoe Polithiuro v 30 gody, pp. 161-4. See the text of this
session with Postyshev from Stalinrkee Politbruro. .. at
http://chss.montclair.edu/english/furt/research/postyshev0138.pdf
According to Russian historian, writer, and military figure Vladimir Kar-
pov, Postyshev confirmed his confession to Molotov:

In my conversations with Molotov at his dacha we had a
conversation about the repressions. Once [ asked:

— Is it possible that you never had any doubts? After all,
they were arresting people whom you knew well by their
work even before the revolution, and then also in the
Civil War.

— Doubts did arise, once I spoke to Stalin about this, and
he answered: “Go to the Lubianka and check on this
yourself, take Voroshilov here with you. Voroshilov was
then in the office. We both went right away. Those were
exactly the days when we had fresh doubts about the
arrest of Postyshev. We drove to Ezhov. He ordered
Postyshev’s file to be brought out. We looked through
the transcripts of interrogations. Postyshev admitted his
guilt. I said to Ezhov: *T want to have a talk with
Postyshev himself.” He was brought. He was pale, had
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lost weight, and generally looked depressed. T asked him:
Were his confessions written down accurately in the
transcripts of interrogation? He answered: They are
written correctly. I asked again — *“That means, you admit
that you are guilty?” He was silent, and somehow
relucrantly answered: “Since I signed them, that means, I
admit it, what is there to say..."” That’s how it was. How
could we not believe it, when the man himself said it?”

- Karpow, Vladimir Vasil'evich. Marshal Zhukoy, ¢go soratnikii i profivniks v
Jgoty vornry I mira. Book 1. Chapter 6, “The Tukhachevsky Affair.”. At
- http:/ /militera lib.ru /bio/karpov/06 html

Letter from Andreev to Stalin of January 31, 1938 about Postyshev’s law-

less and

arbitrary repressions:

2) Since August about 3,000 members have been
expelled from the party, a significant part of whom were
expelled without any basis whatsoever as “enemies of the
people” or their confederates. At the plenum of the
oblast committee the secretaries of the raion committees
brought forward facts, when Postyshev became arbitrary
and demanded the expulsion and arrest of honest party
members either for the slightest criticism at party
meetings of the leadership of the oblast committee [ie.
Postyshev himself] or even without any basis at all. In
general this whole tone came from the oblast committee.

J) Since all these matters look like a provocation, we had
to arrest a few of the most suspicious, zealout
deviationists from the oblast and city committees, the
former second secretary Filimonov, the obcom workers
Sirotinskii, Alakin, Fomenko, and others, At the very
first interrogations they all confessed that they were
members of a Right-Trotskyite organization up to the
present. Surrounding Postyshev and enjoying his full
confidence, they developed their disorganizational and
procational work of dissolving the party organizations
and mass expulsions of party members. We also had to
arrest Pashkowskii, Postyshev’s assistant. He confessed
that he had concealed the fact that he had been a Social-
Revolutionary in the past, had been recruited to the
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Right-Trotskyite organization in 1933 in Kiev, and
obviously was a Polish spy. He was one of the most
active of those in Postyshev’s circle in the matter of
arbitrariness and disorganization in Kuybyshev. We are
untangling matters further, in order to unmask this pang.

4) The oblast committee plenum has not met a single
tme since the elections in June, the oblast committee
directly forbade plenums of the raion committees in
Kuybyshev to meet, there were also no activists.

- Savetskor rukovodstvo. Perepiska, 1928-1941. ed. A.V. Koshonkin et al,,
Moscow: ROSSPEN, 1999, p. 387. Full text at
http://chss.montclair.edu/english/ furr/research/andreevrepostyshevi13
8.pdf

16. Eikhe

Khrushchev:

The Central Committee considers it absolutely necessary

to inform the Congress of many such fabricated “cases™

against the members of the party’s Central Committee

elected at the 17th Party Congress. An example of vile

provocation, of odious falsification and of criminal

violation of revoluticnary legality is the case of the

former candidate for the Central Committee Political

Bureau, one of the most eminent workers of the party

and of the Soviet Government, Comrade Eikhe, who

was a party member since 1205.”
- Eikhe’s letter to Stalin of October 27 1939: selections in the Pospelov
report, at http:/ /www.alexanderyakovlev.org/almanah/inside/almanah-
doc/55752. Published in full in Ayermakher, K., ed. Doklad N.S.
Kbrusheheva o Kul'te Lichnosti Stalina tia XX segde KPSS. Dokumenty. Mos-
cow: ROSSPEN 2002, pp. 225-229.
We now have a statement by Frinovskii, Ezhov's nght-hand man, from
April 1939, in which he discusses Ezhov’s and Evdokimov’s involvement
in the Rightist conspiracy. He mentions Eikhe in this connection.
Evdokimov mentioned Eikhe in 1935 to Frnowvskii:

At one of our meetings in 1935 Evdokimov, in his
apartment, told me about a number of people who had



been invited to woik in Piatigorsk by him. He named
Pivovarov, and a large proup of Chekists: Boiar, Diatkin,
and Shatsky. Here too he told me about his connections
with Khataevich, praising him as someone who knew the
countryside well; with Eikhe, and about a part of the
Leningrad group...

- Lubianka 3, p. 40
Aftet one of the sessions of the [October 1937 Central
Committee] Plenum, in the evening, Evdokimorv, I and
Ezhov were at Ezhov’s dacha. When we arrived there,
Eikhe was already there, bur Eikhe did not have any
conversations with us. What took place with Eikhe
before our arrval at Ezhov's — Ezhov did not tell me.
After dinner Eikhe went away, and we remained and
talked almost till morning.”

- Lubianka 3, p. 44
Turi Zhukov;

It was June 29 [1937 — GF], the Plenum was already
concluding, when a note arrived at the Politburo from
the first secretary of the Novesibirsk oblast committee
R. 1. Eikhe, in which he applied to the Politburo with a
request to give him extraordinary powers on a temporary
basis in his territory. He wrote that in Novosibirsk oblast
a mighty anti-Soviet counter-revolutionary organization,
huge in numbers, had been uncovered, one which the
organs of the NKVD had not succeeded in completely
liquidating. It was, he said, necessary to create a “troika”™
with the following composition: the First Secretary of
the Party obkom [ie. Eikhe himself — GF], the oblast
procurator [prosecutor — GF), and the head of the oblast
directorate of the NKVD, with the powers to taker
operational decisions about the exile of anti-Soviet
elements and the carrying ont of death sentences on the
more dangerous of the numbers of these people. That is,
in fact, 2 military field court, without defense, without
witnesses, with the right of immediate execution of
sentences. Eikhe’s request was rationalized by the fact
that, in the face of such a powerful counterrevolutionary

289
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arganization elections to the Supreme Soviet could bring
about an undesirable political result.

- [Urdi Zhukaov. “Stalin. Inoi Vzgliad, Beseda s avtorom kaigi “Inol Sta-
lin™, Nash rovremenntie. 2004, No. 12. Text at

http://nash-sovremennik.ro/p.php?y=20048n=12&id=4
Zhukov first developed these ideas in his now-famous series “Zhupel

Stalina® (“The scarecrow of Stalin”) in Komsomelreaia Pravda in November
2002. This subject is covered in the article of November 16, 2002,

This series is now widely reprinted on the Internet; for example, at

http://werw.s-libtiru/elib/smi 958/00000001 hem (emphasis  added

GF).

Zhukov again:
Well, Bzhov received the frst [meetng with Stalin] with
happiness: it was his appointment in April
1938.”concurrently” as the People’s Commissar of Water
Transportation. The second waming was in August: for
four hours Stalin and Molotov tried to convince Ezhov
to agree to the candidacy of L.P. Bera as his first
assistant [see Lubanka 2, 545, for this decree — GF]. And
the third, final act of this long procedure was on
November 23. Ezhov was again summoned to Stalin,
where Molotov and Voroshilov were already present. 1
have held in my hands the document which Ezhov
wrote, ohviously at their dictation, It is written on three
pages, all of different sizes, thatis they snatched up the
first sheets of paper they could find at hand and shoved
them at Ezhov, just so that he wouldn’t stop writing,
The following rationale for his dismissal was arnved at:
abviously, be resisted, protested. But it was necessary to
somehow wrest from him 2 decision to leave “according
to his own wishes.” There was written a draft of a
decree, which sounds like a guarantee: “To keep
comrade Ezhov in the position of secretary of the CC
ACD(b), Chairman of the Commission of Party Control
and People’s Commisear for Water Transportation,”™
Finally the announcement was written and signed: “N.
Ezhov.” With this the ending of the “Ezhovshchina”™
began. The Politburo sent on the spot teleprams with the
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direct text: Stop repressions, dissolve the “troikas.™
Having seized the initiative, the Stalin group had already
at the end of 1938 achieved the promulgation of the first
judicial processes against NKVD workers accused of
falsification and fabrication of cases, according to which
they tried, exiled, and executed thousands of people for
almost a whole year. That is how they managed to stop
the Great Terror.”

- KP Nov. 20, 2002,
Jansen & Petrov, p. 91:

“Consider the objections raised at the time of the July
1937 Moscow confetence by the Western Siberian
NEVD chief, Mironov, to Ezhov against the First Party
secretary, Robert Eikhe. Mironov reported to Ezhov—
according to his testimony after arrest —that Eikhe
“interfered in NKVD affairs.” He had ordered the
chiefs of the Kuzbass NKVD town branches to
arrest Party members, although in most cases
cvidence was missing. Mironov thought his position
difficult: either he had to liberate past of the
prisoners and clash with Eikhe, or the NEVD
organs were forced to “create fictitious cases.” When
Mironov suggested to orally instruct the NKVI orpans
concerned only to catry out orders approved by him,
Ezhov answered: “Eikhe knows what he is doing. He is
responsible for the Party orpanization,; it is useless to
fight with him. You better report to me the moot points
arising, and I will settle them... Comply with Eikhe’s
instructions, and don’t strain your reladons with him.”
Mironov added that it was Eikhe’s habit to “suddenly
come to the NKVD apparatus, attend interrogations,
interfere in the investigation, and then exert pres/ 92 /
sure in this or that direction, thereby muddling the
investigation.”

But Ezhow stuck to his opinion.® [ n. 38, p. 237, is to
archival documents no longer available: 38. Ibid., [fm
previous note — “TsA FSB, £ 3-os, op. 4, d. 6, 1. 61.7]
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Archival investigation case of Frinovskii, N-15301, ¢. 7,
IL 36-37]

p. 107

Regional Party leaders feared that class enemies would
take advantage of the freedom offered at the elections.
At the June 1937 Plenum the Kazakh government leader,
. D. Isaev, warned: “We will clash here with a situation
of direct class struggle. Even now, mullahs, Trotskiist,
and every kind of other counterrevolutionary elements
are preparing for the elections.” 1% At the October 1937
Plenum the Moscow Party leader, A. L. Ugarov, again
pointed to intensifying utterances of hostle activity. By
now, however, his Western Siberian colleague R. 1. Eikhe
was able to establish that, on the contrary, thanks to the
crushing of the organized counterrevolutionary base the
situation had much improved. Stalin agreed: “People are
glad to have freed themselves of the wreckers.” '™ For
safety’s sake, duting the same month it was decided to
ban contested electons and introduce uncontested single
candidacies.

[both nn. 108 and 109 are to archival documents no
longer available: “108. RTsKhIDNIL, £ 17, op. 2, d. 617,
L 167. 109. Thid., d. 626, L. 4041, 62.”]

17. Ezhov

Although it breaks the order of the onginal somewhat, it is convenient to
examine what Khrushchev says about Ezhov here, since it is closely
linked to Eikhe.

Khrushchev:

We are justly accusing Yezhov for the degenerate
practices of 1937. But we have to answer these
questions: Could Yezhov have arrested Kosstor, for
instance, without the knowledge of Stalin? Was there an
exchange of opinions or 2 Political Bureau decision
concerning this? No, there was not, as thete was none
regarding other cases of this type. Could Yezhov have
decided such important matters as the fate of such
eminent party fipures? No, it would be a display of
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naiveté to consider this the work of Yezhov alone. Iris
clear that these matters were decided by Stalin, and that
without his orders and his sanction Yezhov could not
have done this.

Frinovskir's statement of Aprl 11 1939:

Before the arrest of Bukharin and Rykov Ezhow,
speaking with me openly, started to talk about the plans
for Cheldst work in connection with the current situation
and the imminent arrests of Bukharin and Rykov. Ezhov
said that this would be a great loss to the Rights, after
that regardless of our own wishes, npon the instructions
of the Central Committee large-scale measures mighr be
taken apainst the cadres of the Right, and that in
connection with this his and my main task must be to
direct the investigation in such a way so that, as much as
possible, to preserve the Rightist cadre. Then he outlined
his plan for this matter. Basically this plan consisted of
the following: "We must put our own men, in the main,
in the apparatus of the Secret Political department (SPO)
and to select as investigators those who might be either
completely tied to us or in whose tecords there are some
kind of sins and they would know that they had these
sins in their records, and on the basis of these sins we
can hold themn completely in our hands. We must
connect them ourselves to the investigation and direct
them." "And this consists in the following", said Ezhov,
"not to write down everything that a person under arrest
says, but the investigator must bring all the outlines, the
rough drafts to the chief of the depattment, and in
relation to those arrested persons who in the past
occupied an important position and those who occupy a
leading position in the organization of the Rights, it is
necessary to write these people down in a special list and
to report to him each dme. It would be good, said
Fzhow, to take into the apparatus people who have
already been tied to the orpanization. "Here, for
example, Evdokimov spoke to you about people, and 1
know some of them. It will be necessary in the first place
to draw them into the central apparatus. In general it will
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be necessary to familiarize ourselves with capable people
and from a businesslike point of view among those who
are already working in the central apparatus, to somehow
bring them close to ourselves and then to recruit them,
because without these people it will be impossible for us
to arrange our work, and it is necessary to somehow
show the Central Committee some work."

In carrying out this suggestion of Ezhov’s we chose a
firm course in preserving Yagoda’s cadres in leading
posts in the NKVD. It is essential to mention that we
only managed to do this with difficulty, since in various
local organs [of the NKKVD)] there were materials on the
majority of these people about their participation in the
conspiracy and in anti-Soviet work generally. - p. 42
After the October 1937 Central Committee Plenum [
and Evdokimov met for the first tme at Ezhov’s dacha.
At that time Evdokimov started the conversation.
Turning to Ezhov he asked: "What's the matter with
you, you promised to stmlghtr_ﬂ out Yagoda’s position
and instead the case is getung more and more serious
and now is coming very close to us. Obviously, you are
leading this affair poorly.” Ezhov was silent at first, and
then stated that "really, the sitation is difficult, so now
we will take steps to reduce the scope of the operations,
but obviously, we have to deal with the head of the
Rights," Evdokimov swore, spit, and said: "Can’t you get
me into the NKVD, T'll be able to help more than the
rest." Ezhov said: "It would be good, but the Central
Committee will scarcely agree to transfer you to the
NEVD. I think that the situation is not altogether
hopeless, but you need to have a talk with Dagin, you
have influence on him, it’s necessary for him to develop
the work in the operations department, and we need to
be prepared to carry out terrorist acts.” — p. 43

.. And here Evdokimov and Ezhov together talks about
the possible limiting of the operations but, as this was
considered impossible, they agreed to deflect the blow
from their own cadre and to try to direct to against
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honest cadres who were devoted to the Central
Committee. That was Ezhov's instruction. -- p. 44

After the arrests of the members of the center of Rights
Ezhov and Evdokimov in essence became the center,
and organized:

1) the preservation, as far as possible, of the ant-Soviet
cadre of the Rights from destruction; 2) the direction of
the blows against honest party cadre who were dedicated
to the Central Committee of the ACP(b); 3) prescrvation
of the rebel cadre in the North Caucasus and in other
krais and oblasts of the USSR, with the plan to use them
at the time of international complications; 4) a reinforced
preparation of terrorist acts against the leaders of the
party and government; 5) the assumption of power of
the Rights with Ezhov at their head. — p. 45

- Lubianka 3, also at:

http:/ /chss.montclair.edu/english/furr/research/ frinovskyeng.html

Investigative Work
The investigative apparatus in all departments of the
NKVD was divided into "investigator-bonebreakers”,
"bonebreakers", and "ordinary" investigators.
[NOTE: Jansen & Petrov translate this word,
&ololshebike, as utchers’. “Thugs’ would be a modern
English equivalent, meaning someone whose job is to
beat people up.- GF] .

What did these groups represent and who wete theyr

"Invesngator-bonebreakers” were chosen basically from
among the conspirators or persons who were
compromised. They had unsupervised recourse to
beating arrested persons and in a very short time
obtained "confessions” and knew how to write up
transcripts in 2 grammatical and elegant fashion.

In this category belong: Nikolayev, Agas, Ushakov,
Listengurt, Evgen’ev, Zhupakhin, Minaev, Davydov,

295
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Al'tman, Geiman, Litvin, Leplevsky, Karelin, Kerzon,
Tamnitsky, and others.

Since the quantity of those under arrest who confessed
due to such methods grew daily and there was a great
need for investipators who knew how to compose
interrogations, the so-called "investigator-bonebreakers”
began, each on his own, to create groups of simple
"bonebreakers."

The group of "bonebreakers" consisted of technical
workers. These men did not know the evidence
concerning the suspect, but were sent to the Lefortovo
[prison in Moscow], summoned the accused, and set to
beating him. The beatings continued up to the moment
that the accused agreed to give a confession.

The remaining proup of investigators took care of
interrogations of those accused of less serious crimes

and were Ieft to themselves, without leadesship from

anyone.

The further process of investigation was as follows: the
investigator conducted the interrogation and instead of a
transcript put together notes. After several such inter-

/ 46/

rogations a draft transctipt was put together by the
investigator. The draft went for "correction” to the chief
of the appropriate department, and from him, still
unsigned, for "review" to former People’s Commissar
Ezhov and in rare cases to myself. Ezhov looked
through the transcript, made changes and additions. In
most cases those under arrest did not agree with the
editing of the transcript and stated that they had not said
that during the investigation and refused to sign it.

Then the investigators would remind the arrested party
about the "bonebreakers", and the person under
investigation would sign the transcript. Ezhov produced
the "correction" and "editing” of wanscripts, in most
cases, never having seen with his own eyes the person
under arrest and if he did see him, then only during a
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momentary inspection of the cells or investigative
LOOIms.

With such methods the investigations supplied the
names.

In my opinion I would speak the truth if I declared, in
general, that very often the confessions were given by
the investpgators, and not by those under investigation.
Did the leadership of the People’s Commissariat, that is I
and Ezhov, know about this? We knew.

How did we react? Honestly speaking — not at all, and,
Ezhov even encouraged it. No one bothered to find out
to which of the accused physical pressure was applied.
And since the majority of the persons who were
employing these methods were themselves enemies of
the people and conspirators, then cleacly false
accusations too place, we took false accusations and
arrested and shot innocent people whe had been
slandered by cnemies of the people from among those
under arrest and by enemies of the people among the
investigators. Real investigation was wiped out— pp. 45-6.
The preparation of the trial of Rykov, Bukharin,
Krestinsky, Yapoda and others

An active participant in investigations generally, Ezhov
kept himself aloof from the preparation of this trial.
Before the trial the face-to-face confrontations of the
suspects, interrogations, and refining, in which Ezhov
did not participate. He spoke for a long time with
Yagoda, and that talk concerned, in the main, of assuring
Yagoda that he would not be shot.

Ezhov had conversations several times with Bukharin
and Rykov and also in order to calm them assured them
that under no circumstances wonld they be shot.....

Here Ezhov unquestionably was ruled by the necessity of
covering up his own ties with the arrested leaders of the
Right who were going into the public trial.”— pp. 47-8.

207
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Deceiving the party and government

When Ezhov arrived in the NKVD, in all meetings, in
conversations with operational workers, he rightly
criticized the institutional narrow-mindedness and
isolation from the party, stressed that he would instill 2
party spirit into the workers, that he did not hide and
would never hide anything, ever from the party and from
Stalin. In reality he was deceiving the party both in
serious, major matters and in small things. Ezhov had
these talks for no other purpose than to put to sleep any
sense of watchfulness in the honest NKVD workers, —
p-49

- Original at
http://chss.montclair.edu/english/ furr/ research / frinovskyeng html

Ezhov's interrogation of April 26 1939:

ANSWER: I must admit that, although I gave a truthful
confession about my espionage work on behalf of
Poland, in fact I hid from the investigation my espionage
ties with the Germans. — p. 52

Having discussed with EGOROYV the current situation,
we came to the conclusion that the Party and the popular
masses were going with the leadership of the ACP(b)

and the soil for the omp had not been prepared.
Therefore we decided that it was necessary to remove
STALIN or MOLOTOV, under the flag of some kind of
anti-Soviet organization or other, with the purpose of
creating the conditions for my future accession to power.
After that, once I had assumed a position of more
power, the possibility of further, more decisive changes
in the policies of the Party and the Soviet government, in
conformity to the interests of Germany, would be
created.

[ asked EGOROV to transmit to the Germans, through
KOSTRING, our plans and to ask the opinion of
government circles in Germany about this.

QUESTION: What kind of answer did you receive?
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ANSWER: Scon afterwards, from the words of
KOSTRING, EGOROV reported to me that
government circles in Germany agreed with our
suggestion.

QUESTION: What did you undertake in order to effect
your traitorous plans?

ANSWER: I decided to organize a conspiracy in the
NEKVD and to attract into it people through whom I
would be able 1o carry out terrorist acts against the
leaders of the Party and government.

QUESTION: Was it only after the conversation with
EGOROV that you decided to put together a
conspiratorial organization within the NKVD?
ANSWER: Ne. In fact the matter was like this. Long
before this conversation with EGOROYV, at the ime of
my being named Commissar of Internal Affairs, I tock
with me into the NKVD a group of workers who were
closely tied to me through counterrevolutionary work. In
this way my confession that I set about organizing a
conspiracy should be understood only in the sense that
ih connection with my conversations with
GAMMERSHTEIN and my establishing contact with
the military conspirators it became necessary to develop
more widely, to accelerate, within the NKVD the setting
up of the conspiratorial organization within the NKVD
itself. — p. 64

As concemning EVDOKRIMOV and FRINOVSKII, the
latter was completed introduced to the details of the
conspiracy by me, and knew absolutely everything,
incluing about my ties with the group of military
conspirators in the Red Army and in military circles in
Germany. — p. 65

... I informed KOSTRING about the further arrests
among the military workers and declared to hum that it
was beyond my ability to prevent these arrests. In
particular I reported about the arrest of EGOROV,
which could cause the collapse of the whole conspiracy.
KOSTRING was very much upset by this situation. He
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put to me sharply the question of whether it was not at
this time essential to undertake some kind of measures
towards a seizure of power, or you would be smashed
one at a time. — P, 67.

ANSWER: I did not meet any more personally with
KOSTRING. After that communications between us
were realized through KHOZIAINOV.

QUESTION: Did KHOZIAINOV know about the
terrorist acts you were preparing against the leaders of
the Party and government?

ANSWER: Yes, he knew. Concerning them
KHOZIAINOV had been informed not only by me, but
by German intellipence, since during the first meeting
after the establishment of contact between us
KHOZIAINOV transmitted to me a directive from the
Germans: to accelerate as quickly as possible the
completion of terronst acts.

Besides that KHOZIAINOV transmitted to me the
directives of German intelligence that, in connection
with my dismissal from work in the NKVD and the
naming of BERTA as People’s Commissar for loternal
Affairs German intelligence considered it essential to '
effect the murder of some one of the members of the
Politburo and, in this way, to provoke a new leadership
in the NIKKVD [i.e., Beria’s dismissal — GF].

In this same period within the NKVD itself there began
arrests of the active participants of the conspiracy I was
heading, and there and then we arrived at the conclusion

that it was essential to organize an action on November
7 1938.

QUESTION: Who is “we”?
ANSWER: I -~ EZHOV, FRINOVSKII, DAGIN and
EVDOKIMOV. — p. 67.

...In one of the meetings in my office in the

Comemissariat of Water I communicated to LAZEBNY .
that there were compromising materials on him in the |
NEKVD, that his arrest and doom was threatening.
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I told LAZEBNY: “There’s no way out for you, you're
doomed, but you can save a large group of people by
samﬁung yourself.” During the corresponding
questiong of LAZEBNY I informed him that the
murder of STALIN would save the situation in the
country. LAZEBNY gave me his consent. — p. 69

- Onginal at
http:/ /chss.montclair.edu/english/ furr/reseatch /ezhov042639 html

Reason for Ezhov’s indictment: Jansen & Petrov, p. 108 f£,
p- 108:

Legality was of no concern to Ezhov’s NKVD. In
January 1939, after his fall, a commission consisting of
Andreev, Beria, and Malenkov accused Ezhov of having
used illegal investigation methods: “In a most flagrant
way, investigation methods were distorted, mass beatings
were indiscriminately applied to prisoners, in order to
extort false testimony and “confessions.” “ During
twenty-four hours an investigator often had to obtain
several dozen confessions, and investigatots kept each
other informed about the the testimony obtained so that
corresponding facts, circumstances, or names could be
sugpested to other prisoners. “As a result, this sort of
investigation very often led to organized slander of
totally innocent people.” Very often, confessions were
obtained by means of “straight provocation™; prisoners
were persuaded to pive false testimony about their
“espionage activity” in order to help the Party and the
government to “discredit foreign states™ and in exchanpe
for the promise of release. According to Andreev et al.,
“the NKVD leadership in the person of comrade Ezhov
not only did not cut short such arbitrariness and excesses
in arresting and conducting investigation, but sometimes
themselves encouraged it.” All opposition was
suppressed.!!?

[note 112, p. 241, is to archival documents no longer
available: “112. TsA FSB, f. 3-0s, op. 6, d. 1, Il 1-2.7]

pp- 109-110:
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The functoning of the troikas was also sharply criticized.
Andreev ct al. reported that there had been “seaocus
slips” in their work, as well as in that of the so-called
Grand Collegium [bol’shaia kollegiia], where during a
single evening session from 600 to 2,000 cases were
often examined. (They were referring to the examination
in Moscow of albums in the national operations; before
being signed by the People’s Commissar of Internal
Affairs and the Procurator, the albums were examined by
a number of department chiefs of the central NKVD
apparatus.) The work of the regional troikas was not
controlled by the NKVD at all. Approximately 200,000
people were sentenced to two years by the so-called
militia troikas, “the existence of which was not legal.”
The NKVD Special Board “did not meet in its legal

composition even once.”113

As an executve of the Tiumen’ operational sector of the
NKVD tesnfied later, arrests were usually made
arbitranly— people were arrested for belonging to
groups that did not actually exist—and the troika duly
fell in line with the operational group:

At a troika meeting, the erimes of the defendants were
not examined. In some days during an hour I reported to
the trotka cases involving 50-60 persons.™ In a later
intérview the Tiumen’ executive gave a more detailed
account of how the operational group carried out the
troika’s “first category” sentences. Those sentenced to
death were executed in the basement in a special room
with covered walls, with a shot in the back of the head,
followed by a second shot in the temple. The corpses
were then taken away to a cemetery outside town. In
Tobol’sk, to which the person involved was transferred
in 1938, they executed and buried right in prison; for
lack of space, the corpses were piled up.’* The assistant
chief of the Saratov police administration gave similar
testimony: “The basic instruction was to produce as
many cases as possible, to formulate them as quickly as
possible, with maximum simplification of investigation.
As for the quota of cases, [the NKVD chief] demanded
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[the inclusion of] all those sentenced and all those that
had been picked up, even if at the moment of their
seizure they had not committed any sort of concrete
crime.!15

/ 110/

After arrest, Ezhov's deputy, Frinovskii, explained thar
the main NKVD investigators had been the “butchers”
[sledovatelikolol'shchiki], mainly selected from
“conspirators or compromised people.” “Unchecked,
they applied beatings to prisoners, obtained ‘testimony’
in the shortest possible time.” With Ezhov approving, it
was the investigator rather than the prisoner who
determined the testimony. Afterward, the protocols were
“edited” by Ezhov and Frinovskii, usually without seeing
the prisoner or only in passing. According to Frinovskii,
Ezhov encouraged the use of physical force during
mnterrogatons: he personally supervised the
interropations and instructed the investigators to use
“methods of physical influencing” if the results were
unsatsfactory. During interrogations he was sometimes
drunk. 116

As one of the investigators later explained, if somebody
was arrested on Ezhov's orders, they were convineed of
his guilt in advance, even if all evidence was lacking,
They “tried to obrain a confession from that individual
using all possible means.”"7 Under arrest, the former
Moscow NIKVD deputy chief A. P. Radzivilovskii
quoted Ezhov as saying that if evidence was lacking, one
should “beat the necessary testtmony out of [the
prisoners].” According to Radziviloyskii, testimony “as a
rule was obtained as a result of the torturing of
prisoners, which was widely practiced both in the central
and the provincial NKVD apparatuses.” 18

After arrest both the chief of the Moscow Lefotrtovo
investigation prison and his deputy testified that Ezhov
had personally participated in beating prisoners during
interrogation.!? His deputy, Frinovskii, had done the
same thing.!® Shepilov recollects how after Stalin’s death

s
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Khrushchev told his colleagnes that one day, while
visiting Ezhov’s Central Committee office, he saw spots
of clotted bloed on the skirt and cuffs of Ezhov’s
blouse. When asked what was up, Ezhov answered, with
a shade of ecstasy, that one might be proud of such
spots, for it was the blood of enemies of the
revolution, 121"

[Notes are on p. 241:

113. Ibid., I. 2-3. [TsA FSB, £. 3-0s, op. 6, d. 1, 1. 1-2]
114. Gol'dberg, “Slovo 1 delo po-sovetsk.”

115. Hapenloh, “Soctally Harmful Elements,” p. 301.
116. TsA FSB, Archival investigation case of Frinovskii ,
N-15301, t. 2, 1L-32-35.

117. B. A. Starkov, “Narkom Ezhov,” in J. A. Getty and
R. T. Manning, eds., Stadinist Terror: New Perspectives
(Cambridge, Eng,, 1993), pp. 21-39, esp. p. 33; Pravda,
29 April 1988.

118. “M. N. Tukhachevskii i ‘voenno-fashistskii
zagovor,’ © Voenno-istoricherki arkhiv, no, 2 (Moscow,
1998): 3-81, esp. pp. 55-50.

119. Ibid,, p. 50; see also, V. Shentalinskii, “Okhota v
revzapovednike,” Nogyi mir 1998, no. 12: 170-96, esp. p.
180.

120. Papkov, Stalinskii terror v Sibiri, p. 269;
“Tukhachevskii,” Voenno-istorichesksi arkdiv, no. 1
(Moscow, 1997): 149-255, esp. p. 179.

121. D. Shepilov, “Vospominaniia” Vaprosy istorii 1998,
no. 4: 3-25, esp. p. 6. [NB: This passage is in Shepilov’s
memoirs in book format, Neprimknuvshiy, M. Vagrius,
2001, p. 43 - GF ]

Stalin blamed Ezhov
Jansen & Petraov, p. 210:

Only months after his fall, Sralin explained to the aircraft
designer A. Iakovlev: Ezhov was a scoundrell He ruined
our best cadres. He had morally degenerated. You call
him at the People’s Commissariat, and you are told that
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he went out to the Central Committee. You call him at
the Central Committee, and you ace told that he went
out for work. You send for him at home, and it turns out
that he is lying in bed, dead drunk. He ruined many
innocent people. That is why we have shot him 4

From [akovlev’s memoirs:
[Stalin] — Well, how is Balandin?
— [lakovlev] He's working, comrade Stalin, as if nothing
had happened.
— Yes, they imprisoned him for nothing.
Evidently Stalin read astonishment in my look — how
then could innocent people be imprisoned? — and
without any questions on my part he said:
— Yes, it happens that way. A sensible man, one who
works hard, is envied, and they undermine him. And if,
in addition, he is bold, speaks his mind — this evokes
unease and attracts to him the attention of suspicious
Chekists, who do not understand their business, but who
willingly make use of all kinds of rumors and gossip. ...
(Chapter 20).

- Iakovlev, A.S. The Purpose of Life. Moscow, 1973, Ch. 20.

Jansen & Petrov:

Because he especially referred to 1938, Stalin suggested
that in his opinion in that year, unlike 1937, the terror
had potten out of control and endanpered the country’s
stability.# At the end of his life, Stalin told his bodyguard
that “the drunkard Ezhov” had been recommended for
the NKVD by Malenkov: “While in a state of
intoxication, he signed lists for the arrest of often
innocent people that had been palmed off on him »#

In interviews in the 1970s, Molotov reasoned along
similar lines. According to him, Ezhov had enjoyed a
good reputation, until he “morally degenerated.” Stalin
had ordered him to “reinforce the pressure,” and Ezhov
“was given strong instructions.” He “began to chop
according to plan,” but he “overdid it”: “Stopping him
was impossible.” Extremely selective in his memory,
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Molotov gave the impression that Ezhov had fixed the
quotas on his own and that thetefore he had been shot.
He did not agree that Ezhov had only catried out Stalin’s
instructions: “It is absurd to say that Stalin did not know
about ir, but of course it is also incorrect to say that he is
responsible for it all.”* Another former Stalin adjutant
who justified the purges was Kaganovich. There was
sabotage and all that, he admitted, and “to go against the
public opinion was impossible then.” Only Ezhov
“overdid it”"; he even “organized competitions to see
wha could unmask the most enemies of the people.” As
a result, “many innocent people perished, and nobody
will jusafy this.”*

[ nn. 42-46, p. 261:

42. A. lakovley, Tse!” ghizm, 2d ed. (Moscow, 1970), p.
509.

43, Reference to 1938 in A. Takovlev, Trel” ghizni: Zapiski
aviakonstrukiora (Moscow, 1966), p. 179.

44 RTsKhIDNI, £. 558, op. 4, d. 672, 1. 10.

45. F. Chuev, Sto sorok besed s Molotowym (Moscaw, 1991),
pp. 398400, 402, 438.

46. F. Chuev, Tak govori! Kaganovich (Moscow, 1992), p.
89]

18. Rudzutak

Khrushchew:

“Comrade Rudzutak, candidate-member of the Political
Bureau, member of the party since 1905, who spent 10
years in a Tsarist hard-labor camp, completely reteacted
in court the confession which was forced from him. ...
After careful examination of the case in 1955, it was
established that the accusadon against Rudzutak was
false and that it was based on slanderous materials.
Rudzutak has been rehabilitated posthumously.”

The arrests of Rudzutak and Tukhachevsky were ordered in the sam
Politburo decision of May 24 1937.

Na. 136
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Resolution of the Politburo concerning Rudzutak and Tukachevsky
May 24, 1937
30Y. On Rudzutak and Tukhachevsky.

Set for a vote of the members and candidate members of
the CC ACP(b) the Emllowing resolution:

“The CC ACP(b) has received information that expaoses
member of the CC ACP(b) Rudzutak and candidate
membet of the CC ACP(b) Tukhachevsky in
participation in an anti-Soviet Trotskyist-Right
conspitatorial bloc and in espionape work against the
USSR in the interest of fascist Germany. In connection
with this the Politburo of the CC ACP(b) presents for
vote of the members and candidates of the CC ACP(b) a
resolution concerning the expulsion from the Party of
Rudzutak and Tukhachevsky and giving their cases over

to the Pec)p!e"s Commissanat for Internal Affairs.

- Stalinrkoe Polithiuro v 30-¢ gody. Ed Q.V. Khlevniuk et al. Moscow:
ATRO-XX, 1995, p. 156.

Rudzutak named by Stalin in Speech to Expanded Session of the Military
Council attached to the People’s Commisar for Defense June 2, 1937:

“Trotsky, Rykov, Bukharin — these are, so ra speak, the
political leadership. To therm I also add Rudziitak, who
also stood at the head and worked very craftily, confused
everything, but all in all turned out to be a German spy;
Karakhan; Enukidze.”

“Let us continue. T have enumerated 13 people, and
repeat their names: Trotsky, Rykov, Bukharin, Enukidze,
Karakhan, Rudzutak, Iapoda, Tukhachevsky, Lakir,
Uborevich, Kork, Fideman, Gamarnik.”

“Bukharin, We do not have evidence that he inforimed
[the Germans] himself, but he had very close
connections with Enukidze, Karakhan, and Rudzutak,
they advised him. . ”

“Rudzutak. I have aleeady said that he does not admit he
1s a spy, but we have all the cvidence. We know to whom
he gave his information. There is a certain experienced
female intelligence agent in Germany, in Berlin. When
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you may happen to visit Berlin, Josephina Genzi, maybe
one of you knows her. She is a beautiful woman. An
experienced intelligence agent. She recruited Karakhan.
Recruited through sexual encounters [kit. ‘on the female
side’ — GF]. She recruited Enukidze. She helped recruit
Tukhachevsky. And she holds Rudzutak in her hands.”

“This is the nucleus, and what does it show? Did any of
these men vote for Trotsky. Rudzutak never voted for
Trotsky, and yet he turned out to be a secret agent. ...
Thete’s the worth of your point of view of “who voted
for whom.™

Rudzutak is named many times by defendants at the March 1938 “Buk-
bharin™ Trial, many times by Krestinsky alone. According 1o Krestinsky
Rudzutak was one of the eentral fignres of the anogovernment conspir-

ACy.

KRESTINSKY: I leamnt from Pyatakov, when he spoke
ta me about this in February 1935, that an organization
had been formed, which united the Rights, Trotskytes
and military men, and which set itself the aum of
preparing for 2 military coup. I also knew that the
leading centre included Rykov, Bultharin, Rudzutak and
Yagoda from the Rights, Tukhachevsky and Gamarnik
from the military, and Pyatakov from the Trotskyites.. ..

In the beginning of 1935 Pyatakov informed me that an
understanding had been reached, named the composition
of the centre of which T spoke yesterday, and told me
that myself and Rosengoltz, while not joining the centre,
would waork under its direction, mainly in connection
with the planning and preparing of the futuzc
government machinery. Here was a division of labour.
We were told that we would be connected in this work
with Rudzutak from the Rights, and with Tukhachevsky.
My impression was that only Rudzutak was mentioned.
But Rosengol'ts took an active past in this and he
subsequently spoke to me of his meetngs with Rykow. In
general, it was Rykov and Rudzutak from the Rights, and
Tukhachevsky from the military group. There was no
such thing as my knowing of the connections with
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Tukhachevsky and Rosengol’ts’s not knowing of them;

bug, as part of the division of labour, he took upon

himself mainly the connections with the Rights, although

I was the one who used to see Rudzutak, and, as far as

Tukhachevsky was concerned, it was mainly I, but he

also.
Report of Court Proceedings in the Case of the Anti-Soviet"Bloc of Rights and Tror-
skyites” Heard Before the Military Colleginm of the Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R.
Moescow, March 2-13, 1938... Verbatim Report. (Moscow: People’s Commis-
sariat of Justice of the US.S.R., 1938) , pp. 184; 279-80. (1938 Tnal)
Rudzutak is named in that Trial several times by Rozengol'ts, who is him-
self named by Ezhov:

Question: What did you undertake to do in order to accomplish the
Germans’ task?

Answer: | promised Kandelaki my support and in fact I did negotiate
with Rozengol'ts about the desirability of concluding such an agreement.
As a re-/ 64 /sult the People’s Commissariat for Foreign Trade rendered
a positive decision concerning this agreement.

- “I'ranscript of the Interrogation of the Ptisonet Ezhov Nikolai [vano-
vich of April 26 1939, Lublanka. Stalin i NKIVVD — NKGB — GUKR
‘SMERSH". 1939 — mart 1946. Moscow, 2006, pp. 63-4. Translation at
http://chss.montclair.edu/english /furr/research/ezhov(4263%eng. himl

This also confirms his association with the Tukhachevsky military con-
spirators, with whom Rudzutak was accused of being involved with.
Rozengol’ts is named many times as a major Rightist conspirator, and as
the person who personally recruited him, by Tamarin, in a recently pub-
lished interrogation-confession.

Rudzutak was named by Rukhimovich in the latter’s confession of Janu-
ary 31, 1938

Question: What do you know about the activities of this

Latvian organization?

Answer: | have already confessed that it was BAUMAN

and MEZHLAUK who maintained contact with the

Latvians. Therefore they are the ones who should give

you the details about the personnel and activities of this

atganization. All T know is that RUDZUTAK and

ALKSNIS headed this organization. The organization
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was firmly connected with the Latvian and German
intelligence services and had a rather large number of
counterrevolutionary cadre. In particular the armed undes
of the militaty Latvian organization were to have been
used in the plan for the ‘palace coup.’

- Laubianka 3, No. 290, p.454.

19. Rozenblium
Khrushchev:

The way in which the former NKVD workers
manufactured various fictitious “anti-Soviet centers™ and
“blacs’ with the help of pravacatory methods is seen
from the confession of Comrade Rozenblum, party
membet since 1906, who was attested in 1937 by the
Leningrad NIKVD,

During the examination in 1955 of the Komarov case
Rozenblum revealed the following fact: When
Rozenblum was arrested in 1937, he was subjected to
terrible torture during which he was ordered to confess
false information concerning himself and other persons.
He was then brought to the office of Zakovskii, who
offered him freedom on condition that he make before
the court a false confession fabricated in 1937 by the
NKVD concerning “sabotage, espionage and diversion
in a terroristic center in Leningrad.” (Movement in the
hall) With unbelievable eynicism, Zakovskii told about
the vile “mechanism’™ for the crafty creation of
fabricated “anu- Soviet plots.”

“In order to illustrate it to me,” stated Rozenblum,
“Zakowskil pave me several possible vatants of the
orpanizaton of this center and of 1ts branches, After
he detailed the organizaton to me, Zakovskn told
me that the NKVD would prepare the case of this
center, remarking that the trial would be public.
Before the court were to be brought 4 or 5 members
of this center: Chudov, Ugarov, Smorodin, Pozern,
Shaposhnikova (Chudov’s wife) and others together
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with 2 or 3 members from the branches of this
center...

*. .. The case of the Leningrad center has to be built
solidly, and for this reason witnesses are needed.
Social origin (of course, in the past) and the party
standing of the witness will play mote than a small
role.

“You, yourself,' said Zakovskii, *will not need to
invent anything. The NKVD will prepare for you a
ready outline for every branch of the center; you waill
have to study it carefully and to remember well all
questions and answers which the Court might ask.
This case will be ready in four-five months, or
perhaps a half year. During all this time you will be
preparing yourself so that you will not compromise
the investigation and yourself. Your future will
depend on how the tral goes and on its results. 1f
you begin to lie and to testfy falsely, blame yourself.
If you manage to endure it, you will save your head
and we will feed and clothe you at the Government’s
cost until your death.™

This is the kind of vile things which were then
practiced.”

For the whole method of beating confessions out of people, innocent or
guilty, see part 16. above, on Ezhov, and quotations from Frinovskii’s

statement.

Jansen and Petrov quote Ezhov as having Zakovskii shot in August 1938
to get him out of the way, so he could not testify against him (Ezhov).

Frinovskii had returned to Moscow an 25 August, just
after Beriia’s appointment, and he was invited straight to
the NKVD and stayed with Ezhov for more than an
hour. After artest he testified: “T had never seen Ezhov
in such a depressed state. “Things are rotten,” he said,
passing right away to the question that Bertia had been
appointed contrary to his wish.” On 27-28 August
Frinovskil met with Evdokimov, who insisted that
before Beriia arrived he must take care of any unfinished
cases (nedodelki) that might compromise them. He told
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Frinovskit: “Check to see whether Zakovskii and all
Iagoda people have been executed, because after Beruia’s
arrival the investigation of these cases may be renewed
and they may tuen against us.” Frinovskii then
ascertained that a group of Chekists, including Zakovskii
and Mironov, had been shot on 26-27 August (actually
they were shot on 29 August).

- Jansen & Petrov, p. 151, This is the same document as’ the Frinovskii
statemnent published recently (2006} and which I put on the Intermnet at
http:/ /chss.montclair.edu/english /fure/research/ frinovskyenpg.html

Zakovskii was part of Ezhov’s conspiracy, along with Frinovskii and oth-
ers.

Zakovskii was explicitly blamed for torturing people “as a rule” in Stalin’e
telegram of Jan. 10, 1939, See below for the discussion of this document
and the reference to Zakovskii. Khrushchev had this, because he quoted
it. But he didn’t quote the part involving Zakovskii, no doubt because it
would have undermined his insinuation here that Zakovskii was acting in
accordance with Stalin’s wishes.

20. Kabakov
Khrushchew:

“Even more widely was the falsification of cases
practiced in the provinces. The NKVD headquarters of
the Sverdlov Oblast “discovered” the so-called “Ural
uprising staff” -an organ of the bloc of rightists,
Trotskyites, Socialist Revolutionaries, church leaders -
whose chief supposedly was the Secretary of the
Sverdlov Oblast Party Committee and member of the
Central Committee, All-Union Communist Party
(Bolsheviks), Kabakov, who had been a party member
since 1914, The investigative materials of that time show
that in almost all krais, oblasts [provinces] and republics
there supposedly existed “rightist Trotskyite, espionage-
tertor and diversionary-sabotage organizations and
centers” and that the heads of such otganizations as a
rule -for no known reason -were first secretades of
ablast or republic Communist party committees or
central commirtees.”
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From Mirzojan rehabilitation materials, 1955:

Mirzoian further confessed that in 1930-1933, while he
was in the Urals, he was supposedly in touch with one of
the leaders of the Rights — Kabakov — and continued his
counterrevolutionary activity, and in 1933-1938, on the
orders of Rykov and Bukharin, he supposedly headed
the Right-Trotskyite underground in Kazakhstan.

-RKEB 1, No. 52, p. 280.

Kabakov was dismissed from both the CC and the Party itself by a reso-
lution circulated to the CC on May 17-19, 1937 and confirmed at the
June 1937 on June 29,

Kabakov figured in Ezhov’s repart to the June 1937 CC Plenum on the
widespread nature of the conspiracy:

In his report Ezhov sketched an all-embracing
conspiracy against Stalin. Allegedly, already in 1933 on
the initiative of various opposition groups a united
“Center of Centers” had been created with Rykov,
Tomskii, and Bukharin on behalf of the Rightists, SRs,
and Mensheviks; Enukidze on behalf of the Red Army
and NKVD conspirators; Kamenev and Sokol’'nikov on
behalf of the Zinovievists; and Piatakov on behalf of the
Trotskiigts. The main task of the “Center of Centers” or
“United Center” had been the overthrow of Soviet
power and the restoration of capitalism in the USSR,
Reportedly, the military conspirators led by
Tukhachevskii, as well as Tagoda and his NKVD people,
had alse been subordinated to the Center. New in
Hzhov's scheme was that in the leadership of every
republic or province there were conspirators too. He
mentioned the regional Party leaders Sheboldaev from
Kursk, Razumovw from Trkutsk, Kabakov from
Sverdlovsk, and Rumiantsev from Smolensk—all of
them Central Committee members who had already been
arrested before the Plenum. 1%

104. TsA FSB, £ 3, op. 4, d. 20, 1L 117-22.
- Jansen & Petrov, p. 75 & 233,
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Kabakov was named as head of a counterrevolutionary organization in
Urals in a note to the Polithuro signed by Obkom Secretary, Stoliar.

On the basis of evidence at hand in the ocbkom and the
confessions of five arrested workers of the apparatus
specially designated by the CPC [Commission of Party
Control — GF| for this oblast the plenipotentiary of the
CPC Bukharin [note: not the famous Bukharin — GF]
and the secretary of the Party college Nosov have been
exposed as enemies of the people, as active participants
in the counterrevolutionary organization headed in the
Urals by Kabakov.

- T ubianka 2, No. 276, 7 Jan. 1938.

Kabakov was named by Zubarev, one of the defendants in the March
1938 “Bukharin” Moscow T'rial, as known by him to be a member of the
Rightist conspitacy in the Urals as early as 1929. Rykov, one of the main
defendants along with Bukharin, also named Kabakov as an important
member of the Rightist conspiracy.

ZUBAREV: ...When I consented he at once told me

that I would not be the only one working in the Urals,

that there was already an active member of the counter-

revolutionary organization there, very influential, that he

was already directly connected with the Union centre

through Rykov. He mentioned Kabakov.

ZUBAREV: Rykov referred to A.P. Smirnov and stated
that he had heard from him that T was an active member
of the Right otganization. I described to him the general
situation in the Urals, the state of our organization and
told him that already at the end of 1929, n December,
Kabakov and I had organized a regional leading group
which co-ordinated the whole work. I told him who
belonged to this proup: Kabakov, myself Sovetnikov and
others. I told him of the work I had done on Smirnov’s
instrucdons and on his, Rykov’s, instructions conveyed
by Kabakov.

RYKOV: ... There were a number of members of our
organization in various places, as has been enumerated,
including peole like Kabakov, secretary...

-1938 Trial pp. 139; 160.
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Kabakov was named in the Pospelov report, Section II.

The UNKVD of the Sverdlovsk oblast ‘discovered’ a so-
called “Ural rebellion staff — an organ of the bloc of
Rights, Trotskyites, SRs, Orthodox believers, and the
agency of the ROVS [a White Russian Emipré militacy
organization — GF], led by the secretary of the
Sverdlovsk obkom Kabakov, member of the CPSU since
1914. Thus stafi supposedly united 200 subgroups,
formed along military lines, 15 rebellion organizations
and 56 groups.

- RKEB 1, p. 323; Dokiad Khrushecheva p. 192.

John D. Littlepage discusses sabotage in Urals (See Chaptexs 9, 10 and 25
generally on sabotage, or “wrecking.”)
On Kabakov specifically:

p. 99:

“It seemed clear to me at the time that the selection of

this commission and their conduct at Kalata traced

straight back to the Communist high command in

Sverdlovsk, whose members must be charged either with

criminal negligence or actual parutlpauon in the events
which had occurred in these mines. / 100 /

However, the chief secretary of the Communist Party in
the Urals, 2 man named Kabakoff, had occupied this
post since 1922, all through the period of great activity in
developing the mines and industries of the Urals. For
some reason which was never clear to me he had always
commanded the complete confidence of the Kremlin,
and was considered so powerful that he was privately
described as the ‘Bolshevik Viceroy of the Urals.’

[f this man’s record was examined, there was nothing to
justify the reputation he appeared to have. Under his
long rule, the Ural area, which is one of the richest
mineral regions in Russia and which was given almost
unlimited capiml for exploitation, never did produce
anything like what it should have done.

.+ I told some of my Russian acquaintances at the time
that it seemed to me there was a lot more going on in the
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Urals than had yet been revealed, and that it came from
somewhere high up.
All these incidents became clearer, so far as I was
concemed, after the conspiracy trial in January, 1937,
when Piatkoff, topether with several of his associates,
confessed in open court that they had engaged in
organized sabotage of mines, raitways, and other
industrial enterprises since the beginning of 1931. A few
weeks after this tral had ended and Piatakoff had been
sentenced to be shot, the chief Party Secretary in the
Utals, Kabakoff, who had been a close associate of
PiatakofPs, was atrestd on charges of complicity in this
same conspicacy.”

- Littlepage, with Demaree Bess. In Searvh of Soviet Gold NY: Harcourt,

Brace & Co., 1938 (1937).

John R. Harris gained access to Kabakov’s investigative kile. He states:

As Kabakov put it, “A large number of party leaders were im-
perceptably enveloped into the clique [by means of illegal gifts]
such that within a year or two when they understood the crimi-
nal nature of what they were involved in, they were already be-
holden to us.”

The Great Urals: regionalism and the evolution of the Soviel systern. Ithaca: Cornell
U.P. 1999, p. 163,

21. Kosior; 22, Chubat’;
23. Postyshev; 24. Kosarev

Khrushchev:

“Many thousands of honest and innocent Communists
have died as a result of this monstrous falsification of
such “cases,” as a result of the fact that all kinds of
slanderous “confessions” wete accepted, and as & result
of the practice of forcing accusations against oneself and
others. In the same manner were fabricated the “cases™
against eminent party and state workers -Kossior,
Chubar, Postyshev, Kosarev and others.”
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Kosior and Chubar’:

Ezhov’s recently-published interrogation-confession of April 26 1939
names both Kosior and Chubar’ as among those who “visited” the Ger-
man intellipence apent Norden who also recruited Ezhow:

Of the large number of people whom NORDEN
consulted, I specifically remember GAMARNIK,
IAKIR, CHUBAR', PETROVSKY, KOSIOR,
VEINBERG, and METALTKOV. Norden also
consulted me. — p. 57

- Ezhov interrogation-confession of April 26 1939; see
http://chss.montclair.edu/ english/ fure/ research / ezhov(4263%eng heml

According to the Rehabilitation materials of Postyshev prepared for
Khrushchev, Kosior imP]jcamd Postyshf:v, then withdrew his confes-
sions, but then reiterated them again,

Kosior implicated him; then withdrew it; then repeated it In his own
confessions Postyshev implicated Kosior, as well as Taldr, Chubar’, and
others.

Kosior S.V. at the outset of the investigation named
Postyshev among the number of the participants in the
military conspiracy in the Ukraine. Then he recanted his
confessions, but thereafter he confirmed them again. In
Kosior's file there is 4 statement byAntipov N.EK. in
which he asserts that there were completely abnormal
personal relations between Kosior and Postyshev, and
that Postyshev was not in the genezal center of the
countertevolutionacy orpanizations 1a the Ukraine. In
this sitmation Kosior’s confessions abour Postysher pive
serious cause for doubting their truthfulness.

- RKEB 1, 219 — rehab of Postyshev.

Postyshev implicated Kosior:
Postyshev confessed he was guilty in that since 1934 he
had been 2 member of the counterrevolutionary Right-
Trotskyite orpanization in the Ukraine, and that together
with Kosior and other particpants in the organization he
carried out sabotage and subversive work.
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Postyshev confessed he was guilty also in that since 1920
he had been an agent of Japanese intelligence, to which
he gave information constitufing state scerets of the
USSR right up to the day of his arrest.

At the preliminaty investigation and at trial Postyshev
said that he was guilty. However the facts set forth in the
transcripts of Postyshev’s interrogation were not
confirmed during the process of verification.

In the “confessions™ of Postyshev it is stated that he was
personally tied, in his connterrevolunonary work, tw
Balitsky V.A., Kostor 8.V., Iakir [. E., Chubar’ V.Ia,,
Popov N.N., Musul'bas I.A., and other participants of
the anti-Soviet organization in the Ukraine.

- RKEB 1, 218.
p. 251 —in rehabilitation documents about Chubar’

The accusations against Chubar’ of membership in the
Right-Trotskyite otganization were based on the indirect
confessions of the arrested persons Antipov, Kosior,
Pramnek, Sukhomlin, Postyshev, Boldyrev, and others,
who, in identifying him as a member of the
counterrevolutionary organization, referred to Rykov,
Grin’ko, Bubnov and other persons, whose confessions
do not menton Chubar”.

p. 252: same, continued:
The accusation against Sukhomlin of membership in the
Right-Trotskyite arganization and in Japanese
intelligence were based on the confessions of the
arrested persons Tiapnibeda, Marchak, Shumiatsky,
FErmolenko, and others, who referred to Kosior,
Postyshev, lakir, and other persons.
Chubar’ was umplicated in the Right-Trotskyite conspiracy by Antipov,
Kosior, Pramnek, Sukhomlin, Postyshev, Boldyrev, and others.
Kaganovich, interviewed by Felix Chuev:
“The general situation, social opinion was such, that it
was not possible. I defended Kosior and Chubar’, but
when I was shown a whoele notebool written by Chubar’,
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his confessions in his own handwriting, I yielded [lit.

“spread my aums,” a sign of acquiescence].
Chuev, Tak govori! Kaganovich, pp. 68-9.
Molotov told Chuey that he himself was present when Antipov, Chubar’s
friend, accused Chubar’. Chubar’ denied it heatedly and got very angry at
Antipov. Molotov knew both of them very well. (Chuev, Molbtouv: Polvd-
ershavnyi Viastelin, pp. 486-7)
According to the Pospelov Report prepared for Khrushchev, Kosior was
arrested on May 3, 1938 — that is, under Ezhov, long before Beria arrived
at the NKVD — and both tortured (no details are given) and subjected to
prolonged interrogations of up to 14 hours at a stretch. Of 54 interroga-
tions of Kosior only 4 were preserved. This is consistent with the re-
cently-revealed statement by Frinovskii.

No. 139

June 16, 1938

60. Concerning com. Chubar V.IA.

L. In view of the fact that the confessions of Kosior,
Eikhe, Tr. Chubar’, and beside that, the confessions
of Rudzutak and Antipov, throw suspicion upon
com. V. TA. Chubar’, the Politburo of the CC considers
it impossible for him to remain as a member of the
Politburo of the CC and Deputy Chairman of the
Council of People’s Commissars of the S8R and
considers it possible to give him work only in the
provinces on a trial basis.

2. To decide the question of concrete work of com.
Chubar’ in the course of the next two days.

- Stadinskoe Polithinro v 30-¢ gody, p. 167. (emphasis added, GF)
Dmirtriev’s confession:

LIUSHKOV told me that LEPLEVSKII came to the
Ukraine and made a big fuss over rooting out all of
BALITSKIT's people. He arrested a series of leading
workers of the Ukrainian NKVD and accused them of
carrying out counterrevolutionary activity on
BALITSKIT's orders, and at the sime time conspired
with a number of plotters who were supposed to act
under his instructions. LEPLEVSKII carried out the
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fight against the Rights in such a way that he always
protected the leadership of the organization from
exposure by any means.

In this case the person in question was KOSIOR 5.V,
He, according to LIUSHKOV’s wotds, was in fact in
command of the operative wotk of the Ukrainian
NEVD...

One time I had the impression and BALITSKII and
LEPLEVSKII wete at war with one another and were
personal enemies. LEPLEVSKII told me that all this was
for show only and that in reality he and BALITSKII
were in the same counterrevolutionary underground, led
by KOSIOR, who was one of the most clandestine of
the Rights in the Uksaine.

- Lubianka 2, No. 356, pp. 577-602,, at 590-1 (emphasis added, GF).

Kosarev

Kosarev is named by Babulin, Ezhov’s live-in nephew, fellow conspira-
tor, and witness to Ezhov’s and Ezhov’s wife Evpenita’s “moral degen-
eration,” as someone who visited them frequent, alonp with other con-
spirators such as Piatakov:

Answer. EZHOV and his wife Evgenia Solomonovna
had a wide drcle of acquaintances which whom they
wete on friendly relations and simply accepted into their
house. The most frequent guests in EZHOV’s home
were PIATAKOV, the former director of the State Bank
of the USSR MAR'TASIN, the former manager of the
foreign section of the State Bank SVANIDZE, the
former trade representative in England BOGOMOLOV,
the editor of the Peusant Gazstte URTTSKY Semion,
KOLTSOV Mikhail, KOSAREV A.V.,, RYZHOV and
his wife, Ziniaida GLIKINA and Ziniaida KORIMAN.

- Babulin confession, p. 75. At

http:/ /chss.montclair.edu/english / furr/research /babulinro. html
Working, it seems, with this same confession by Babulin plus other ar-
chival materials no longer available to researchers, Jansen and Petrov hy-
pothesized some kind of similat relationship between Kosarev & Ezhov’s
wife,
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- Jansen

Viktor Babulin added Aleksandr Kosarev and 2 student
of the Industrial Academy, Nikolai Baryshnikov, as
persons she had had intimate relations with.27 Former
Komsomol leader Kosarev (who had been editor in chief
of Evgeniia’s USSR in Construction) had already been
atrested on 28 November 1938 and was shot on 23
Februaty of the following year. He was arrested as a
patticipant in an alleged Komsomol conspiracy,
however, and there is no evidence that his case was in
any way intertwined with Ezhov’s.

& Petrov, 185,

Rogovin:

“The Plenum [of the CC of the Komsomol| dismissed
Kosarev from his position, as well as four other
secretaries of the CC of the Komsomol, for *callous,
bureaucratic and hostile behavior towards honest
Komsomol workers who had tried to disclose
weaknesses in the work of the CC of the Komsomol,
and for taking revenge on one of the best Komsomol
wortkers (the case of comrade Mishakova).”

-Rogovin, Partiia rassireannykh. Ch. 26, at
http:/ /trst.narod.ru/ rogovin/t5 /xxvihtm
According to Akakii Mpeladze, Stalin. Kakim la Ego Znal, N.p. (Thilisi?),
n.pub. 2001, Mgeladze, later First Secretary of the Georgian Party but in
the 1930s 2 leading Komsomol figure, discussed Kosarev with Stalin in

1947 (p.

165). Duting this discussion Stalin told him:

...The question of Kosarev was discussed twice in the
Politburo. Zhdanov and Andreev were assigned to verify
the evidence. They confirmed that the declarations of
Mishakova and others corresponded to reality, and the
materials gathered by the NKVD gave no cause for
doubt.
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Mgeladze, who clearly believed that Kosatev was either entirely innocent
and had been framed by Bena for personal reasons, or had simply made
some mistake or other, replied:

I read the transcript of the Plenum of the Central
Committee of the VLKSM [abbreviation for the
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Komsomol, “All-Union Leninist Communist Soviet of

Youth”™ GFJ, at which Kosarev was removed. In the

speeches of both Zhdanov and Andreev, and in

Shkiriatov’s report everything was so thorough that it

was not possible to doubt anything,
According to Mgeladze, Stalin went on to explain that everybody made
mistakes, and that many mistakes were made in 1937. But Stalin did not
apply this to Kosarev’s case. (p.172)

25. The Lists

See citatons in the text of Chapter Four.

26. Resolutions of the January 1938 CC

Plenum
Khrushchev:

“Resolutions of the January plenum of the Central Committee, All-Union
Communist Party (Bolsheviks), in 1938 had brought some measure of
improvement to the party organizations. However, widespread repression
also existed in 1938.7

Getty & Naumovw:

“T'hus the mass depredations in the party were to be
blamed (not without some justification) on former party
secreraries who for the most part had alreacy been
removed.” (496)

“In the months that followed [the January 1938 Plenum),
mass expulsions from the party ceased, large numbers of
expelled members were readmitted, and recruitment of
new members began for the first time since 1933.” (497)

Robert Thurston:
Vyshinskii “questioned the whole course of the Terror.”
(109) “Without the Gensec’s [Stalin’s] approval, the
Procuracy would never have taken the steps it did to
protest and curb the Terror.”
“Chuianov's account demonstrates that the NKVD had

been out of control at the regional level, if not nationally.
.. But all the evidence assembled here supgests that the
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Terror had two tracks: on one, Stalin pushed events

forward personally, arranging the show trials and

demanding, in a muddled way, that hundreds of

thousands be arrested in 1937. On another level the

police fabricated cases, tortured people not targeted

in Stalin’s directives, and became a power unto

themselves.” (112; see Ch. 4 passim. Emphasis added,

GF)
See also Zhukov, Tainy Krembia, Ch. 2; Getty & Naumov 501-2; Posty-
shev’s insistence on mass expulsions, Tainy pp. 50-51. For Malenkov’s
report, see Tainy pp. 48- 9. See decree (postanovienie) “Ob oshibkakh...”)
Benediktov:

Stalin, undoubtedly, knew about the capriciousness and
illegalities that took place during the course of the
tepressions, regretted them, and took concrete measures
towards correcting the excesses that had taken place and
the liberation of honest people who had been
imprisoned. I mention by the way that in those days we
had little tolerance for slanderers and denouncers. Many
of them, after they were uncovered, were hosted in the
same camps to which they had sent their victims. The
paradox is that some of them, released during the period
of Khrushchev's “thaw”, started to trumpet about
Stalinist illegalities louder than anyone else, and even had
the gall to published their memoirs about them!...

The January Plenum of the CC ACP(b) in 1938 openly
admitted the illegalities committed towards honest
communists and non-party people, and to this end
adopted a special resolution which, by the way, was
published in all the central newspapers. Just as openly, to
the whole country, occurred the discussions at the 18%
Party Congress in 1939 concerning the harm done by
unfounded repressions. Right after the January 1938 CC
Plenum thousands of illepally repressed persons,
including prominent military leaders, began to remurn
from their places of imprisonment. They were all
officially rehabilitated, and Stalin personally apologized
to some of them.”
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- LA. Benediktov, “O Stalne 1 Khrushcheve”, Molpdata Grardiia No. 4,
1998, 12-65; cited ar htrp:/ /rksmb.ru/print.php?143 Benediktov was ¢1-
ther Minister or First Deputy Minister of-Agneulture from 1938 to 1953
(http:/ /www.hrono.ru/biograf/ benediktov.himl )

Lev Balamn:

All together in 1938 there were adopted six resolutions
of the CC ACB(b) concerning the facts of viclations of
socialist legality. Besides those discussed above, they
were ... [the six are then enumerated]. The “trotkas™ and
“dvotkas™ attached to the NKVD were abolished by
order of the People’s Commissar of Internal Affairs (L.P.
Beria) on November 26, 1938.

- Balaian, Stadin i Khrushebev, 28-9/237. All but the first {28 March) are in
Labianka 2. The date of abolition of fraikas was Nov. 17, 1938, by “Ob
arestakh.. ™

On February 1, 1938 Procurator of the USSR A. Ia.
Vyshinsky reported to [.V. Stalin and V.M. Molotov that
the Main Military Procuracy had heard, on the request of
the seeretary of the Vologadskii obkom facts concerning
especially dangerous crimes committed by a series of
employees of the Velogoskit UNKVD, It was
established that falsifiers of criminal cases compiled
fabricated wranscripts of interrogations of accused
people, who had supposedly confessed to the
commission of the most serious state crimes, ... Thé
cases fabricated in this way were handed over 1o the
troika attached to the UNKVD of the Velogodskii
oblast, and more than 100 people were shot. ... During
the interrogations atrocines were commuitted, all kinds of
tortures were applied to those interrogated. It got to the
point that during interropations by these individuals four
of the persons under interrogation had been killed.

The aforesaid case concerning the most serious crimes
against socialist legality was held in dosed session of the
Military tribunal of the Teningrad Military District in the
presence of a small group of operative workers of the
Vologoskii directorate of the NIKKVD and the
Vologodskii procuracy. The accused Viasow, Lebedev
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and Roskuriakov, as the initiators and organizers of the

aforesaid outrageous crimes were sentenced to the

supreme penalty — shooting, and the other seven of their

collaborators were sentenced to lengthy terms of

imprisonment. (L. Mlechin, Smert’ Stakina, p. 215).

Throughout the whole country there were 11,842 such

Vlasovs, Lebedevs and Roskuriakovs, repressed

scoundrels who even during the period of careless

Gorbachev-era pardoning of almost everyone the

infamous Tnkovley Commission did not consider it

possible to rehabilitate. (I. Rashkovets. “Nesudebnye

Organy”, in Rasprave. Prokarorskie sud'lby, p. 317). It is

precisely on the consciences of these falsifiers of criminal

cases, accused of the commission of baseless massive

attests and the application of ilegal methods of

investigation (i.e. tortures — L.B.), to whom even a half-

century later rehabilitation by the Decree of the Supreme

Court of the USSR of January 16, 1989 had been refused

— on them lies the responsibility for those same

“thousands and thousands of innocently repressed

people” whom Khrushchev, and then his creation and

student Gorbachev generously “hung” on the dead J.V.

Stalin”
- Balaian, Stafn ¢ Khrushcher, Ch. 2. at
http:/ /www.stalin.su,/book.phpPaction=headerdid=6 Balaian refets to
the collection Rarprava. Prokurorskie sud’by (Moscow: Iundicheskaa litera-
ture, 1990), p. 314 for the disbanding of the “troikas™ and gives the in-
correct date of November 26, 1938, In fact the decree is dated Novem-
ber 17, 1938 (cf. Lubianka 2. No, 362, pp. 607-11.)
Vyshinsky's letter to Stalin is in Sovetskoe Rukovadsive: Perspiska 1928-1939.
M, 1999, No. 239, pp. 398-400 and is online at
http:/ /chss.montclair.edu/english/furt/research /vyshinsky_stalinfeb013
9.html
Jansen & Petrov, on Uspensky about Ezhov’s directions for massive fal-
sification of cases:

... the notion that the regional NKVD chiefs silently

opposed Ezhov’s plans and that Ezhov forced them to

conduct mass operations under threats of arrest is
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contradicted by the testimony of another conference
pazticipant, the Oreaburg NKVD chicf, A. 1. Uspenskii
(given dunng investpaton in Apnl 1939). In his words,
they “tried to surpass each other with reports about
gigantic numbers of people arrested.” Uspenskii is of
course incorrect in speaking of “people arrested,” since
the conference dealt with quotas of future arrests in each
region. Atcording to him, Ezhov’s instruction amounted
to, “Beat, destroy without sorting out,” and he quotes
Ezhov as saying that in connection with the destroying
of the enemies “a certain number of innocent people will
be annihilated too,” but this was “inevitable™® Two
other sources offet similat wording: Ezhov announced
that “if during this operation an extra thousand people
will be shot, that is not such a big / 85 / deal.

During the conference, Ezhov and Frinovskii talked with
each of the attending NKVD chiefs, discussing the
quotas for arrest and execution put forward by them and
giving instructions for the necessary measures in view of
the preparation and the conduct of the operation.
Mironov informed Ezhov about a “Rightist-Trotskiist
bloc” that had been discovered within the Western
Siberian leadership. When he called the evidence against
some of those arrested unconvincing, Ezhov answered:
“Why don’t you arrest them? We are not going to work
for you, imptison them, and then sort it out afterward,
dropping those against whom there is no evidence. Act
morte boldly, I have already told you repeatedly.” He
added that in certain cases, with Mironov apreeing,
department chiefs could also apply “physical methods of
influencing,”™” When Uspensku asked Ezhov what to de
with prisoners older than age seventy, he ordered them
to be shot.

Ezhov approved of the activity of those NKVD chiefs,
who cited “astronomic” numbers of persons repressed,
such as, for instance, the NKVD chief of Western
Siberia, citing a number of 55,000 people arrested,
Dmitriev of Sverdlovsk province— 40, Gﬂﬁ Berman of
Belorussia—=60,000, Uspenskii of Otenburg —40,000,
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Liushkov of the Far East—70,000, Redens of Moscow
province—>50,000.* The Ukrainian NKVD chiefs each
cited numbess of people arrested from 30,000 to 40,000.
Having listened to the numbers, Ezhov in his concluding
remarks praised those who had “excelled” and
announced that, undoubtedly, excesses had taken place
here and there, such as, for instance, in Kuibyshev,
where on Postyshev’s instruction Zhuravlev had
transplanted all active Party members of the province.
But he immediately added that “in such a large-scale
opetation mistakes are inevitable.” (Jansen & Petrov,
131).

Uspenskit was astonished and alarmed by his drunken
table talk. During the trip, Ezhov drank uninterruptedly,
boasting to Uspenskii that he had the Politburo “in his
hands” and could do literally anything, arrest anyone,
including Politbure members. (&P 133)

¥ Redens was on the Moscow “troika® with Khrushchev himself.

27, “Beria’s gang”
Khrushchev:

Meanwhile, Beria’s gang, which ran the organs of state
security, outdid itself in proving the guilt of the arrested
and the truth of materals which it falsified.

Thurston, p. 118

“Khrushchev then suggested that police torture
continued freely and even increased under Beria. Because
part of Khrushchev’s purpose in the speech was to show
his archenemy and political opponent after Stalin’s death
in the worst possible light, this claim must not be taken
as a definitive statement.

Beria’s negative image... has...wrongly overridden the
firsthand evidence of what happened when he replaced
Ezhov. Boris Men'shagin, a defense attorney in
Smolensk, commented that Beria “right away displayed
astonishing liberalism.” Arrests “fell away practically to
nothing,” as the inmate Alexander Weissberg putit. ... a
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new and much improved policy was in place. / 119 /
Political repression declined acutely in 1939-41. ...

In Jate 1938 prison and camp inmates regained the rights,
allowed under Iapoda but lost with Ezhov, to have
books and play chess and other games. .. Investigators
now addressed them using the polite term “vy” instead
of the condescendingly familiar “ty.” ... torture once
apain became the exception, contrary to Khrushchev’s
assertion. .. pnsoners like R.V, Ivanov-Razumnik, Mariia
lotte, and Abdurakman Avtorkhanov, among athers,
reported that physical methods ceased where they were
being held when Beria assumed control of the police.

Under Benia, a purge swept through the NKVD,

removing most of Ezhov’s lieutenants and many in the
lower ranks as well”

According to the Pospelov report, arrests dropped hugely, by over 90%,
in 1939 and 1940 in comparison to 1937 and 1938

Year 1935 1936 1937 1938 1939 1940

Arrests 114,456 85,873 918,671 620695 41,627 127313

OFf whom were 1,220 1,118 353,074 3280618 2601 1,863
executed

http:/ /www.alexanderyakovlev.org/almanah/inside/almanah-
doc/55752; published in many places, including Doklad Kbrusheheva, p.
185).

Executions in 1939 and 1940 dropped to far less than 1% of the levels
of mass executions in 1937 and 1938. Beria took over as head of the
NKVD in December, 1938, so this corresponds precisely with Beria’s
petiod in command.

28. “Torture telegram”
Khrushchev:
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When the wave of mass arrests began to recede in 1939,
and the leaders of territoral party organizations began to
accuse the NKVD workers of using methods of physical
pressure on the arrested, Stalin dispatched a coded
telegram on January 10, 1939 to the committee
secretaries of oblasts and krais, to the central committees
of republic Communist parties, to the People’s
Commissars of Internal Affairs and to the heads of
NKVD osganizations. This telegram stated:

“The Central Comumittee of the All-Union
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) explains that the
application of methods of physical pressure in
NKVD practice is permissible from 1937 on in
accordance with permission of the Central
Committee of the All-Union Communist Party
(Bolsheviks) ...Tt is known that all bourgeois
intelligence services use methods of physical
influence against the representatives of the socialist
proletariat and that they use thein in their most
scandalous forms.

The question arises as to why the socialist
intelligence service should be more humanitarian
against the mad agents of the bourgeoisie, aganst
the deadly enemies of the working class and of the
kolkhoz workers. The Central Committee of the All-
Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) considers that
physical pressure should still be used obligatorily, as
an excepuan applicable to known and obstinate
enemies of the pr:ﬂplt:, as 2 method both justifiable
and eppropriate.”
Thus, Stalin had sanctioned in the name of the Central
Committee of the All-Union Communist Party
(Bolsheviks) the most brutal viclation of socialist legality,
torture and oppression, which led as we have scen to the
slandering and self-accusation of innocent people.

Getty on the orginal of this telegram, or a similar one.

In the course of this research, we have located the
famous 1939 Stalin directive on “physical methods™ of
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interrogation mentioned by Khruschev in his 1956 Secret
Speech (See LV.Kurilov, N.N.Mikhailov and
V.P.Naumov, eds., Reabititatsia: Politicheskie protsessy
30-50-kh godov [Moscow, 1991}, 40). It is in TsA FSB,
£100, op.1, por. 6, ll. 1-2 (second series). Dated 27 July
(not 10 July [this is an error for 10 January — GF]
according to Khruschev), it 1s a telegram from Stalin to
party secretaries in all regions. It refers to a still unfound
1937 Central Committee directive authorizing physical
methods in exceptional circumstances. Interestingly, the
1939 telegram was written after N.I. Ezhov's fall, and in
a passage not mentioned by Khruschev it accuses
Ezhov’s men of excessive torture, “converting an
exception into a rule.”

- Getty, “Excesses Are Not Permitted.” The Russian Review 61 (Janvacy
2002): 113-38, at p.114, n. 45.

I have put a photocopy of the only known text of the “Tarture Telegram
of January 10, 1939 at

http:/ /chss.montclair.edu/english/ furr/research /ShT_10_01_39.pdf

Full Text of the “Torture Telegram™

Bold - parts Khrushchev quoted;

Itulics - section omitted by Khrushchev that proves his intent to deceive
his audience.

BY CODE CC VKP(b)

TO THE SECRETARIES OF OBLAST AND
REGIONAL PARTY COMMITTEES, CCS OF
NATIONAL COMMUNIST PARTIES, PEOPLE'S
COMMISSARS OF INTERNAL AFFAIRS, HEADS
OF NKVD DIRECTORATES

The CC [Central Committee] of the VKP [All-Union Communist Party]
has learned that in checking up on employees of NKVD ditectorates sec-
retaries of oblast and regional party committees have blamed them for
using physical pressure against persons who have been arrested, as some-
thing criminal. The CC of the VKP explains that use of physical
pressure in the practice of the NEVD has been permitted since
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1937 in accordance with permission of the CC of the VEP. 4 rhe
same timie #f was stated thal physical pressure is permilted as an excepleon and, in
additian, only In refazion to blatant enermizs of the people who, taking advaniage of the
bumane methed of interrogation, stubbornly refuse to give up Lher co-conspiralors; who
refiese to comfess for mionths; and who strive fo slow down the discovery of conspirators
who are still at large; and so cowtinie thetr sirugpde against Soviet pawer even from
prison. Focperience bas showa that this podicy has produced resitis by greatly speeding
up the exposure of enemies of the people. It & true that subsequently in practice the
wiethod of phyrical pressire was sullied by the senm Zakovsky, Litvin, Uspensky, ard
others, becanse they turned if from an exception tnio @ yule and employed #f againt
bomese peopie who bad been accidentally arresied. For these abuses, they bave been duly
prniished. But this does not tnvalidate the method sisel, insofar as it is emplayed cor-
rectly in practice. It is well kmown that all boutgeois intelligence ser-
vices use physical pressure against representatives of the socialist
proletariat and in its most disgraceful forms at that. One won- /
page break / ders why a socialist intelligence service is obliged to
be humane in relation to inveterate agents of the boutgeoisie and
implacable enemies of the working class and collective farmers.
The CC of the VKP considers that the method of physical pressure
must necessatily be continued in future in exceptional cases in re-
lation to manifest and unrepentant enemies of the people, as a
completely correct and expedient method. The CC of the VKP de-
mands that the secretaries of oblast and regional committees [and] of the
CCs of national communist party [evidently a mispront for “parties™ -
GF] act in accordance with this clarification when checking up on em-
ployees of the NKVD.

SECRETARY OF THE CC VKP(b) L. STALIN [typed, not signed- GF]
[Dated by hand - GF] 10/1-39 g. 15 hrs]

Additionally printed
two cop. B.IL.1956 g5t

=1 My translation; that by Mark Ksamer on the H-HOAC list Feb. 27 2003, at
buttp: / /tinyudl.com/bgp6], and widely repdnted — for example, at the Marxist Intemet
Archive -- 15 inaccurate.
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The question of such a telegram was discussed at the June 1957 CC Ple-
num, more than a year after Khrushchev's “Secret Speech.” The eatire
discussion is a mystery, for there is no reference at all to the document
now identified as the “torture telegram” (above). Instead a different, or
two different, documents are under discussion here. The copy from the
Dagestan Obkom (oblast” committee) of the Party thar Anstov refers to
here is not the copy we now have. This whole question has never been
satisfactorally resolved.

K:qga,novit;h: If I’'m not mustaken, I seem to remember

that a document Like that was officially sent around o

the Party ebkoms [oblast’, or province, commuttees — GF].

Let’s search for it

Kheashchev: A telegram like that was really sent around.

But T am talking about another document. ...

Kapanovich:... There’s a document that was sent around
to all the Party obkoms.

Woices: That’s another document, we all know it.
Ehrushchev: But the Uri.gimd 15 dtst.rc:lyed?

Molotov: The telegram about the use of physical
measures of acton against spies and the like, about
which we are now speaking, was sent around to all
members of the Central Committee and to all ebioms.

Malin: The orginal is not in the archive of the Central
Committee, it has been destroyed. The telegram exists in
the copy that was sent around to the obkasm:.

Aristov: We found it in only one aé&em of the Party, in
Dagestan.

- Molaloy, Malenkov, Kapanovich, 1957. Stencgraminia tini'skapo prﬂﬂMa TeK
KPSS I drrcgic doksmenty. Ed. AN. Iakovlev, N. Kovaleva, A. Korotkov, et
al. Moscow: MDF, 1998, pp. 121-2.)

Both Iurii Zhukov (“Zhupel Stalina®, Part 3. Komsomo!'skata Pravda, Nov.
12, 2002) and Mark Junge and Rolf Binner (Kak Tenvr Stal Bo! shim. Mos-
cow, 2003, p. 16, n. 14) attest to the fact that Khrushchev scems to have
destroyed more documents than anyone clse. Benediktov had also heard
of this destruction:

Benedikioy:
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Competent people have told me that Khrushchev gave
orders to destroy a number of important documents
related to the repressions of the 30s and 40s. In the first
place, of course, he wanted to hide his own part in the
illegalities in Moscow and the Ukraine where, currying
favor with the Center, he condemned many innocent
people. At the same time were destroyed documents of
another sott, documents that indisputably proved that
the repressive actions undertaken at the end of the 1930s
against some prominent party and military figures were
justified. It's an understandable tactic: having sheltered
himself, he tried to shift the whole blame for the
illepalities onto Stalin and the “Stalinists”, from whom
Khrushchev expected the fundamental threat to his own

powet.
- Molodaia Guardiia No. 4, 1989, cited at htip:/ /rksmb.ru/print.php?143

29. Rodos tortured Chubar’ & Kosior on Beria’

orders
Khrushchew:

Not long ago — only several days before the present
Congress — we called to the Central Committee
Presidium session and interrogated the investgatve
judge Rodos, who in his time investigated and
interrogated Kossior, Chubar and Kosarev, He is a vile
person, with the brain of a bird, and morally completely
degenerate. And it was this man who was deciding the
fate of prominent party workers; he was making
judgments also concerning the politics in these matters,
because, having established their “crime,” he provided
therewith materials from which important political
implications could be deawn.

The question arises whether a man with such an intellect
could alone make the investigation in a manner to prove
the guilt of people such as Kossior and others. No, he
could not have done it without proper ditectives. At the
Central Commuttee Presidium session he told us: “T was
told that Kossior and Chubar were people’s enemies and
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for this reason 1, as an investganve judpe, had to make
them confess that they are enemies.™

(indignation in the hall.)

He would do this only through long tortures, which he
did, receiving detailed instructions from Beria. We must
gay thar at the Central Commuttee Presidmim session he
cynically declared: “I thought that [ was executing the
orders of the parry.” In this manner, Swlin’s orders
concerning the use of methods of physical pressure
against the arrested were in practce executed.

These and many other facts show that all norms of
cogrect party solution aof Prc.l;uf&m:‘. were mvalidated and
everything was dependent upon the willfulness of one

.

Rodos” interropations, confessions, and case tile have never been
made available to researchers. As we note in the text, Rodos and
other former NIXVD men appear to have been scapegoats. If in
fact they had followed CC directives, as the “torture telegram”
above states, then they had broken no laws even if they did beat
or otherwise torture some defendants,

30. Stalin didn’t heed warnings about war
[‘:]}IUShClIE’F":

The power accumulated in the hands of one person,
Stalin, led to serious consequences during the Great
Patrictic Wat. .. During the war and after the war, Stalin
put forward the thesis that the tragedy which our nation
experienced in the first part of the war was the result of
the “uncxpected” attack of the Germans against the
Sovier Union. ... Stalin took no heed of these warnings.
What is more, Stalin ordered that no credence be given
to information of this sort, in order not to provoke the
mitiation of military operations. .. everything was
ignored: warnings of certain Army commanders,
declaratons of deserters from the enemy army, and even
the open hostility of the enemy.
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...Is this an example of the alertness of the chief of the party and of the
state at this particularly significant historical moment?”

Marshal Golovanov:

We normally lay all responsibility for the suddenness of
Hitler’s attack on our country, which was unexpected as
to time, on ].V. Smlin, since he was the head of state,
although S.K. Timoshenko, as People’s Commissar of
Defense, and G.K. Zhukov, as Head of the General
Staff, as well as a number of other comrades, also had
direct responsibility. But no one does this. It’s just as
proper both to speak of the strategic victodes that had
worldwide significance, and also to credit them to those
people who stood at the head of those or other
campaigns or of the war as a whole and who were
responsible for their fulfillment. This is logical. The
great, world-historical victory in the Second World War
was won by the country, the party, and the army, all led
by Stalin.

- Andrew Kazantsev, in Nakansre, June 22, 2005, at

http:/ /worw.nakanune.ru/articles/22_jjunja__dva_blickriga

Vadim Kozhinov.
But if considered dispassionately, both Stalin’s and
Roosevelt's miscalculations have a completely
convincing explanation. The communications of
intellipence services are abways contradictory to a greater
or lesser deprees, because they derive from the most
varied, and often deliberately misinformed — sources.
Not long ago a collection of documents titled Hitler’s
Secrets on Stalin’s Table. Intelligence and Counter-
intelligence on the Preparation of German Aggression
against the USSR, March-June 1941’ was published. This
work makes it clear that during this period Stalin
received extremely varied intelligence, including
disinformation, particularly, information according to
which Germany (as Stalin also believed) intended to
occupy England before invading the USSR. One of the
leaders of the intelligence services of that time, General
P. A. Sudoplatov, later remarked: “The information of
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three reliable (my emphasis — V.I) sources from within
Germany deserved special attention, [that] the leadership
of the Wehrmacht decisively protested against any war
on two fronts.”

Lack of trust of the intelligence information about a
(GGerman invasion was also caused by the disagreements
they contained about the dating of the beginning of the
war, “They specified May 14 and 15, May 20 and 21, June
15 and, at last, June 22... Once the first May periods had
passed, Stalin... finally came to believe that Germany
would not invade the USSR in 1941...

In the 1960s and later many authors wrote, with great
indignation, for example, that no one believed the
information that arrved about a week before the
beginning of the war and which was obtained by the spy
Richatd Sotge, who later became world famous, and
which gave the accurate date of the German invasion —
June 22. However, it was impossible to simply believe it
after a seres of inaccurate dates that had been
communicated through sources ennsidered ‘reliable.” (by
the way, Sorge himself at first reported that the invasion
would rake place in May). And contemporary “analysts’,
knowing — as does the whole world — that the war began
precisely on June 22, and therefore waxing indignant at
Stalin because he had neglected Sorge’s precise
mformation seat out on June 13, seem naive at the very
least...™

- Vadim Kozhinov, Rossiza. Vek XX. (1939-1964). Opyt bespristrasinggo
issledovanita. Moscow: Algoritm, 1999, pp. 73-4 (His chapter 2 is entitled
“Suddenness and Lack of Prepazation™). Also at

http:/ /www.hrono.ru/libris/lib_k/kozhin20v03.php

In the “Secret Speech” Khrushchev said (p. 26):

This pettained, alas, not only to ranks, artillery and
planes. At the outbreak of the war we did not even have
sufficient numbets of rifles to arm the mobilized
manpower, I recall that in those days 1 tclephoned to
Comrade Malenkov from Kiev and told him, *People
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have voluateered for the new Army and demand arms.
You must send uvs azms.”

Malenkov answered me, “We cannot send you arms. We
ate sending all our nifles to Leningrad and you have to
arm yourselves.”

According to Marshal Vasilevskii what really happened was quite differ-

ent:

In concluston the Supre:me.- Commander said that he
would take all measures to help the Southwestern Front,
but at the same time asked them to reply more on
themselves in this matter.

— It would be unreasonable to think — he said — that we
will give you everything already prepared on the side.
Learn to supply and resupply yourselves. Create supply
sections with each army, prepare several factories for the
production of rifles and machine guns, pull all the strings
you need to pull, and you will see that you can create a
great deal for the front in the Ukraine itself. That’s the
way Leningrad is acting at the present time, using its own
miachine manufacturing bases, and they are to a preat
extent successful, already have had some success. The
Ukraine can do the same. Leningrad has already arranged
for the production of R8’s. This is a very effective
weapon like a minesweeper, which literally crushes the
enemy. Why not do this yourselves?

Kirponos and [Chrushehev replied:

— Comrade Stalin, we will pur all your orders into
practice. Unfortunately, we are not acquainted with the
construction details of RSs. We request that you order to
send us one example of an RS with diagrams, and we will
organize construction here. — This answer followed:

- Your people alteady have the diagrams, and you have
had samples for a long time. Your inattention in this
scrious matter 15 at fault. Good. I'll send you a battery of
R8s, drawings, and instructors in their manufacture, All
the best, I wish you success.”
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- Marshal AM. Vasilevskii, Delo ssef ghizmi (My life’s work), 3rd ed.
Moscow, Politizdat 1978, Chapter 11. Cited from the Russian at
http:/ /www.victory.mil.ru/lib/books/memo//vasilevsky/11.html

As Vadim Kozhinov points out,

Khrushchev, who in 1956 was striving to discredit
Malenkov, his competitor in the struggle for supreme
powet, unconsciously discredited himself. For by June 22
he had already been “supreme boss’ in Kiev and over the
whole of the Ukraine for 3 ¥z years, since January 1938
{(which, by the way, had a common border with
Germany since September 19390) bug, it turns out, had
not taken the trouble even to provide himself with nifles!
So etther IKChrushchev either did not pay attendon to the
‘eloquent evidence’ that he cited in 1956, or else he did
nothing with this ‘evidence’ in a practical way (for in fact
the first secretary of the CC of the Ukraine and member
of the Politburo could have prepared those rifles in
plenty of tme...)
- Kozhinov, V.V., Rossdia: ek XX (1939-1964) Chapter 2, p. 50; also at
heep:/ /www.hrono.ru/Lbris/lib_lk/kozhin20v03.php
The German Army’s disinformation plan to spread false rumors to the
Soviet leadership, signed by Keitel, is dated February 15, 1941, Itis
online at
http:/ /chss.montclair.edu/english/ furr/research/ germandisinfo.himl (in
Russian only)

Marshal Meretskov, 1968

1 must say something else. Inasmuch as at the very
beginning of the war England and the USA became our
allies in the anti-Hitler coalition, most people who
attempt to critical analyze the decisions made by our
government at that time mechanically evaluate them only
on the level of the Soviet-German war and thereby make
a mistake. For the sitvation in the spring of 1941 was
extremely complicared. At that ime we could not be sure
that an anti-Soviet coalition of capitalist countries
including, let us say, Germany, Japan, England and the
USA, would not arise. Hitler decided in 1940 against an
invasion of England. Why? Did he not have the
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strength? Did he decide to deal with England later? Or
were, perhaps, secret negotiations going on about 2
united anti-Soviet front? Tt would have been criminal
negligence not to weigh all the possibilities, because in
truth the well-being of the USSR depended on selecting
the correct political position. Where will the fronts be?
Whete should our forces be concentrated? Only on the
Western borders? Or is a war on the southern border
also possible? And what will be the situation in the Far
East? This multiplicity of paths of possible action,
together with a lack of a firm puarantee that the correct
path could be immediately chosen in 2 given case, made
for a doubly complicated situation.

- KA. Meretskov, INa shughbe narods (“In Service to the People”). Mos-
cow: Politizdat, 1968.

Marshal Zhukov:

I have thought for a long time about all this and here is

what I artived at. It seems to me that the matter of the

defense of the couatry in its basic, broadest outlines and

directions was carried out correctly. During a period of

many years, in economic and social terms, everything, or

nearly everything, was done that was possible. As for the

petiod from 1939 to the middle of 1941, during that

period special efforts that demanded all our strength and

resources were made by the people and the party to

strengthen our defense.
- GK. Zhukov, Vogominaniia i ragmyshieniia (“Reminiscences and
Thoughts™). Vol. 1, Ch. 9. Moscow, 2002
Marshals Vasilevskii and Zhukov disagreed about whether Stalin should
have ordered all the troops to take positions along the border. Comment-
ing on Vasilevskii’s article in 1965, Zhukov wrote:

I think that the Soviet Union would have been smashed

if we had organized all our forces on the border. It's

good that this didn’t happen, and if our main forces had

been smashed in the area of the state frontier, then the

Hiterlite armies would have had the possibility of

catrying out the war more successfully, and Moscow and
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Leningrad would have been taken in 1941. G. Zhukov,
December 12, 1965.

- Shaptalov, B. Ispyransa soiny (“The Trals of War”). Moscow: AST, 2002.
Russian edition at http://milirera lib.ru/rescarch/ shaptalov/02.heml . The
same passage, with a longer quotation from Vasilevskii's unpublished MS,
is found in Gor'kov, IU.A. Kremlin. Stavka, General Staff . Tver’ 1995,
Chapter 4, p. 68. Russian editon at

hetp:/ /muilitera hib.ru/research /porkov2 /04.html

Evidence of Betrayal by Gen. Dmitri Paviov

Khrushchev does not explicidy name General Dmiwi Pavlov, executed in
July 1941 for dereliction of duty in not preparing the Belorussian Front
for Hitler's invasion.

There is a good deal of evidence now, from former Soviet archives, that
Pavlov was indeed guilty, and a member of a military conspiracy to boot.
We omit this material here. Some of it and the references to it are con-
tained in the original Russian language edition of this book (p.368).

31. Vorontsov’s Letter
Khrushchev:

We must assert that information of this sort concerning
the threat of German anmed invasion of Soviet territory
was coming in also from our Gwn military and
diplomatic sources; however, because the leadership was
conditoned against such information, such data was
dispatched with fear and assessed with reservation.

Thus, for instance, informaton sent from Berlin on May
6, 1941 by the Soviet military attaché, Captain
Vorontsov, stated: “Soviet citizen
Bozer...communicated to the deputy naval attaché thar,
according to a statement of a certain German officer
from Hitler’s headquarters, Germany is preparng to
invade the USSR on May 14 through Finland, the Baltic
countries and Larvia, At the same time Moscow and
Leningrad will be heavily raided and paratroopers landed
m border cities. .,

In Vasnno-Lsrorichesrkis Zhnrnal No. 2, 1992, pp. 39-40 we have the full text
of Caprain Vorontsov’s statement. It is contained 1n a letter of May 6,
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1941 to Stalin from Admiral Kuznetsov. The crucial part omitted by
Khrushchey is in boldface:

Top secret

May 61941

No. 48582cc

CC ACE(B)

Com. STALIN J.V.

Maval attaché in Berlin Captain 1 degree Voroatsov
relates: Soviet citizen Bozer (Jewish nationality, former
Lithuanian subject) communicated to the deputy naval
attaché that, according to a statement of a certain
German officer from Hitler’s headquarters, Germany is
prepating to invade the USSR on May 14 through
Finland, the Baltic countries and Latvia. At the same
time Moscow and Leningrad will be heavily raided and
paratroopers landed in border cties.

Our attempts to clarify the primary source of this
information and to amplify it have not as yet been
successful, as bozer has declined to do this. Work
with him and verification of the information
continues.

I believe that this information is false, specially
directed through this channel with the object of
reaching our government in order to find out how
the USSR would react to it.

Admiral KUZNETSOV

32. German soldier
Khrmshchev:
The following fact is also-known: On the eve of the
invasion of the territory of the Soviet Union by the
Hitlerite army, a certain (German citizen crossed ouc
border and stated that the German armies had received

orders to start the offensive against the Soviet Union on
the night of June 22 at 3 o’clock. Stalin was informed
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about this imnm.’d-atdy, but even this wa.l:ni.hg was

ignored.
The soldier, Alfred Liskow:

Many people know that on the night of June 22, 1941 a
German soldier fled to our side and reported about the
impending invasion of German forces. Beginning with
the time of pereriroiga it became fashionable to state that
this deserter was quickly shot as a provocateur. For
example, here is what is stated on this matter in a
biography of Stalin published in New York in 1990:
A German soldier and former communist bravely
crossed the border in order to report the precise
time of attack. Stalin ordered him to be shot
immediately for disinformation.
This is completely false. It is a reference to Tewis Jonathan, Whitehead
Phillip. Sealin. A Time for [adgement. New York, 1990, p. 121, cited from
Zhores and Roi Medvedev, Neigvesiny Stalin , Russian ed. Moscow 2002,
pp- 309-10. The English edition of this book, The Unknown Stalin (Wood-
stock and New York: The Overlook Press, 2004), fully refutes Khru-
shchev’s tale on pp. 240-1.

Khrushchev's story is false as well.

We can do no better than to cite at some length from Igor’ Pykhalov’s
eye-opening study efkata Obolgarniai Vieina [The Great Calumniated
War'] Moscow, 2005. Chap[r.[ 9: “The FFate of a Deserter.”

Many people know that on the night of june 22, 1941 a
German soldier fled to our side and reported about the
impending invasion of German forces. Beginning with
the time of perestroika it became fashionable to state
that this deserter was quickly shot as a provocateur. For
example, here i1s what is stated on this matter in a

biography of Stalin published in New York in 1990:

A German soldier and former communist bravely
crossed the border in order to report the precise
time of attack. Stalin ordered him to be shot
immediately for disinformation. *

But is this so. Let’s try to clanily the fate of this man,
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German army soldier Alfred Liskow was detained on
June 21 1941 at 2100 hours at a unit of the Sokalsk
command of the 90th Border unit. At 310 on the night
of June 22 the UNKVD of the L'vov oblast’ transmitted
by telephone to the NKGB of the Ukrainian S5R a
message with the following contents:

The German corporal who crossed the border in the
region of Sokal’ declared the following: His name is
Liskow Alfred Germanovich, 30 years of age_ a
worker, carpenter in a furniture factory in the city of
Kohlberp (Bavaria), where he left his wife, baby,
mother and father,

The corporal served in the 221st sapper regiment of
the 15th division. The regument is situated in the
village of Tselenzh, 5 km north of Sokal’. He was
drafted into the army from the reserves in 1930,

He considers himself a communist, 15 a member of
the Union of Red Pront-line soldiers, and says that
life is very hard for workers in Germany.

Around evening his company commander Lieut.
Schulz told them that tomight, after artillery
prepazation, their unit would begin the crossing of
the Bug on rafts, boats and pontoons.

As a supporter of Soviet power, once he learned of
this he deaded to flee to us and tell us.’

More details about this event are given in the report of
the commander of the 90th border unit Major M.C.
Bychkowskix:

June 27 ar 2100 in the area of the Sokal'sk command
# soldier was detained who fled from the German
Army, Liskow Alfred. Since there was no translator
in the command station, [ ordered the commander
of the area Capt. Bershadsky to take the soldier by
truck to the staff of the unite in the town of
Viadimir.

Ar 0030 June 22 1941 the soldier arnived in the town
of Vladimir-Volynsk. Through an interpreter at
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approximately 1:00 at night Liskow said that on June
22 at dawn the Germans were supposed to cross the
botder. I immediately reporred this to the
responsible duty officer of the army saff Brigade
Commissar Maslovsky. At the same time I reported
by telephone personally to the commander of the
5th army Major-General Potavpov, who regarded
my report with suspicious and did not pay atteation
to it. | personally was not firmly convinced of the
truthfulness of the report of soldier Liskow, but all
the same T called out the commanders of the zones
and ordered them to reinforce the guard ar the state
borders, to put special listening posts at the Bug
nver and in the case of the Germans crossing the
river to fire upon and destroy them. At the same
time 1 ordered that if anything suspicious is noted
{any kind of movement on the opposite banl) to
report it to me personally and immediately. T
remained the whole time in the statf HO).

At 100 on June 22 the commanders of the zones
reported to me that nothing suspicions was noted on
the opposite side of the river, all was calm. In view
of the fact that the rranslarors 1In our unie are not
skilled, T summoned from the town a teacher of the
German language who has an excellent knowledge
of the German language, and Liskow again repeated
the same thing, that is, that the Germans are
prepared to invade the USSR at dawn on Junc 22
1941, He called himself a communist and declared
that he came over to us on his own initative
especially to warmn us. While the interrogadon of the
soldier was not yet finished I heard from the
direction of Usalug (the first command center)
strong ﬂrtiﬂe':y fire. | understood that this was the
Germans who had opened fire on our territory,
which the soldier under intetrogation confirmed. 1
immediately tried to call the commander by
telephone, but the connection had been destroyed.
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1t’s perfectly natural that Soviet propaganda tried to
make use of Liskow’s deed for its own purposes. Here is
what is said about this in the memoirs of Major-General
Burtsev, who headed the section (from August 1944
division) of special propaganda of the Main Political
Directorate of the Red Army:
Already by June 27 the first leaflet of the German
anti-fascist Alfred Liskow had appeared. Risking fire
from both shores, he had swum the Bug in order to
watn our border guards about the imminent invasion
of the USSR. Liskow did this as soon as, in the
222nd regiment of the 75th division, whete he
served, they had been read the order for the
invasion. We, of course, could not miss the chance
to speak with this first deserter. Soon Liskow was
brought to Moscow. A tall German “of working-
class cut” serving as a field medic seemed
sympathetic and trustworthy.

“T am from a working-class family in the city of
Kaohlberg,” he said. “My parents and 1 hate Hitler
and his regime. For us the USSK is a foendly
countty, and we do not wish to fight with the Soviet
people. There are many such working-class families
in Germany. They do not want war with you.”

His story was published in Prapda, and it was that
story that served as the initial leaflet, printed with his
porirait, to inform the German soldiers that there
are within the Wehrmacht opponents of the war and
Hitlerism, friends of the Soviet Union.

Many participants in the war remember the agitational
materials in which Liskow’s name appeared. For
example, the Leningrad writer Dmitry Shcheglov:
June 28... In the newspapers pasted on the walls
people are reading the announcement: ‘German
soldier Alfred Liskow, not wishing to fight against
the Soviet people, has deserted to our side.
Alfred Liskow has addressed German soldiers with
a call to overthrow the Hitler regime.



346 Khmishchev Lied

And on a second sheet was Liskow’s statement and
portrait ‘Among the German soldiers 4 mood of
depression reigns.
Un l;'orr,unate!y I have not yet been able to trace the
further fate of Alfred Liskow, M1, Buttser writes:

Afrer that A, Liskow perished, remaining to us last
breath true o the idea of the fight against fascism.

However even if it should be that Liskew was later
repressed, that did not happen duning the first days of
the wat.

Pykhalov’s whole chapter may be consulted (in Russian) at
http://militera.lib.ru/reseacch/pyhalov_i/09.html

In his memoirs Khrushchev repeats the story of the Gernman soldier’s
desertion to warn the Soviets, but does not repeat his allegation that the
soldier’s waming was ignored. As with almost everything in Khm-
shchev's selfserving memoirs, his version is incorrect, either through
design (Le. a deliberate li€) or through faulty memory. At any rate, Khru-
shchey was not present and had no direct knowledge of the event.

A soldier fled to us from the forward area. He was
interrogated, and all the details named by him and on
which hig story was based, were described logically and
seemed trustworthy. He said that the invasion would
start tomorrow at three o’clock. First, why specifically
tomorrow? The soldier said that they had recerved dry
provisions for three days. And why at three o’clock?
Because the Germans always chose an early hour in such
sttuations. 1 don’t remember whether he said that the
soldiers had been told about the three o’clock hour or
whether they had heard it through the *soldier’s radio’,
which always learned the time of attack very accurately.
What was left for us to do?

- Khrushchev’s memoirs: Viewia, Léwdi, Viest' Vol 1, Past 2, p. 299,
The article featuring Liskow, with a photograph of him, from Pravds,
June 27, 1941, p. 2 may be consulted here:

htip:/ / chss.montclair.edu/english/ furr/research/liskowpravda062741.p
df
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33. Commanders Killed

Khrushchew:

Very grievous consequences, especially in reference to

the beginning of the war, followed Stalin's annihilation

of many mibitary commanders and political workers

during 1937-1941 because of his suspictousness and

through slanderous accusations. During these years

repressions were instituted against certain parts of

military cadres beginning literally at the company and

battalion commander level and extending to the higher

military centers; during this time the cadre of leaders

who had gained military experience in Spain and in the

Far East was almost completely liquidated.
No doubt Khrushchev is alluding to the Military Conspiracy and the so-
called “Tukhachewsky Affair™ He doesn’t mention them explicitly, and
completely avoids any question of their guilt or innocence. There is a
preat deal of evidence that Tukhachevsky and the other high-ranking of-
ficers tried and executed with him were indeed conspiring with the Ger-
mans and Japanese, and with the Rightist forces in the Opposttion to
overthrow the Soviet government.
Khrushchev would rehabilitate them before long, It is telling that in 1957
and again in 1961 expurgated versions of Komandarm Iona [Akir’s letter
to Stalin of Juae 9, 1937, were used by Khrushchev's allies to smear Sta-
lin and those who supported him. The real text of JAkic's letter malces it
clear that he is puilty.
None of this means that all military commanders who were imprisoned,
beaten, tortured, and executed were guilty, Ezhov and his henchmen no
doubt framed a good many of them, as he did hundreds of thousands of
other innocent persons.
Marshal Konev speaking in 1965 with writer Konstantin Simonov:

To portray the matter as though, if these ten, twelve, five

oz seven men had not been killed in 37-38, but had

been leading the military at the start of the war, the war

would have tumed out differently — that is an

exaggeration,
- Konstantin Simonov, Glagani chetovelea mosgp pokolemiia (“Through the
Eyes of a Man of My Generation™). Moscow: Novost, 1988, 393.
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To answer the question which of the men who were

killed then, how he would have Fought the Germans,

how and how long it would have taken to beat the

Germans if these men were alive — all these questons,

unfortunately, ate speculation. At the same time there

remains the undeniable fact that those men who

remained, who matured during the war and led the

armics, it was precisely they who won the war, at the

positions that they gradually came to oceupy.
- ibid. . 401.
Khrushchev himself was directly responsible for “eradicating” most of
the commanders in the Kiev (Ukraine) Military Disenicr. Volkogonov
quotes a directive from Khrushchev, dated March 1938, The longer ver-
sion, from the Russian edition, is translated below: a much shorter ver-
sion is given in the English edition, Dmitrii A. Volkogonov, Stalm: Tri-
wrph and Tragedy. INY: Grove Weidenfeld, 1991), p. 329.

Decree of the Military Soviet of the Kiev Military

District concerning the Situation of Cadres of the

Command, Operational Command, and Political Staff of

the Districk

1. As a result of the great work carried out for the
cleansing of the forces of the Red Army of hostile
elements and of the promotion from below of
commanders, political workers, and opetational
commanders, unquestionably devoted to the work of the
party of Lenin — Stalin, the cadre ... are frmly
consolidated around our party [and] around the leader of
peoples comrade Stalin, and guarantee polirical firmness
and success in the work of elevating the military power
of the units of the Red Army...

3. The enemies of the people [rrag maroda — here
Khrushchev is using the very term he attacked Stalin for
‘inventing’ and which Stalin virtually never used — GF]
succeeded in doing a lot of damage in the area of placing
cadres, The Military Council sets as its main task the
uprooting to the end of the remnants of hostile
elements, deeply studying every commander, operational
commander, [and] political worker upon his prometion,
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boldly promoting proven cadres, devoted and
developing. ..

The commander of the forces of the Kiev Military
District, Army Commander second rank Timoshenka;
Member of the Military Council Corps Commander
Smirnov; Member of the Military Council, Secretary of
the CC of the Communist Party of the Ukraine,
Khrushchev.”

Later Timoshenko, Smirnov and Khrushchev reported
that ‘in the total of mereilessly uprooting Trotskyite-
Bukharinite and bourgeois nationalist elements’ on
March 28 1938 there was effected the following
replacement of the leading staff of the District:

By rank:

Replaced corps commanders 9 9
Divisional commanders 25 24

Brigade commanders 9 5

Battalion commanders 137 87
Commanders of fortified areas 4 4
Heads of the staffs of Corps Y b
Heads of divisional staffs 25 18

Heads of staff of the fortified areas 4 3
Heads oflsmff of bartalions 135 78
Heads of sections of the staff of the District 24 19

- Volkogonov, Stalin. Vol. 1, Ch. 7, at note 608.

349

34. Stalin’s “Demoralization after beginning

of war

Khrushchev:

It would be incorrect to forpet that, after the ficst severe disaster and de-
feat at the front, Stalin thought that this was the end. In one of his
speeches in those days he said:

All that which Lenin created we have lost forever.
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The loghooks for June 21-28, 1941, were published in Iforwherks Arkbiv
No. 2, 1996, pp. 51-54. They have been reproduced here:
hitp:/ /www.hrono.ru/libris /stalin/16-13.html

Marshal Zhukow;

They say that in the first days of the war |.V. Stalin was

supposedly so distraught that he could not even give a

radio speech and gave over his presentation to Molotov.

This judgment does not comport with reality. Of course

during the first hours ].V. Stalin was distraught. But he

quickly returned to normal and worked with great

energy, though it is true that he showed and excessive

nervousness that often hampered our work.
- GK. Zhukov, Vaspominaniia i razmyshieniia (“Reminiscences and
Thoughts™). Vol. 1, Ch. 9. Moscow, 2002, cited from the Russian at
http:/ /militera.lib.m/memo/ tussian/zhukov1/10.html

In his very useful book Velkara Obolparnaia Vina Igor’ V. Pykhalov de-
votes Chapter 10 of his book, a whole chapter, to this question. It is on
line in Russian at http:/ /militeraJib.cu/research/pyhalov_i/10.html

Roi Medvedey:

Stalin did not go to his Kremlin office on the Sunday;
however, the assertion by two biographers, Radzinsky
and Volkogonov, that this was the day Stalin fled and
shut himself up in the dacha hardly corresponds to what
actually happened. Both authors have rather unreliably
based their conclusions on the fact that there are no
entries in the Kremlin office visitors® book for 29 and 30
June. But according to Marshal Zhukov, ‘on the 29th
Stalin came to the Stavka at the Commissariat for
Defense twice and on both occasions was scathing about
the strategic situation that was unfolding in the west." On
30 June Stalin convoked a meeting of the Politburo at
the dacha at which it was decided to set up the State
Defense Committee (GKO).

- Roi and Zhores Medvedev, The Unkmown Stalin (Woodstock & New
Yotk: Overlook Press, 2004), pp. 242-3.

Concerning what occurred during these two days, June 29 and 30, 1941
when the register of visitors at Stalin’s office show no visitors, we may
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turn to the work KPSS v resolfutsiiakh i resheniiakh " exdoy, konfeventesi 1 Ple-
namor TSK. (“The Communist Party of the Soviet Union in resolutions
and decisions of congresses, conferences, and Central Committee Ple-

nums’’), vol. 6 (Moscaw: Politizdat, 1971), p. 19,

June 29, 1941, that is one week after the beginning of the

invasion was issued the Directive of the Council of

People’s Commissars of the USSR and the Ceniral

Committee of the All-Union Communist Patty (b) to

pazty and Soviet organizations of the oblasts at or near

the front.

In regions ocoupied by the enemy, form partisan units

and diversionist groups to fight against the units of the

enemy army, to ignite partisan warfare cverywhere, to

blow up bridges, roads, to rin telephone and telegraph

communications, to set fire to stores, etc. In occupied

areas, create unbearable conditons for the enemy and

for all those who collaberate with thim, pursue and

destroy them at every step, break up all their

undertakings.
- Cited by V.V. Kvachkov, Spetinag Rasii Moscow: Voennaia literarure,
2004, at http;,r'fmiliem.lih.ru,J'scim-:e,r’lw:;chkw_wfﬂlhmﬂ . The full
document is quoted at http:/ /www.battlefield.ru/en/documents/87-
orders-and-reports/ 314-order-to-soviet-organizations-fron tline-
1941.html

On June 20 1941 the decision to form the State Comumittee for Defense,
headed by Stalin, was formed.

Decree of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the
USSR, the Council of Pegple’s Commissars of the USSR,
and the Central Committee of the ACP(b) of June 30,
1941:

In view of the extraordinary situation that has arisen and
in the interest of the rapid mobilization of all the forces
of the peoples of the USSR for organizing resistance to
the enemy that has treacherously invaded our
Motherland, the Decree of the Presidium of the Supreme
Soviet of the USSR, the Central Committee of the
ACP(b), and the Council of People’s Commissars of the
USSR has determined it is necessary:
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1. To establish the State Committee for Defense, with
the following members:

com. Stalin .V, (Chairman)

com. Molotov V.M. (Deputy Chairman)
com. Voroshilov KLE.

com. Malenkov G.M.

com. Beria L.P,

2. To concentrate all the fullness of the power of the
state into the hands of the State Committee for Defense.
3. To obligate all citizens and all party, soviet, Young
Communist League, and military orpans to
unconditionally carry out the decisions and measures
taken by the State Committee for Defense.

Chatrman of the Presidium
Of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR M.I. KALININ
Chairman of the Coundl of People’s Commissars of the
SSR
And Secretary of the CC of the ACP(b} ].V. STALIN
Moscow. The Kremlin. June 30, 1941.

- http:/ /www.hrono.ru/libris /stalin/15-21 html

Volkogonov:
“No, Stalin suffered no great shock on the first day of
the war.”

- Sialin, vol. 2, Ch. 8, cited from the Russian at

http:/ /militera lib.ru/bio/volkogonov_dv/08.huml

According to Pavel Sudoplatov in his memois:
In various bools, and in pardeular in Khrushchev's
memoirs we read of the panic that seized Stalin in the
first days of the war. For my part I can state that ]
observed nothing of the sort.... The published notes of
the Kremlin visitors [to Stalin’s office — GF] prove that
he received people regularly and personally, directly
followed the situation as it worsened day by day.

- Ragwedka | Kremil'. Zapiski nezhelate! nogo svidetelia. Moscow, 1996, pp. 159-

60.
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35. Stalin A Bad Commander

Khrushchev:

Stalin was vety far from an understanding of the real
situation which was developing at the front. This was
natural because, during the whole Patriotic War, he never
visited any section of the front or any liberated city
except for one short ride on the Mozhaisk highway
during a stabilized situation at the front. To this incident
were dedicated many literary works full of fantasies of all
sorts and so many paintings. Simultancously, Stalin was
interfering with operations and issuing orders which did
“not take into consideration the real situation at a given
section of the front and which could not help but result
in huge personnel losses.
Marshal Zhukov:
In directing of military struggle as a whole ].V. Stalin was
afded by his natural intelligence, experience of political
leadership, wealth of intuition, [and] broad knowledge.
He knew how to find the main link in a strategic
situation and, by seizing it, to find the road for opposing
the enemy, of successfully carrying out that or another
offensive operation. Undoubtedly he was a worthy
Supreme Commander. ..

Besides that, in guaranteeing operations, the creation of
strategic reserves, in the Urganmng of the production of
muilitary technology and in general in the creation of
everything essential for waging war the Supreme
Commander, 1 tell you directly, showed himself to be a
superb organizer. And it would be unjust if we were not
to give him his due in this manner.”

- Zhukov, Memoirs and Reffections, Ch. 11, cited from the Russian at

http:/ /militera lib.ru/memo/russian /zhukov1/11.html

Marshal Vasilevskii:
I also had good relations with N.S, Khrushchey in the
first postwar years. But they changed sharply after T
refused to support his statements that |.V. Stalin was not
able to understand operational-strategic questions and as
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Supreme Commander led the movements of armies in an
unqualified manner. To this day I cannot understand
how he could have said that. Having been a member of
the Politburo of the CC of the party and member of the
Military Soviets of a series of fronts, N.S. Khrushchev
could not be jgnorant of how the authority of the Stavka
and of Stalin was in questions of leading military actions.
Neither could he have been ignorant of the fact that the
commanders of the fronts and armues related to the
Stavka and to Stalin with great respect and valued them
for their exceptional competence in the leading of

military struggles.

- Marshal AM. Vasilevskii, Dels weef ghizni (“My life’s work™). 3rd ed.
Moscow, Politizdat 1978, Chapter 11, cited from the Russian at
http:/ /victory.mil.ru/lib/books/memo/vasilevsky,/ 1 6.hrml

Admiral N.G. Kuznetsov put it this way:

Dhrng the years of the war Marshal G K. Zhukov met
with the Supreme Commander on military matters more
often than anyone else, and no one could give a better
characterization of him, and Zhukov called him *A
worthy Supreme Commander.” As far as I know, all the
military commanders who saw and met with Stalin are of
the same opinion, as far as T know.

- N.G. Kuznetsov, cited from his memoirs in Russian at
http:/ /www.victory.mil.ru/lib/books/memo/kuznetsov_ng3/01.html
Also in Veenno-Istoricheskti Zhurmai, 4 (1993), p. 51.

Marshal Golovanov:

Stalin’s specific gravity [i.e. weight — GF] in the course of
the war was very high both among commanders of the
Red Army and among all soldiers and officers. This is an
indisputable fact....

I was formnate to work with a preat man, one of the
greatest, for whom nothing was more important than the
interests of our state and people, who lived his whole life
not for himself and strove to make our state the most
progressive and powerful in the world. And I say this, I
who also went through the year 1937!
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- Felix Chuev, “Nespisochnyi marshal” (“An unscheduled [i.e. extraordi-
nary] marshal”), cited from the Russian at
htrp:/ /warw.psendology.org/Chuev/Golovanov_01 htm

Concerning Stalin’s supposedly making all dedisions instead of his gener-
als Marshal Bapramian, to whom Khrushchev referred as someone who
was present and who would confirm what he said, instead wrote the fol-
lowing:

Aware of Stalin’s immense power and truly iron will, T

was amazed at his manner of leading, He could simply

command: ‘Commit the corps.” — period. But Stalin, with

great tact and patence, tried to lead the person who had

to carry out the order to arnve at the conelusion that this

step was essential. Afterwards 1 myself, as front

commander, had the opportunity to speak with the

Supreme Commander rather often, and I became

convinced that he knew how to listen attentively to the

opinions of his subordinates. If the officer in charge

firmly stood his ground and, in defense of hts own

opimion, set forth weighty arguments, Stalin almost

always yielded.

L. Kh. Bagramian. Tak nachinatas” voina. Kiev: Politizdat Ukrainy, 1977.
Online at hetp://militera.lib.ru/memo/russian/bagramyan1/index. html .
This exact citation 1s in Part 4, “IKrushenie mifa.” Chapter 2: “Otkhod
otkhodu rozn™,p. 404 (at

http://militera lib.ru/memo/russian/bagramyan1/04.html )

36. Khar’kov 1942

Khrushchey:

I will allow myself in this connection to bring out one character-
istic fact which illustrates how Stalin directed operations at the
fronts. There is present at this Congress Marshal Bagramian,
who was once the chief of operations in the headquarters of the
southwestern front and who can corroborate what T will tell you.
When there developed an excepuionally serious sifarion for our
Army in 1942 in the Kharkov region ... And what was the result
of this? The worst that we had Expected. The Germans sur-

rounded our Army concentrations and consequently we lost
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hundr&ds UE ﬂ?ﬂllsﬂﬂds fJF EXLET $Q]'di.e-ﬂ$— -nt;F is Sbﬂ.lin:?- Iniufa:r}.'
“genius™; this is what it cost us,

According to Serpei Konstantinov:

It was not only many cemmon pr;up]e who were
thunderstruck and upset by Khrushchev’s de-
Stalinization. How was it for those high-ranking military
commanders sitting in the hall at the session of the 20t
Congress, who knew all Stalin’s strong and weak sides, to
hear Khrushchev's bald-faced lie that in developing plans
for military operations Stalin used oaly a globe?
Khrushehev told an obvious lie in laying the whale
responsibility for the Red Army's catastrophe at
Khat’kov 1n 1942 exclusively on Stalin. Alexander
Vasilevski, Georpii Zhukov, [and] Sergei Shremenko in
their memoirs cite facts, fully confirmed by the Iatest
archival publicanons, about how the main weaght of
responsibility for this catastrophe should fall on
Ehrushchev, on Semion Timoshenko, commander of
the South-West front, and on Ivan Bagramian, member
of the Military Counal of that front. 'The majonty of
higher militaty leaders who had poae through the war
with Stalin doubtless were very negative towards the de-
Stalinization that Khrushchev cacded out in the frst
place because Nikita Sergeevich crudely falsified
historical facts. In addition some of these military
commanders harbored the warmest feelings towards
Stalin simply as a man. The Chief Marshal of aviation
Alexander Golavanow told the writer Felix Chuev abont
the following episade. Once IChrushchev asked Marshal
Rokassovsky to write an article about Stalin in the spirit
of the 20 Congress. As answer Khrushchev heard:
‘Nikita Serpeevich, for me comeade Stalin is a2 saint.” On
another occasion Rokossovsky together with Golovanov
refused to drink a toast with Khrushchev at some
banquet or other.

- Sergei Konstantnov, “Shokovaia terapia Nikity Khroshcheva.” Nagar-

tsumata Gageta February 14, 2001. At http://w~nvngru/style/2001-02-

14/16_therapy.html]
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Aceording to Samsonov, Zhukov disagreed with Khrushchev’s account

Concerning this situation Marshal of the Soviet Union
Zhukov wrote that ].V. Stalin, relying on the reports of
the Military Soviet of the Southwest front that said the
offensive must be continued, rejected the General StafPs
plans.

“The existing story about signals of alarm that
supposedly came to Stavka (the General Staff) from the
Military Soviets of the Southern and Southwestern
fronts, does not conform to the facts. I can attest to this
because I was personally preseat during the talks with
the Supreme Commander.”

- Samsonov, A M. Stalingradskaia Biva. 4 izd. isp. 1 dop. (“The Battle of
Stalingrad, 4th corrected and enlarged edition™). Moscow, 1938, Ch. 2, at

note 50, cited from the Russian at

hitp:/ /militera.ibru/h/samsonovl/02.him]

In his memoirs Zhukov does blame Stalin in part.

http:/ /militera lib.ru/memo/ russian/zhukov1/15 html (However, Zhu-
kov was wery angry at Stalin — Stalin demoted him for stealing German
traphies. See Vosnniz Arkbivy Rossid, 1993, pp. 175 ff. Zhukov's confes-
sion, 241-44.) Khrushchev knew this, and had it all quashed, undoubtedly
to get Zhukov on his side.

The Skeort History of the Great Patriolic War carries this version, which
blames the front command, not Stalin and the GKO:

‘The main reason of the failure of the Khar'kof
operation was that the command of the Southwestern
direction incorrectedly evaluated the situation, and when
the forces of the Southwest front fell into 2 complex
position, they failed to stop the offensive in timme. What's
more, they urged the General Staff to permit them to
continue the offensive. The decision taken on May 19 1o
cease the offensive was raken too late. The command of
the Southwest front did not take the essential steps to
protect the flanks by shock groups, were weak in
studying the oppenent, and in part underestimated his
possibility for maneuver during the course of the battle.
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The staff of the front underestimated the forces of the
enemy by 30%.

- Velikaia Otechestrennain Vana, Kretkaia fiorita (“The Short History of the
Great Patriotic War. Short edition.”). Moscow: Voenizdat, 1970, 164-5.

This is consistent with Stalin’s lerer of June 26 1942 quoted by many
sources, including Portugal’skii et al’s biography of Timoshenko, and
which blamed not only Bagramian, but also Timoshenko and — Khru-
shchevl

The first to go was Bagramian. He was remowved by the
Stavka from the post he held for failing ro fulfill his
duties and ‘being unsatisfactory to the Stavka as a simple
bearer of information.” What is more’, remarked Stalin,
‘comrade Bagramian was incapable of learning the lesson
from that catastrophe that developed on the
Southwestern front. In the course of some three weeks
the Southwest front, thanks to his carclessness, not only
lost the Khar'kov operanon, already have successtul, but
in addition succeeded in giving the enemy 18-20
divisions.” Having announced that Bagramian was being
named the chief of staff of the 28 army and thus given
a chanee to redeem himself in practice, the Supreme
Commander firmly underscored: ‘Tt is to be understood
that this is not simply & case of comrade Bagramian. The
1ssue is also the errors of all members of the Military
Soviet and above all of comrades Timoshenko and
Khrushchev, If we had announced to the country the full
extent of this catastrophe — with the loss of 18-20
divisions, which the front suffered and from which it will
still suffer, then I am afraid that it would have gone very
hard with you. Therefore you must consider the etrors
you have made and take all necessary steps that they not
take place in furure.

- Pormgal’skii, R.M.,, et al. Marha! S.K. Timeshenko, M. 1994, Ch. 5, from
the Russian version at http://militera.lib.ru/bio/domank/05.html The
same letter of Stalin’s is alsa quoted by Beshanow, 7942 god— schebmye .
(“The “Year of Learning” 1942"), Minsk: Khatvest, 2005. Chapter 14
“How Bagramian Alone Doomed Two Fronts”, at
http://militera.lib.ru/research/ beshanov_vv/14.hmml
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Volkogonov:

N.S. Khrushchev devoted a whole section of his report
to the 20* Party Congtess to the events at Kharkov,
when he [Khrushchev] had been member of the Military
Council of the Southwest front. According to
Khrushchev, he phoned from the front 1o Stalin at the
latter’s dacha. However, Malenkov came to the phone.
Khrushchev insisted on speaking personally with Stalin.
But the Supreme Commander, who was ‘enly a few steps
from the telephone’ [this is a quote from Khrushchev’s
Secret Speech — GF], did not come to the phone and
through Malenkow instructed Khrushchev to speak with
Malenkov. After transmitting the request of the front
about stopping the offensive through Malenkov —as he
told the delegates of the 20 Congress, Stalin said Leave
everything the way it isF' In other words, Khrushchev
unmistakably declared that it was precisely Stalin who
was at fault in the Khar'kov catastrophe.

G.K. Zhukov sets forth another version, proposing that
responsibility for the disaster should be born also by the
commanders of the Military Counails of the South and
Southwest fronts. In his book Mensotrs and Reflections
Zhukow writes that the danger was sensed at the General
Staff before it was at the front. On May 18 the General
Staff yet again spoke out for stopping our offensive
operation at Khar'kov. ... Towards the evening of May
18 the talk took place on this subject with the member of
the Military Counail of the front N.S. Khrushchev, who
expressed the same views as did the command of the
Southwest front: the danger from the side of the
Kramator proup of the enemy was seriously exaggerated,
and there was no basis for stopping the operation,
Relying on the reports of the Military Council of the
Southwest front that it was essential to continue the
offensive, the Supteme Commander rejected the views
of the General Staff. The existing story about signals of
alarm that supposedly came to Stavka (the General Staff)
from the Military Soviets of the Southern and
Southwestern fronts, does not conform to the facts. 1
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can attest to this because [ was personally present during
the ralks with the Supreme Commander.”

I think that in this case the Marshal [Zhukov] was closer
to the truth. NS, Khrushchev, conveying his personal

memories in the report, gave after the pessage of many
years belated reaction to the disaster that he had had

‘when it had already become clear to everyone that a

::ﬂtﬂstm]:lhe was in the making. Marshal Zhukov

repeatedly emphasized that the decision of the Supreme
Commander was based on the reports of Timoshenko

and Khrushchev. It's one thing if this was simply

forgetfulness on Khrushchev’s part, But if this is an

attempt to create for himself a historical alibi after the

fact — that is something else again.

Statn, 2, Ch. 8, ared from the Russian at

&

http:/ /militera lib.m/bio/volkogonov_dv/08.html

37. Stalin Planned Military Operations on a

Globe

Khrushchev:

I telephoned to Vasilevsky and begged him: “Alexander
Mikhailovich, take a map” — Vasilevsky is present here —
“and show Comrade Stalin the situation which has
developed.” We should note that Stalin planned
operations on a globe. (Animation in the hall) Yes,
comrades, be used to take the globe and trace the front
line on it I said to Comrade Vasilevsky: “Show him the
situation on a map...”

Marshal Mereiskov:

In some of our books we find the story that .V, Stalin
led military operations on a globe. T have never read
anything so ignorant.|

- K.A. Meretskov, Na slughbe narode (“In Service to the People™). Mos-
cow: Politizdat, 1968, cited from the Russian at

http:/ /militera.lib.cu/ memo,/ tussian/meretskov/ 29.html
Solov’ev and Sukhodeev, citing General Grbkov:
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The lie about the “globe” is refuted by operational
documents as well. General of the army A.L Gribkov,
who worked during the war years in the Operational
directorate of the General Staff, testifies: “N.S.
Khrushchev, in debunking the cult of personality around
J.V. Stalin, asserted that, supPﬂsadly, Stalin led the fronts
on a globe. OF course this is all a Le. The military
archives hold maps of various scales with notes in the
Supreme Commander’s handwriting,”

- B. Solov'ev and V. Sukhodeev, Stalin the Multiary Leader. Moscow, 2003,
cited from the Russian at
hl:rp:,-’,"m.ilircra,Eb,m}:cswchfmluvyav_suhadaev} 01.hitml

Refutation of Khrushchev's slander on the ‘globe’ matter
can also be found from Admiral N.G. Kuznetsov in his
book On the Eve. Tt is a completely untrue, malicious
assertion that, supposedly, he [Stalin] evaluated simations
and took decisions with the use of a globe. I could cite
many examples of how Stalin, verifying the position on
the fronts with the military leaders, knew when it was
necessary, even the position of each battalion.’ In the
book by K.S. Moskalenko In the Somtbirestern direction:
When Mikolai Fiodorovich [Vatutin, front commander]
told us about his talk with the Supreme Commander, I
could not hide my amazement at the precision with
which Stalin analyzed military activities, and despite
miyself T said What maps does the Supreme Commander
uge to follow our activities, if he sees more and deeper
than we do?’ Nikolai Fiodorovich smiled, and replied:
“On maps of the scale of 1:2000 and 1:5000 on the
fronts, and 1:100,000 for each army. The main thing —
and this is why he 1s Supreme Commander — is to make
suggestions, correct our errofs...”

But Marshal of the Air Force Novikov gave the best
response to Khrushchev: "What is the worth of
Khrushchev's declaration that Stalin planed operations in
wartime and directed them on a large globe in his office?
This one assertion of the author of the report
[Khrushchev — GF] evoked at that time a fairly broad,
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though silent, protest, especially among military men,
and also among many rank-and-file veterans of the war.”
- Balaian, Staliz i Kbnisheher, Ch. 22: “Polkovodets Tosif Stalin®, at
http://stalin su/book php?action=header8id=20
Molatav:

Maps were on all the walls in the foyer. Khrushchev said
that he pave leadership on a globe, — on the contrary, he
loved geographical maps very much.

- Chuev, F, Molotoy: Poludershavny 17 lastefin, 361.

Marshal Zhukov:

The story that has been disseminated that the Supreme
Commander smudied the situation and took decisions
using a globe does not conform to.reality... He
understood the use of operational maps and the
situations deawn upon them very well.
- GK Zhukov, Vagpeminania § mazmyshlniia (“Reminiscences and
Thoughts”). Vol. 1, Ch. 9. Moscow, 2002, from the Russian at
hetp:/ /militera lib.r/memo/ russian /zhukov1/11.html

38. Stalin Downgraded Zhukov
Khrushchew:

“Stalin was very much interested in the assessment of
Comiade Zhukov as a military leader. He asked me often
for my opinion of Zhukov. I told him then, “T have
known Zhukov for a long ame; he is a good general and
a good military leader.”

After the war Stalin began to tell all kinds of nonsense
about Zhukov, among others the following, *You
praised Zhukov, but he does not deserve 1t It 1s said that
before each operation at the front Zhukov used to
behave as follows: He used to take a handful of earth,
smell it and say, “‘We can begin the attack,” or the
opposite, “The planned operation cannot be carried
out.™ I stated at that time, “Comeade Stalin, I do not
know who invented this, but it is not true.”
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It is possible that Stalin himself invented these things for
the purpose of minimizing the role and military talents of
Marshal Zhukov.”

According to Zhukov himself, Stalin never insulted him:

G.K. Zhukov stressed more than once that “Nowhere

did Stalin say 2 single bad word about me”, that “if

anyone tried to insult me in his presence, Stalin would

tear his head off on my behalf.”
- B. Solov'ev and V. Sukhodeev. Polkosadets Stakin (“Stalin the General®).
Moscow, EKSMO, 2003, Ch. 1, cited from the Russian at
http:/ /militera.lib.m /research /solovyov_suhodeev/01.html

Zhukov was indeed demoted in 1948. But that was because he had been
found guity, and had admitted his guilt, in defrauding the Soviet gov-
ernment of very latge sums by illegally keeping large amounts of looted
German treasure for himself. This fact does not appear to be widely
known even in Russia, although the relevant documents weee published
fifteen years ago. We have put these documents on line at
http:/ /chss.montclair.edu/enplish/fure/ research/zhukovtheft4648_var9
3.pdf
The quotations below give some idea of Zhukov’s crime, and why Stalin
demoted him.

Top Secret

THE COUNCIL OF MINISTERS OF THE USSR.

To comrade STALIN J.V.

...Duting the night of 8-9 January of this year a secret

search was conducted of Zhwkor's dacha, which is
situated in the villape of Rubleve near Moscow.

As 2 result of this search it was disclosed that two rooms
of the dacha had been converted into storerooms in
which a huge quantjty of goods and valuables of varous

kinds are stored.
For exs:.mp]e.:

Woolen fabrics, silk, brocade, velvet, and other materials
— in all, more than 4000 meters;
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Furs — sable, monkey, fox, sealskin, Astrakhan [fine
wool] — total 323 hides;
Kidskin of the best quality — 35 skins;

Valuable carpets and Gobelin rugs of very larpe size
from the Potsdam and other palaces and homes of
Germany — 44 pieces in all, some of which are lad or
hung in various rooms, and the rest in the storeroom.
Especially worthy of note is a catpet of great size placed
in one of the rooms of the dacha;

Valuable paintings of elassieal landscapes of very large
sizes in artistic frames — 55 units in all, hung in various
rooms of the dacha and a part of which remain in the
storerocm;

Very expensive table and tea services (porcelain with
artistic decoration, crystal) — 7 large chests;

Silver sets of table and tea place settings — 2 chests;
Accotdeons with rich artistic decoration — 8 units;

Unique hunting rifles by the firm Gotland — Gotland and
others — 20 units in all

This property is kept in 51 trunks and suitcases, and also
lies i heaps.

Besides that in all the rooms of the dacha, on the
windows, staircase, tables and bedside tables are placed
around great quantities of bronze and pc:rce]ain vases
and statuettes of artisue work, and also all kinds of
minkets and knick-knacks of foreign origin.

[ deaw attention to the declaration by the workers who
carried out the search that Zhakou’s dacha is in essence an
antique store or museum, with various valuable works of
art hanging all around the intenor...

There are so many valuable paintings that they could
never be suitable for an apartment but should be
transferred to the State fund and housed in a musénm.

More than twenty large carpets cover the floors of
almost all the rooms,
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All the objects, beginning with the furniture, carpets,
vessels, decorations, up to the curtains on the windows,
are foreign, mainly German. There 1s Lterally not a single
thing of Soviet orgin in the dacha....

There is not 4 single Soviet book in the dacha, but en the
other hand on the bookshelves stands a large quantity of
books in beautiful bindings with gold embossing, all
without exception in the Germian language.

When you go into the house it is hard to imagine that
one is not in Germany but near Moscow. ..

Accompanying this letter please find photographs of
some of the valuables, cloth and items we discovered in
Zhukov's apartment and dacha.

ABAKUMOV.
January 10, 1948,
- Voennic Arkhizy Rossii (1993), pp. 189-191; also at the URL above.

39. Deportations of nationalities

Khrushchev:

Comrades, let us reach for some other facts. The Soviet
Union is justly considered as a model of a multinational
state because we have in practice assured the equality and
friendship of all nations which live in our preat
Fatherdand.

All the more monstrous are the acts whose initiator was
Stalin and which are rude violations of the basic Leninist
principles of the nationality policy of the Soviet state. We
refer to the mass deportations from their native places of
whole nations, together with all Communists and
Komsomols without any exception; this deportation
action was not dictated by any military considerations. . ..
Not only a Mandst-Leninist but also no man of common
sense can grasp how it is possible to make whole nations
responsible for inimical activity, inclading women,
children, old people, Communists and Komsomols, to
use mass repression against them, and to expose them to
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miscey and suffering for the hostile acts of individual
persons or groups of persons.

1. Pykhalow, on exceptions to the deportations:

According to the view generally held, all the Crimean
Tatars without any exception were subject to
deportation, including those who had fought honorably
in the Red Army or in partisan ranks. In reality this was
not the case. “Those who had taken part in the Crimean
underground acting in the rear of the cnemy were
excepted from the status of “special settler’, as were
members of their families. Thus the family of 5. 8.
Useinov, who had been in Simferopol’ during the period
of the oecupation of the Crmea and was a2 member of an
underground patriotic group from December 1942 untl
March 1943, then was arrested by the Hitlerites and shot.
Members of his family were permitted to remain living in
Simferopol.”

+o.Crimean-Tatar veterans of the front immediately

applied with 2 request that their relatives be exempted

from the status of “special settler.’ Such applications were

sent from the commander of the second air squadron of

the first fighter battalion of the Higher Officer School of

air combat Captain E. U Chalbash, Major of armoted

forces Kh. Chalbash, and many others... Requests of this

nature were granted in part, specifically, the family of E.

Chalbash was permitted to live in Kherson oblast.”
- I. Pykhalov, Viemia Statina: Fakly protiv miov. Leningrad® (St Peters-
burg), 2001, p. 84, citing N. Bugai, L. Beria — I Stalini: “Soplasno 1V ashemu
Ukazaniin”. .. Moscow: AIRO-XX, 1995, pp. 156-7.

Chechen nationalist account of a pro-German anti-Soviet armed rebellion

in February 1943, when the German penctration towards the Caucasus
was at its greatest, from Radio Svoboda (Radio Libecty), Feb. 23, 2000:

Here I would like to add an unknown fact of history that
we have not yet touched on. The Chechens have always,
permanently, fought for their freedom and self-
determination, and in February 1943 a rebellion flared up
in the mountains under the leadetship of the lawyer
Merbek Sheripov and the famous writer Khasan Tsrailov.
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Taking advantage of the fact that the Germans were
fighang with the Russtans the Chechens tried to separate
from the USSR by armed strugple and to declare their
independence. Their final goal was a union with the
peoples of the Cancasus, in order to live freely in a
confederation independently from the Soviet empire.”

- http:/ /www.svoboda.org/ programs /1.L/ 2000 /1.022300-3.shtm]
“Freedom” flag of Caucastan nationalist groups, with Nazi swastika:
hutp:/ /stalinism.narod.ru/foto/chech_1.jpg

Casualtics among Chechen deportees during the deportation were low.

Operation Chechevitsa, which began on 23 February

[1944], was completed sometime dusing the third week

of March. NKVD records attest to 180 convoy trains

carrying 493,269 Chechen and Inpush natioenals and

members of other natonahities seized at the same ume.

Fifty people were killed in the course of the operaton,

and 1,272 died on the journey.
- Bugai and Gomov, Russan Stwdies in Hislory, vol. 41, no. 2, Fall 2002, p.
56. This is 0.268% of those deported, about 2.5 deaths of every 1000 per-

SOMS.

40. Leningrad Affair

Khrushechev:
After the conclusion of the Patriotic War, the Soviet
nation stressed with pride the magnificent victories
gained through great sacrifices and tremendous efforts.
The eountry experienced a period of political
enthusiasm. ...
And it was precisely at this ime that the so-called
“Leningrad affair” was botn. As we have now proven,
this case was fabricated. Those who innocently lost their
lives included Comrades Voznesensky, Kuznetsov,
Rodionov, Popkov, and others. . ..

How did it happen that these persons wete branded as
encmies of the people and liquidated?

Facts prove that the “Leningrad affair” is also the result of will-
fulness which Stalin exercised against party cadres.
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Beria’s letter to the Presidium of June 25, 1953 accused Riumin of falsify-

ing the Leningrad Affair:
Specifically RTUMIN took part in the falsification of the
investigative materials in the so-called cases of the
“Espionage center in the Jewish Ant-Fascist
Committee” supposedly headed by LOZOVSKY,
MIKHOELS, FEFER 2nd others, and of the “Leningrad
Affair,” in the course of which, as is well known, were
arrested and convicted the leading Party and Soviet
wotkers of the city of Leningrad KUZNETSOV,
POPKROV, KAPUSTIN, and others. In November 1950
RIUMIN, on orders from ABAKUMOV, was assigned
the investigation in the case of the arrested professor
ETINGER. Knowing that ETINGER had been one of
the doctors who treated A.S, SHCHERBAKOV as a
consultant, RIUMIN adopted illegal means of
investigation and forced ETINGER to give imaginary
confessions about incorrect treatment of AS.
SHCHERBAKOWV, that supposedly led to his death.

Lavrontii Berdia. 1953. Sienggramma wl'skogo plemienia TsK KPSS 1 drgre Ho-
knmenty. Moscow, 1999, pp. 64-66.

Having blamed Stalin’s “willfulness™ for the “Leningrad Affair” arrests,
convictions, and executions Khrushchev claimed in June 1957 claim that
Stalin had been against the arrests of Voznesenskii and the others!

Khrushechew: Malenkov, you know — and this is well
known to Melotov, Mikoian, Saburov, Pervykhin ... the
comrades I have named know that Stalin was against
the arrests of Voznesenskii and Kuznetsov. He was
against the arrests, and those Jesuitical beasts, Beria
and Malenkov, influenced Stalin and instigated the
arrests and executions of Voznesenskii, uznetsov, [and)
Popkov. Malenkow, your hands are blaody, your
conscience unclean. You are a low-down person.
Malenkov: You are slandeting me.

Khrushehev: Stalin said in my presence, and others heard
it toa, why tsn’t Voznesenskii named to a post in the

State Bank, why are there no motions to this effect? But
Beria and Malenkov presented the case to Stalin that
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Voznesenskii, Kuznetsov, Popkov and others were
criminals. Why? Because at sone time Stalin, deservedly
ot not, promoted Kuznetsov instead of Malenkov, and
wanted to make Voznesenskii Chairman of the Soviet of
Ministers. That is why their heads rolled.

-Malomkov, Molotov, Kaganovich.1957. Stsnogramma inn'skego plenwma TiK
KPSS I drigie doksernenty. Moscow, 1998, pp. 201-2, emph. added GF.

41. Mingrelian Affair
Khrushcherv:

Instructive in the same way is the case of the Mingrelian

nationalist organization which supposedly existed in

Georgia. As is known, resolutions by the Central

Committee, Communist Party of the Soviet Union, were

made concerning this case in November 1951 and in

March 1952. These resolutions were made without pror

discussion with the Political Bureau. Stalin had

personally dictated them. They made serious accusations

against many loyal Communists. On the basis of falsified

documents, it was proven that there existed in Georgia a

supposedly nationalistic organization whose objective

was the liquidation of the Soviet power in that republic

with the help of imperialist powers.
In the notes to the critical edition of the decrees of the Polithure on
bribery in Georpia and “the anti-Party group of Baramia” of November
9, 1951 we read:

In the original of the transcript of the PB [Politburo]

sessions there is a copy of the decree written by

Poskrebyshev [Stalin’s personal secretary — GF], and also

a typed copy of the draft with Stalin’s corrections, ...
There follow a number of Stalin’s corrections to the decree. Another
note in the same critical edition, this time to the decree of the Polithura
about the situation in the Georgian Communist Party, from March 27,
1952, reads:

In the original transcapt of the PB sessions Stalin wrote

in the title of the decree on the draft. The decree
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resulted from the Politburo sessions of March 25
and March 27 1952, (emphasis added, GF)

These texts and the relevant context are fram the work Pedtbire ToK
VKP(G) i Sovier Ministror SSIR 19451953, Ed. Khlevniuk, O.V. et al.
Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2002, pp. 351 and 354. These pages and the rele-
vant context (texts of decrees) are now at
htrp:,l’f:hss.mcnt:lai.:.:dufcnglish/ hurr/ research/mingrelianres. pdf

Boris Sokolov, in Ressiskaia Gageda April 10 2003:

On April 10 1953 was announced the decree of the CC
of the CPSU “On the violation of Soviet laws by former
ministers of state security of the USSR and the Georgian
SSR." This decree annulled the previous decree of the
CC of November 9, 1951 and March 27, 1932
concerning the extstence in Georgia of a Mingtelian
nationalist organization. The Geotgian leaders who were
arrested carlier were liberated. However, soon theteafter
many of them were arrested again under accusations of
ties with Beria.

Boris Nikolaevsky's note to the New Leader edition:
51. “Khrushchev’s statement on the “Mingrelian
conspiracy” dees explain the purges in Georgia in 1952.
Though he implies that the “Mingrelian case,” like the
“Leningrad case,” was also staged by Beria and
Abakumov, this is a deliberate distortion. [t was precisely
in November 1951 that 5, I, Ignatiev, one of Deria’s
bitterest enemies, was appointed Minister of State
Security; the “Mingrelian case™ was, therefore, trumped
up as a blow at Beria. It and the purges which followed
in Georgia (in April, September and November 1952)
undermined Betia’s position and cleared the way for the
projected “second Yeghorshehing” which began, after the
19th Party Congress of November 1952, with the arrests
in the “doctors’ plot.”

According to Khmshchev, Ignatev was among the listeners at the

Speech:

“Present at this Congress as 2 delegate is the former
Minister of State Security, Comrade [gnartiev.” (p. 38)
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Ignatiev was removed by the Presidium, of which Khrushchev was a
member, for pross misconduct in fabricating the Mingtelian Affair, the
Doctors” Plot, and other matters. See Beria’s reports (in Russian) at
http://chss.montclair.edu/english,/ furr/research /mingrelianaff.pdf

42. Yugoslavia
Khrushchew:

The July plenum of the Central Committee studied in
detail the reasons for the development of conflict with
Yugoslavia. It was a shameful role which Stalin played
here. The “Yugoslav affair” contained no problems
which could not have been solved through party
discussions among comrades. There was no significant
basis for the development of this “affair™; it was
completely possible to have prevented the rupture of
relations with that country. This does not mean,
however, that the Yugoslav leaders did not make
mistakes or did not have shortcomings. But these
mistakes and shortcomings were magnified in a
monstrous manner by Stalin, which resulted in a break of
relations with a friendly country.

In July 1953 Khrushchev and other Presidium members attacked Beria

for trying to repair relations with Yugoslavia — that is, they did not want

relations as of one communist power to another.
Molotov: I think, comrades, that this fact — comrade
Malenkov read the draft letter to ‘comrade Rankovic’, for
‘comeade Tito" — with this fact the traitor [Bedia — GF)
showed himself red-handed. He wrote it to them in his
own hand and did not want the Presidium to discuss this
question. What kind of man is this?
True, we exchanged ambassadors.
Malenkov: And we wanted a2 normalization of relations.
Molotov: We wanted a nonmalization of relations, ... we
decided it was necessary to establish with Yugoslavia the
same kind of relations as with other bourgeois

governments... And what is this kind of thing: T make
use of this oppottunity to transmit to you, comrade



179 Khrushehev Licd

Rankovic, hearty greeangs from comrade Beria and to
inform comrade Tito that it would be expedient if
comrade Tito shares this viewpoint...." Etc. etc. What
kind of thing is this?

He might have found support among foreign capitalists
— Titos, Rankoviches, these are capitalist agents, he
leamed from them. He went straight from them to us.

But isn’t it clear what it means, this attempt by Beria to
reach an agreement with Rankovich and Tito, who
conduct themselves like enemies of the Soviet Union?
Isn’t it clear that this letter, composed by Beria in secret
from the present Government, was snull one more blarant
attempt to strike the back of the Soviet Government and
to render a direct service to the imperialist camp? This
fact alone would be sufficient to conclude that Beria is
the agent of a foreign camp, the agent of the class
enemy.
Lavrentiii Beria. 1953. Stenogramma iul'skogo plenuma TsK KPSS 1 drugie do-
Rumienty, Moscow, 1999. pp. 103-4; 246.

43. Doctors’ Plot

Khrushchew:

Let us also recall the “affair of the doctor-plotters.”
(Animation in the hall) Actually there was no “affair™
outside of the declaration of the woman doctor
Timashuk, who was probably influenced or ordered by
someone (after all, she was an unofficial collaborator of
the organs of state security) to write Stalin a letter in
which she declared that doctors were applying
supposedly improper methods of medical treatment.

Such a letter was sufficient for Stalin to reach an
immediate ‘conclusion that there are doctor-plotters in
the Soviet Union. He issued orders to arrest a group of
eminent Soviet medical specialists. He personally issued
advice on the conduct of the investigation and the
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method of interrogation of the arrested persons. He said
that the academician Vinogradov should be put in
chains, another one should be beaten. Present at this
Congress as a delepate is the former Minister of State
Security, Comrade Ignatiev. Stalin told him curtdy, “If
you do not obtain confessions from the doctors we will
shorten you by a head.”

Stalin personally called the investigative judge, gave him
instructions, advised him on which investigative methods
should be used; these methods were simple: beat, beat
and, once again, beat.

Shordy afrer the doctors were arrested, we members of
the Political Bureau received protocols with the doctors’
confessions of guilt. After distributing these protocols,
Stalin told us, “You are blind like young ldttens; what
will happen without mer The country will pensh becanse
you do not know how to recognize enemies.”

The case was so presented that no one could verify the
facts on which the investgation was based. There was no
possibility of trying to verify facts by contacting those
who had made the confessions of guilt.

We felt, however, that the case of the arrested doctors
was questionable. We knew some of these people
personally because they had once treated us. When we
examined this “case” after Stalin’s death, we found it to
be fabricated from beginning to end.

This ipnominious “case” was set up by Stalin; he did not,
however, have the time in which to bring it to an end (as
he concerved that end), and for this reason the doctots
are still alive. Now all have been rehabilitared; they are
wortking in the same places they were working before;
they treat top individuals, not excluding members of the
Government; they have our full confidence; and they
execute their duties honestly, as they did before.

In organizing the various dirty and shameful cases, a very
base role was played by the mbid enemy of our party, an
agent of a foreign intelligence service — Beria, who had
stolen into Stalins confidence.”

373
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Dr Timashuk’s letters have all been published since the end of the
USSR.%2 She had nothing whatsoever to do with the “Doctors” Plot”
affair. Her letters solely concerned the treatmeat, or mistreatment, she
witnessed of Polithuro member Andrei Zhdanov in 1948,

In reality it was Beria — probably at Stalin’s suggestion — who put a stop
to the “Daoctors’ Plot” frameups.

Excérpts from Beria’s report to the Presidium of April 1 1953:

Former Minister of State Security [= the MGB , GF] of
the USSR com. IGNAT’EV did not fulll the
obligations of his positions, did not guarantee the
necessary control over the investigation, came to the aid
of RIUMIN and of a few other MGB workers who,
taking advantage of this, tortured the arrested persons
brutally and falsified investigative materials with
impunity.

4} To review the question of the responsibility of former
Minister of State Security of the USSR com.
IGNAT'EV, S.D., the Ministry of Internal Affairs of the
USSR has taken measures to prevent in future the
possihility of a repetition of such violations of Soviet
laws in the work of the organs of the MVD.
Excerpt from Presidium decision on Doctors’ Plot case of Aprl 3 1953
3. To propose to the former Minister of Stare Security of
the USSR com. Ignat’ev S.D. to present to the Presidium
of the CC of the CPSU an explanation of the most crude
violations of Soviet laws and the falsification of
investigative materials permitted in the Ministry of State
Security.
- Lagrenti Beria, 1953, pp. 21-25.
According to Soviet dissident Zhores Medvedev it must have been Stalin
himself who put an end to the persecution of the “doctor-wreckers” in
the press:

2 *7Tsel’ byla spastl zhizn' bol'nogo’. Pis'ma Lidii Timashuk v svoiu zashchim™ [The
goal was o save the patient’s life.” Lidia Timashuk's letters in her own defense’| Inehnie
1997, No. 1, pp. 3-16.
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We can assume that Stalin called Pravds either on the
evening of February 27 or in the morning of February 28
and arranged for the cessation of publication of anti-
Jewish materials and of all other articles dealing with the
“Doctors’ Plot.”... In the Soviet Union at that time
there was only one person who was able, with 2 single
telephone call to the editor of Pravda or to the
Department of Agitprop of the CC CPSU to change
official policy. Only Stalin could do that...

Medvedey further stresses the following point:
Stalin’s anti-Semitism, about which one may read in
almost all his biographies, was not religious, nor ethnic,
nor cultural [bytssym = based on lifestyle or mores — GF.
It was political, and expressed itself in anti-Zionism, not
hatred of Jews [uxdofobi].

- ZHLA. Medvedev. Staiin { evreiskaia problema. Noviy analiy. Moscow: Prava

cheloveka, 2003, pp. 216-7.

In p]am language, Medvedev confirmed that Stalin was not anti-Semitic at
all, since opposition to Zionism is common among both religious and
non-religious Jews, including in Israel itself.
Svetlana Allilueva:

“The Doctots’ Plot” took place during the last winter of

his life. Valentina Vasil’evna told me later that father had

been very saddened by the turn of events, She heatd how

it was discussed at the table, during meals. She served at

table, as always. Father said that he did not believe in

their “dishonarableness,” that this could not be — after

all, the “proof” were just the accusations of Dr.

Timashuk.
- Twenty Letters to a Friend, Letter 18,
44, Beria
Khrushchey:

In organizing the various dirty and shameful cases, a very
base role was played by the rabid enemy of our party, an
agent of a foreign intelligence service — Beria, who had
stolen into Stalin’s confidence.
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Mikoian, at 1953 CC Plenum:

We have no direct evidence that he was a spy [or]
received assignments from foreign governments...

- Lavrentid Berta. 1953, Stengpramma itul'skopo plensma TsK KPSS & drugte do-
kenmrenty. Ed. Nanmow, V., IU. Sigachev. Moscow: Mezhdunarodnyi Fond
Demokratiia’, 1999, p. 174

Khrushchey:

Beria showed himself more clearly as a provocateur and
agent of the imperialists in the discussion of the German
question, when he posed the question of renouncing the
constructon of socialism in the GDR and yielding to the
West. That means yielding 18 million Germans to the
rule of the American impenabists. He said: “We must
create a neutral democratic Germany.”

The court has established that the beginning of L.P.
Beria’s criminal treasonous activity and the establishment
by him of ties with foreign intelligence services relates to
the period of the Civil War, when in 1919 L.P. Beria,
being in Baku, committed treason when he accepted a
position as a secret agent in the intellipence of the
counterrevolutionary Mussavat government in
Azerbaidjan, which acted under the control of English
intelligence organs.

In the active strupgle against the revolutionary workers
movement in Bako in 1919, when Beria entered his
position as a secret agent in the intelligence of the
counterrevolutionary Mussavat government in
Azxerbaidjan, he established ties with a foreign
intelligence service, and thereafter supported and
extended his secret criminal connections with foreign
intelligence services until the moment of his exposure
and arrest, ...

- Lavrentii Beria, pp. 238; 388; 390,

Kaganovich:

1 will say the following. They never gave us any
documents establishing that Beria was connected to
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imperialist powess, that he was a spy, and so on. Neither

1 nor Molotov ever saw such documents.

I [Chuev] asked Molotov: Was he a spy?” He said: “An

agent, not necessarily a spy.”

1 asked Molotov — said Kaganovich — did you have any

kind of documents concerning the charge that Beria was

an agent of imperialism? He said: There were none. They

gave us no such documents, and they did not exist.

That's how it was. They said that at the trial there were

[such] documents.”
- Chuev, Feliks, Tak govors! Kaganovich. Ispoved’ Statinskago apostola. Moscow:
“Otechestvo”, 1992, p. 66. Same text in Chuev, Kaganosich. Shepiloy. Mos-
cow: OLMA-Press, 2001, pp. 83-4.
Molotov agreed, as he told Chuev:

“They arpue to this day about Beria: was he an agent of

foreipn intellipence, or not?

— 1 think, he was not, — said Molotov,”
- Chuev, Molzov: Poludershasniy Viastelin Moscow: OLMA-Press, 2000, p.
409:
Even more striking is the rough draft of Malenkov’s speech at the Presid-
ium session where Beria was ultimately cither arrested or killed, and
where Malenkov had planned to propose the following:

&) MVD — to give this post to another (Kr[uglov]) and

the CC....

bjTo dismss [Beria] from the post of deputy [Chairman]

of the Council of Ministers, to app[oint] him min[ister]

of petrol[eum] ind[ustry’.
- Laprentii Beria, p. 70.
However, eatlier in this draft speech Malenkov referred to “vragi” —
enemies — trying to use the MVD. That denotes a lot of hostility towards
Bera.
It appears as though what really bothered the other members of the Pre-
sidium (or some of them, including Malenkov and Khrushchev) was that
the MVD was overseeing the activities of the Presidium members and
other Party leaders. This meant that the Soviet povernment was above
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the Party, and Party leaders had to answer to the law. Tt would be similar
to the FBI investipating high-ranking government leaders in the USA.

[Beria’s] arrest took place at a session of the Plenum of
the Central Committee on June 26 1953 [Note: This is an
error; it was, supposedly, a session of the Presidium of
the CC — GF], despite the fact that no concrete
accusations at all had been leveled at Beria, His
opponents understood this. At the outset even
Khrushchev spoke only of “detaining™ him in the
interests of further investigation. “I said ‘detain’ him
because we had no direct criminal accusations against
him. I could have thought he was an apent of the
Mussavat, but Kamensky had talked about that. And no
one had verified these facts.”” Tt was proposed only to
remove him from the post he held. Against this was,
supposedly, Molotov, who was afraid to leave Beria at
liberty: “Beria is very dangerous, and I believe we must
take more extreme measures.”
n.16: “His Presidiam comrades arrested him
preventively. They feared him very much. In fact no
‘Beria plot’, about which so much was said afterwards,
ever existed. They thought it up so as to be able to
explain, somehow, ro the masses why they had arrested
Stalin’s most faithful pupil” Interview with M.
Smirtivkov, Kemmersant-Vlast [a business newspaper]
August 2, 2000 ,

- Piotr Vagner, in Arkhir. No. 20, 2002. At

htp://history.machaon.ru/all/number_14/analiti4/vagnet_print/index.
html; Smirtiukov article at

http:/ /www.kommersant.ru/doc.aspxfDocsID=16455

45. Kaminsky about Beria working with

Mussavat

Khrushchey:

Were there any signs that Beria was an enemy of the
party? Yes, there were. Already in 1937, at a Central
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Comumittee plenum, former People’s Commissar of
Health Kaminsky said that Beria worked for the
Mussavat intelligence service. But the Central Committee
plenum had barely concluded when Kaminsky was
arrested and then shot. Had Stalin examined Kaminslgy’s
statement? No, because Stalin believed in Beria, and rhat
was enough for him.

379

Pavlunovsky’s letter of June 1937, attesting to the fact that Beria had

done underground work for the Bolshevik Party among nationalists:

To the Secretary of the CC ACP(b) com. Stalin
concerning com. Beria. In 1926 T was assigned to
Transcaucasia as the Chairman of the Transc. GPU.
Before my departure for Tiflis com. Dzerzhinsky,
Chairman of the OGPU, summoned me and informed
me in a detailed way of the situation in Transcaucasia.
Then com. Dzerzhinsky informed me that one of my
aides in Transcaucasia, com. Beria, had worked for the
Mussavat counterintelligence during the Mussavat
regime. T was not to allow this situation to confuse me in
any way or to bias me against com. Beria, as com. Beria
had worked in their counterintelligence with the
knowledge of responsible Transcaucasian comrades and
that he, Dzerzhinsky, and com. Sergo Ordzhonikidze
knew about this. Upon my arrival in Tiflis about two
months later I dropped in to see com. Sergo and told me
everything com. Dzerzhinsky had informed me about
com. Beria.

Com. Serpo Ordzhonikidze informed me that in fact
com. Beria had worked in the Mussavat
counterintellipence, that he carried out this work upon
the assignment of party workers, and that he, com.
Ordzhonikidze, com. Kirov, com. Mikoian, and com.
Nazaretian were well informed about this. For this
reason I should relate to com. Beria with full confidence
and that he, Sergo Ordzhonikidze, completely trusted

com. Beria.

In the course of two years’ work in Transcaucasis com.
Ordzhonikidze told me several times that he prized com.
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Beria very highly as a developing worker, that a staunch

worker

would be developed from com. Betia, and that he had
informed com. Stalin of his evaluation of com. Beria.

In the course of my two years of work in Transcaucasia I
knew that com. Sergo valued and supported com. Bena.
Two yeats ago com. Sergo for some reason said to me in
a conversation, do you know that Rightists and other
such trash were trying, in their struggle against com.
Betia, to use the fact that he had warked with the
Mussavat counterintelligence, but that they will not be at
all successful in this.

I asked com. Sergo whether com. Sralin was aware of
this. Com. Sergo Ordzhonikidze replied that this was
known to com. Stalin and that he had spoken to com.
Stalin about it.

25 June 1937 Candidate to the CC VKP(b) Pavlunovskii.

- Aleksei Toptygin, Lavrentii Beria. Moscow: lauza, EKSMO, 2005, pp.
11-12).
Beria’s own Party autobiography, including passages about his under-
gmund work among nationalists:

From February 1919 to April 1920 while T was chairman

of the comm. cell of technical wotkers, under the

direction of senior comrades I carried out several tasks

of the area committee, and handled other cells as

mnstructor. In the autumn of that same year 1919 T

entered service in countetintelligence from the

“Gummet” party, where I worked together with

comrade Mussevi. In about March 1920, after the

murder of com. Mussevi [ left work in

counterintellipence and worked in the Baku customs

house.
- Beria: Konets Kartery. Ed. V.F. Nekrasov. Moscow: Politizdat, 1991, pp.
320-5, at page 323. Beria’s whole autobiography is online at
http:/ /chss.montclair.edu/ :nglish_-"fm:rf research/beriaautobiog.pdf
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Zalessky, Imperiia Stalina
In Apnl-May 1920 Beria was a plenipotentiaty of the
registration section of the Caucasus front attached to the
Revolutionary Military Council of the 11% Army, and
then was dispatched to underground wotk in Georgia. In
June 1920 he was acrested, but was released at the
demand of the Soviet plenipotentiary representative S.M.
Kirov and was sent to Azerbaidjan.

- At http:/ /www.hrono.ru/biograf/beriahtml

Beria to Ordzhonikidze, letter of March 2, 1933,
Dear Sergo!
...IV. Levan Gogoberidze is resting in Sulthumi.
According to what com. Lakova and a number of other
comrades say com. Gogoberidze is saying the vilest
things about me and in general about the new
Transcaucasian leadership. In particular, about my past
work in the Mussavat counterintelligence, he is asserting
that the Party supposedly did not know and does not
know, about this.

But you know very well that I was sent by the Party into
the Mussavat intelligence service, and that this question
was settled by the CC of the ACP(b) in 1920, in your
presence, that of coms Stasova, Kaminsky, Mirza Davad
Guseinov, Harimanov, Sarkis, Rukhull, Akhundov,
Buniat-Zade, and others. (In 1925 I handed you the
official note of the dedsion of the CC AKB(b) about
this, in which T was completely rehabilitated, that is the
fact of my work in counterintelligence with the Party's
Anowledge was confirmed by the declarations of coms.
Mirza Davud Guseinov, Kasum Ismailov, and others).
Com. Datiko, who will give you this letter, will tell you
the details.

Yours, Lavrenti Beria
March 2, 1933

- in Sovstskoe Rukovaditvo. Perepicka. 1928-1941, Moscow: ROSSPEN,
2001. No. 116, p. 204. Letter online at
http://chss.montclair.edu/english/ furr/ research/beriatoordzhon33.pdf
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Ewven Khrushchev admitted in memoirs written in the late 1960s:

...We had no direct criminal accusations against him
[Beria). I might think he had becn an apent of the
Musavetists, like Kamingky said. But no one ever verified
this...

Khrushchev, Vrema. Lindi. Viast'(V osporsinariia). Kn, 2, Chast’ 3. Mos-

cow: Moskovskie Novesti, 1999, Chapter “Posle smerti Stalina”, p. 168.
Also in the online edition at http:/ /hrono.nu/libris/lib_h/hrush48.html

46. Kartvelishvili (Lavrent’ev)
Khrushchev:

The long, unfriendly relations between Kartvelishvili and

Beria were widely known; they date back to the time

when Comrade Sergo [Ordzhonikidze] was active in the

Transcaucasus; Kartvelishwili was the closest assistant of

Sergo. The unfriendly relationship impelled Bera to

fabricate a “casc™ against Kartvelishvili Tt is 2

characteristic thing that in this “case” Kartvclishvili was

charped with a terronistic act against Beria.
Beria uncovered an underground Rightist group in Georgia, including
Lavrent'ev-Kartvelishwili,

20 July 1937
No. 1716/s
Dear Koba!

The investigation on the matter of the
counterrevelutionanes i Georpia is developing further,
uncovering new participants in the vilest crimes against
the Party and Saviet power. The arrest of G.
Mgaloblishvili, L. Lavrent’ev (Kartvelishvili), Sh.
Eliava... shed a bright light on the traitorous work that
they were carrying on as members of the
counterrevolutionary organization of the Rights. ... Tn
the Transcaucasian counterrevolutionary center of Rights
are:

From Georgia: Eliava Sh., Omakhelashvili M., Lavrent'ey
L. and Enulkidze A.
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- Lubianka: Stalin 1 GUGB NKVD. 1937-1938. Dokumenty Moscow: Ma-
tedk, 2004. No. 142, p. 252, Hereafter Lubianka 2.

SERGEEYV was connected in espionage and diversionary

work in Moscow with MUKLEVICH and STRELKOV,

in the Far Eastern Region with the regional center,

consisting of LAVRENT"EV, DERIBAS, KRUTOV,

KOSIOR.

- Lubianka 2, No. 196, p. 347 of Sept. 11 1937 (Liushkov document)
LIU-KU-SEN declared that there was one meeting at
LAVRENT’EV’s apartment, at which they distributed
ministers’ portfolios, etc.

- ibid., No. 207 p. 370 of September 19 1937 (Linshkov document)
Former regional procurator CHERNIN arrested in
Khabarovsk admitted his participation in the plot, ties
with LAVRENT’EV, KRUTOV, and other active
conspirators.

- btd,, No. 309, p. 507 of March 29, 1938 (Linshkov document)

Kartvelishvili named by Iakovlev (along with Kabakov and many others):
Besides that, through VAREIKIS-BAUMAN we were
connected with the proup of Rights in Moscow —

KAMINSKY, BUBNOV; ... on the periphery with the
leading workers of oblast and region Party orpanizations
— Rights and Trotskyites who led anti-Soviet
organizations, SHEBOLDAEV, KHATAEVICH,
KABAKOV, IVANOV, LAVRENTEV,
SHUBRIKOV, PTUKHA, KRINITSKY.

- tbid., No. 226, p. 392 of October 15-18 1937.

The Rehabilitation file on Kartvelishvili blames Beria for everything.

Even if Kartvelishvili was framed, though, this cannot be the case. Most

of the documents against him are by Liushkov or, in the case of Takov-
lev’s confession, have nothing to do with Beria at all.

47. Kedrov

Khrushchev:

Here is what the old Communist, Comrade Kedrov,
wrote to the Central Commitree through Comrade
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Andreyev (Comrade Andreyev was then a Central
Commirtee secretary): “I am calling to you for help from
2 ploomy cell of the Lefortovsky prison. Let my cry of
horror reach your ears; do not remain deal, take me
under your protection; please, help remove the
nightmare of interrogations and show that this is all a
mistake.

“I suffer innocently...”

The old Bolshevik, Comrade Kedrov, was found
innocent by the Military Collegium. But, despite this, he
was shot at Beria’s order.

Kedrov was in fact shot by order of Chief Prosecutor, not of Beria:

“October 17 1941 a decision of the NKVD of the USSR
was taken concerning the necessity to execute by
shooting, according to the direction of ‘the directing
organs of the USSR, 25 prisoners. It was signed by the
chief of the investigatve section for especially important
matters of the NKVD USSR L. Vlodzimirsky, confirmed
by the Assistant People’s Commissat for Internal Affairs
of the USSR B. Kobulov, and with the consent of the
Procurator [= Attorney General] of the USSR V.,
Bochkov. On the basis of this decision Berin signed, on
October 18, 1941, the order to shoot the persons
indicated.”

- Organy poswdarstvenpoi beyoparnosti SSSR v Vielikoi Olechestvennor Voine. T.2.
Nachalo, Kn2. 1-sentiabria — 31 dekabria 1947 pode. Moscow: Rus', 2000.
No. 617, p. 215, n. 1.

“Sentence”, implying a judicial proceeding;

To Senior Lieutenant of State Security com. Seminikhin
D.E. Upon receipt of the present you arc instructed to
proceed to the city of Kuibyshev and to carry out the
sentence — the highest measure of punishment
(shooting) in relation to the following pdsoners...
[emph. added GF]

- ibid., pp. 215-216.

Statement of the Prosecutor’s conclusion (or, perhaps, a part of it) n
Kedrov’s ease (reprinted by Prudnikova p. 386):
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“The condemned prisoners Afonskii, Kedrov I.M and
Shilkin have fully confirmed their confessions about
Kedrov M.S. both at the preliminary investigation and at

the court.

On the basis of the aforementioned Kedrov Mikhael

Sergeevich, born 1878, living in Moscow, of Russian

natonality, citizen of the USSR, of higher education,

former landowner, member of the Bolshevik Party, a

pensionet before his arrest, is accused —

In that he is a participant in an ant-Soviet organization,

shared the counterrevolutionary ideas of the Rights and

has repeatedly conducted anti-Soviet and prevocational

conversations.

In the interests of the British imperialists he engaged in

traitorous behavior in the Northern fleet during the

period of 1918 — that is in committing crimes covered by

articles 58-1a, 58-10 and 58-11 of the Criminal Code of

the Russian Federation.

Considering the preliminary investigation of the case of

Kedrov M.S. closed and the charges laid apainst him

proven, as laid down by a special order of the directive

organs of the Union of SSR, —

Would propose:

That Kedrov Mikhail Sergeevich, born 1878 — to be shot.

(Signed) Vlodzimirsky.”
- Sukhomlinov, A V. Ko v, Lasrentii Baiia? Moscow: Detektiv-Press,
2003, p. 216. Reprinted in Prodnikova, Elena. Berita, Presiapleniza, koturykh
ne byl Spb: Neva, 2005, p.386. Sukhomlinov believes Viodzimirsky’s
signature on the facsimile is forged, while Prudnikova aceepts it as genu-

ine.

The report on M.S. Kedrov is attached to one of the “Stalin shooting
lists”, that of March 28, 1941:
An active participant in the anti-Soviet organization
disguised as the society “Association of Northerners” in
Moscow.

Was connected to the leading participant in the
Zinovievite-Trotskyist otganization G.Safarov and
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approved his counterrevoludonary methods in struggle
against the Party and Soviet power.

KEDROV is suspected of secret collaboration with the
Tsarist sccret police [“Okhrana”] on the basis of the
F{:Iluwing facts:

In 1912, after he had been arrested several times by the
Okhrana, he journeyed to Switzerland under suspicious
circumstances, where he established nes with the
Menshevist organization, and in 1914 received the right
to return to Russia as “politically reliable”.

KEDROV was closely connected with the leading
participant of the conspiratorial organization in the
NKVD and active agent of German intelligence
ARTUZOV (comdemmed to death), whom he

recommended for work in the organs of the Cheka-
OGPU.

The hrother of KEDROV?s wife — MAIZEL’ — who has
lived all this tme in America, made contact with
KEDROV durng several visits to the USSR.

MAIZEL" is known to the NKVD of the USSR as an
ggent of American intelligence.

In addition it has been established thatin 1918
KEDROV, in command of the Northern front, upon an
offensive by the Briush forces lefr Arkhangel’sk of his
own accord, disorpanizing military action and opening
the front to invasion by the enemy.

He is exposed in hostile work by the confessions of
SHILKIN P.P. former worker of the People’s
Commissariat of Water (sentenced to death),
AFONSKY V.A., former company commander
(sentenced to death), SAFAROV G.I. (under arrest,
nedergoing investigation by the NIKVD), in face-to-face
confroniaens with SAFAROV and AFONSKY, and
also by the confessions of witness TAGUNOVA V.1
and by official documents about the treasonous wotk of
KEDROV on the Northern front.

- http:/ /stalin.memo.eu/spravk /13-184.HTM
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But whatever the facts are about Kedrov's guilt of innocence, he was
executed by an order signed by the Soviet Prosecutor.

48, Ordzhonikidze’s brother

Khrushchev:

Beria also handled cruelly the family of Comrade
Otrdzhonikidze, Why? Because Ordzhonikidze had tried
to prevent Beria from realizing his shameful plans. Beria
had cleared from his way all persons who could possibly
interfere with him. Ordzhonikidze was always an
opponent of Beria, which he told to Stalin. Instead of
examining this affair and taking appropriate steps, Stalin
allowed the liquidation of Ordzhenikidze’s brother and
brought Ordzhonikidze himself to such a state that he
was forced to shoot himself,

Sergo Beria:
I knew Papulia Ordzhonikidze well, because we lived in
the same house. He always occupied prominent posts,
but was better known as a carouser, a hunter, and
generally as a lover of the good life. He never called his
brother Sergo anything but, excuse me, shit. He cutsed
socialism zll day long.
Sergo was well informed about Papulia’s fotous
behavior. He resented him and, when he came to Thilisi,
made a show of staying with us. Maybe from today's
point of view Papulia could be considered a ‘democrat’,
but at that time abusing the existing social order was not

forgiven even in the casc of a brother of one who was
leading and heading that social order. ..

- Raul Chilachava, Syn Lavrentiia Beriia raskagyvast... Kiev, KITS lnko-
press, 1992, p. 17.

Khlevniuk’s fiercely anti-communist study still exonerates Beda;

Valiko (Ivan) Ordzhonikidze worked as a budgetary
inspector in the financial department of the Thilisi
Soviet. At the beginning of November 1936, one of his
colleapues filed a statement with the party committee
charging that Ivan Konstantinovich insisted upon the
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innocence of Papulta Ordzhonikidze and denied he
frateenized with Trotskyites. The party committee of the
Tbilisi Soviet issued a denunciation. Valiko was called
“on the carpet,” and not anly confirmed everything
written in the statement, but added: “Papulia
Ordzhonikidze couldn’t go against his brother, Comrade
Sergo Ordzhonikidze, nor the leader of our people,
Comrade Stalin, whom he personally knows.... It's
impossible (o believe such accusations against Papulia
Ordzhonikidze — they are all untrue.” To the members
of the party committee, Valiko protested: “You can be
sure of the innocence not only of my brother, but of
others who will be freed in a short time.” For such
impertancace, they expelled him from the group of party
sympathizers, and fired him.

Serga then got involved in the case. In the middle of
December he phoned Beria and asked for help. Bena
showed remarkable concern this tme: He spoke with the
aceused and sought 2n explanation from the chaioman of
the Thilisi Soviet. Sergo received a package within a week
that contained an explanatory letter from Beria. Beria
wrote: “Dear Comrade Sergal After your eall T quickly
summoned Valiko; he told me the story of his dismissal
and roughly confirmed that which is expounded upon in
the enclosed explanation from the chairman of the
Thilisi Sovier, Comrade Nioradze. Today, Valiko was
restored to his job. Yours, L. Beria.”

Khlevniuk, Oleg V. In Stakin's Shadow. The Career of Sergo’ Ordehonikidsg.
(Armonk, Loendon: MLE. Sharp, 1995), p. 108. The Russian edition of this
book, Stadin § Ordzbonikedze. Konfikty v Poditbinro v 30-¢ gody (Moscow; Tzd.
“Rossiia Molodaia”, 1993) is not identical to the English translation.

49. Stalin, Short Biography

Khrushcheyv:

Comrades: The cult of the individual acquired such
monstrous size chiefly because Stalin himself, using all
conceivable methods, supported the glonification of his
own person. This is supported by numerous facts. One
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of the most characteristic examples of Stalin’s self-
glonfication and of his lack of even elementary modesty
is the edition of his Short Biography, which was
published in 1948.

This book is an expression of the most dissolute flattery,
an example of making a man into a godhead, of
transforming him into an infallible sage, “the greatest
leader, sublime strategist of all times and nations.””
Finally, no other words could be found with which to Lft
Stalin up to the heavens.

We need not give here examples of the [oathesome
adulation filling this book. All we need to add 1s that they
all were approved and edited by Stalin personally and
some of them were added in his own handwriting to the

draft text of the boolk.

What did Stalin consider essential to write into this
book? Did he want to cool the ardor of his fatteters
who were composing his Short Biography? Nal He
marked the very places where he thought that the praise
of his services was insufficient. Here are some examples
characterizing Stalin’s activity, added in Stalin’s own
hand:
“In this fight against the skeptics and capitulators,
the Trotskyites, Zinovievites, Bukharinites and
Kamenevites, there was definitely welded together,
after Lenin’s death, that leading cote of the party...
that upheld the great banner of Lenin, rallied the
party behind Lenin’s behests, and brought the Saviet
people into the broad road of industrializing the
country and :;c;lkecﬁvizing the rural economy. The
leader of this core and the puiding force of the party
and the state was Comrade Stalin.”” [(1) — see below
for discussion, GF]
Thus writes Stalin himselfl Then he adds:

Although he performed his task as leader of the party
and the people with consummate skill and enjoyed the
unreserved support of the entire Soviet people, Stalin
never allowed his work to be marred by the slightest
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hint of vanity, conceit or selfadulation. [(2) - see below

for discussion, GF]

Where and when could a leader so praise himself? Is this
worthy of a leader of the Marxist- Leninist type? No.
Precisely against this did Marx and Engels take such a
strong position, This also was always sharply condemned
by Vladimir I¥ich Lenin.

In the draft text of his book appeared the following
sentence: “Stalin is the Lenin of today.”

This sentence appeared to Stalin to be too weak, so, in
his own handwriting, he changed it to read: “Stalin is the
worthy continuer of Lenin’s work, or, as it is said in our
party, Stalin is the Lenin of today.” [ (3) - see below for
discussion, GF] You see how well it is said, not by the
naton but by Stalin himself,

Itis possible to give many such self-praising appraisals
written into the draft text of that book in Stalin’s hand.
Especially generously does he endow himself with
praises pertaining to his military genius, to his talent for
strategy.

[ will cite one mote insertion made by Stalin concerning
the theme of the Stalinist military genius. “The advanced
Soviet science of war received further development,” he
writes, “at Comrade Stalin’s hands. Comrade Stalin
claborated the theory of the permanently operating
factors that decide the issue of wars, of active defense
and the laws of counteroffensive and offensive, of the
cooperation of all services and arms in modern warfare,
of the role of big tank masses and air forces in modern
war, and of the artillery as the most formidable of the
armed services. At the various stages of the war Stalin’s
genius found the correct solutions that took account of
all the circumstances of the situation.” [ (4) — see below
for discussion, GF]

And, further, writes Stalin: “Stalin’s military mastership
was displayed both in defense and oftense. Comrade
Stalin’s genius enabled him to divine the enemy’s plans
and defeat them, The battles in which Comrade Stalin
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directed the Soviet armies are brilliant examples of
operatdonal military skill” [(5) — see below for discussion,
GF

In this manner was Stalin praised as a strategist. Who did
this? Stalin himself, not in his role as & strategist but in
the tole of an author-editor, one of the main ereators of
his self-adulatory b ography. Such, comrades, are the
facts. We should rather say shameful facts.

V.A. Belianow, editor of Sralin’s remarks:

His [Stalin’s] supposters could even find confirmation of

the Vozhd’s modesty, since he crossed out numerous

phrases praising him that had been included by the

servile compilers (like “under Stalin’s leadership,”

“genius”, etc.)
Stalin’s many changes included the addition of a paragraph stressing the
importance of the role of women:

One of Stalin’s great services has to be the fact that in
this pm:iad, ithe pcdod of the dcvdopmmt of
industrialization and collectivization, when it was
essential to mobilize all our laboring forces to decide
great tasks, he gave full artention to the woman question,
the question of the position of women, of female labor,
of the very important role of women, female workers,
and women farmers in both the economic and the social-
political life of society and, having raised this question to
the necessary importance, gave it a correct resolution.

- Ipentita TeK KPSS No. 9, 1990, pp. 113-129. Online at

http://grachev 62 narod.ru/stalin/t16/t16_17.htm

Maksimenkov’s conclusion:

In contradiction to Khrushchev’s thesis in these two
exﬂmples what 15 obwious is the significant loweting of
ideological expressions of the ‘cult® by Stalin himself, and
the exaltation of Leninist dogmas. All the formulations
about “the teachings of Stalin™ were removed. In the
draft of the biography of Lenin, prepared in 1950 in
accordance with Stalin’s directives, the Vozhd [Leader,
Le. Stalin — GF] himself systematically lowered the high



30z

Khrushchey Lied

style of information connected with the depiction of the
pa:a]fcl “Lenin — Sralin.” ... For understandable reasons
N.S. Khrushchev, P.N. Pospelov, M.A. Suslov, L.F.
IPichev and other ideologists of “the Thaw” did not cire,
in their own public statements and articles, examples of
these corrections [by Stalin]. The present author is not
aware of any mention of these primary sources even
during the years of peresiroifa.

- Leonid Maksimenkov. “Kul’t. Zametk o slovakh-stmvalakh v sovetskot
politichesoi kul'ture™ (“Cult. Remarks about word-symbals i Soviei po-
litical culture”). Swobodnaia My« 10 (1993). Also at

http:/ /www.situation.ru/app/j_art_677.htm
Excerpt from Mochalov's notes about Stalin®s remarks:

There are very many errors. The tone is bad, Socialist-
Revolutionary. I'm said to have all kinds of knowledge,
including some kind of knowledge of constant factors of
war. It appears that | have knowledge about
communism, while Lenin, you see, spoke only about
socialism and said nathing about communism. And [,
you see, spoke about communism. Further, it is as
though I have knowledge about the industrialization of
the country, about the collectivization of agriculture, and
so forth, etc. In fact it 15 to Lenin that the achievement
of the posing of the question of mdusmalizing our
country, as well as concerning the question of
collectivizing agriculrure, etc. must be attributed.

There's a great deal of praise in this biography, the
exaltation of the role of the individual. What is left for
the reader to do after reading this biography? Get on his
knees and pray to me. ..

Here, about Baku it is written that, supposedly, before
my arrival the Bolsheviks had done nothing, and all [ had
to do was to arrive and suddenly everything changed at
once. Believe it or not! In reality, how was 1t We had to
form our cadre. We did form cadre of Bolsheviks in
Baku. 1 listed the names of these people in the
corresponding place.
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The same about another period — people like
Dzerzhinskii, Frunze, Kuibyshev, lived and worked, but
nothing is written about them, they are absent. ..

This has to do with the period of the Second World War.
[t was necessary to take capable people, gather them,
forge them. Such people gathered around the main
command of the Red Aemy.

Nowhere is it said that T am a pupil of Lenin... In fact I
considered myself, and still consider myself, 2 pupil of
Lenin. I said this clearly in the well- known conversation
with Ludwig... I am a pupil of Lenin’s, Lenin taught me,
not the other way around. He laid out the road, and we
are proceeding along this cleared road.

- Richard Kosolapov, Slwe fovarishobu Stalins. Moscow: EKSMO-
Algoritm, 2002, pp. 470-472.
Elsewhere Kosolapov recounts & story — possibly apocryphal, though it is
artested by many others as well — about Stalin’s disdain for his “image:”

Supposedly Joseph Vissarionovich had a conversation

with his son Vasilii when, anpeted by the arrogance of

his sons, he uttered this reproach: “Do you think that

you are STALIN? Do you think I am STALIN? HE is

Stalin — therel™ he said, as he pointed at the pompous.

portrait.
- Speech on 122~ anniversary of Stalin’s birth, Salnz treda No. 3 (2003),
pp. 3-4. At http:/ /www.cprfinfo/analytics/ 10828 shoml
Non-Stalinist authors like IUri Bogomolov, correspondent for Iyversia,
cite similar stories:

A rumor has spread about a conversation between papa

Iosif and his son Vasia. “You think you are Stalin? You

think I am Stalin? THAT is Stalin!” said the Boss, as he

finished his moral lesson and pointed at a portrait.
- “Stahin 1 TV”, now at
http:/ /web.archive.org/ web/ 20050224073133/htp:/ /www. politcom.ru
/2003/pvzT4.php
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50. The Short Course

Khrushchev:

And when Stalin himself asserts that he himself wrote
The Short Conrse of the History of the All-Union Communist
Party (Bolsheviks), this calls at least for amazement. Can 2
Marxist- Leninist thus write about himself, praising his
own person to the heavens?

Molotov:

Chuev: [ have heard the assertion that it was Iaroslavskii
who wrote The Shor? Course. ..

Molotov: — That’s impossible. But it wasn't written by
Stalin. And he never said that he had written it. He read
to us the only chapter of his — the philosophical one.

- Chuev, Molotov: Poludershavnyi Viasielin, 302

In reality, as Roi Medvedev has pointed out, Stalin’s role in preparing the
textbook was far more significant. In the chapter with the title “Stalin —
main author of the Shorr Conrse”, Medvedev notes:

Stalin ... edited and wrote many of the pages of this
Short Conrse, To Stalin belong not only the general plan of
the book, but also the titles of each chater and
paragraphs within these chapters. He wrote all the
sections and pages of the book that related to theory. ...

Already on November 28, 1938 Fiodr Samoilov, director
of the State museum of the Revolution ... wrote a letter
to AN. Poskrebyshev, chief of Stalin’s secretaial staff:

“To the CC of the ACP(b), com. Poskrebyshev. In
connection with the necessary exposition in the
Museum of the Revolution of the USSR of the Shorz
Course of the History of the ACP(E) we must tum to
comrade Stalin with a request to permit us to receive
a few pages, wrirten or corrected by him, of the Jbor?
Course, ot page margins corrected by comrade
Stalins hand. IF it is not possible to receive originals
of the indicated materials, then could not the
Museum be provided with photocopies of them?
The exposition of these materials would be
extremely valuable and interesting for visitors to the
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Museum.” Poskrebyshev showed this letter to Stalin
a few days later, and the latter wrote his answer
directly on the letter form of the Museum of the
Revolution: “Com. Samoilov. I would not think that
in your old age you would bother yourself with such
trifles. If the book has already been published in
millions of copies, why do you want the
manuscripts? With greetings. December 6, 1938. ].
Stalin.” This letter with Stalin's resolution was taken
from the archives at the end of 1955 in preparation
for the XX Congress of the CPSU. On the basis of
this document N.8. Khrushchev virtually blamed
Stalin for plagiarism. The Shart Comrse, as Khrushchev
said, was written by a collective of authors, and in
the Short Biography of Stalirt published in 1948 in
Stalin’s own hand was inserted the phrase “the book
History of the ACP(E). Short Conrse was written by
comrade Stalin and approved by a Commission of
the CC ACP(b).” “As you can see, — exclaimed N.S.
Khrushchev to the closed session of the Congress in
his secret report, — this constitutes a conversion of
the work created by a collective into a book writren
by Stalin.
In this case N.S. Khrushchev was in error. As is known,
not all the manuseripts were burned. A part of the
typescript of the Shar Coxrse with corrections and
insertions of various kinds by Stalin has been retained,
and these materials were published in 2002-2003 in the
journal “Voprosy Istodf’.

- RA. Medvedev, Lindi ¢ Kmi. Chio chital Statin?. Moscow: Prava
cheloveka, 2005, pp. 216-217.

51. Stalin Signed Order for Monument to
Himself on July 2, 1951
Khrushchev:
Itis a fact that Stalin himself had sipned on July 2, 1951 2

resolunon of the USSR Council of Ministers mnccrmng
the erection on the Volpa-Don Canal of an impressive
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monument o Staling on Sep:&mbﬂ 4 of the same year he
issued an order making 33 tons of copper available for
the consiruction of this impressive menument.

February 16, 1951 the Polithuro decision:

The Chairmanship at the sessions of the Presidium of
the Soviet of Ministers of the USSR and the Buro of the
Presidium of the Soviet of Ministers of the USSR is to be
assigned by turns to the Vice-Chairmen of the Presidium
of the Soviet of Ministers of the USSR comrades
Bulganin, Bera and Malenkov, to whom are [also]
assigned the dutics of considering and taking decisions
UpORN cutrent matters.

Deecrees and annonncements of the Council of Ministers
of the USSR will be issued under the signature of the
Chairman of the Coundil of Ministers of the USSR
comrade Stalin J.V.

- 1U. Zhukov, Taimy Krewla. Stalin, Molotoy, Beria, Matenkor. Moscow:
Terra-Kuoizhnyi Klub, 2000, pp. 544-5.
The original of this document:
htep:/ /wow.rusarchives.ru/evants/ exhibitions/stalin_exb/29.shtml
The rubber stamps of Stalin’s signature used to sign documents in his
Name:
http: / / www.rusarchives.ru/evants/exhibitions/stalin_exb/31.shtml
Politburo members speaking in July 1953 concerning Stalin’s polirical
mactivity during final peniod of his life:
Khrushchew:

We all respect comrade Stalin. But the years take their

toll. During recent times comrade Stalin did not read

papezs, or receive people, because his health was weak.
- Lavrentst Berda, p. 236.
Kaganovich:

It must be frankly said that in Stalin’s day, since we had

his general political leadership, we lived more calmly,

although comrade Stalin, as has been accurately said,

during recent times did not work very actively or ke

part in the work of the Politburo.
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- Lavrenisi Bera, p. 274.
Votoshilov:

Together with the rest of us he knew that, as a result of
hard work, during the past years he was often ill...

- Laprentii Benia, p. 334.
Mikoian:
Comrade Stalin at first took an active part in the
formation of these organs, but during the past two years
he stopped taking an interest in them.
- Lavrentii Beria, p170.
- All citations from Lagrentii Beria. 1953. Ed. Naumov and Sigachev.
Moscow 1999.

52. Palace of Soviets

Khrushchew:

At the same time Stalin gave proofs of his lack of respect
for Lenin’s memory. It is not a coincidence that, despite
the decision taken over 30 years ago to build a Palace of
Soviets as a monument to Vladimir I%ich, this palace was
not built, its construction was always postponed and the
project allowed to lapse.

Malsim Volchenkov’s, “Dvorets Sovetov” (“The Palace of Soviets™):.

Despite the stormy beginning of the construction, the
realization of the project had to be frozen. Mote than
this, the metallic carcass of the Palace of Soviets was
taken down duting the war: the capital needed metal for
defense materials against fascist Germany. After the
victory they did not resurrect the building, although the
idea of the structute of this grandiose conception never
left Stalin until his very death. The Vozhd wanted to
undetscore, with this building, the superiority of the
Soviet system over the structure of capitalist states. “We
won the war and are recognized throughout the world as
great victors. We should be ready for the arrival of
foreign toutists in our cities. What will they think if they
go around Moscow and do not see any skyscrapers?
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When they compare us to capitalist capitals, it may be to
our detriment.”

"The resources set aside for the construction of the Palace
of Soviets were used for the reconstmuction of the state
after this very severe war. In addition, the “Cold War”
had bepun, and many resources were needed to build the
atom bomb. What was the sense of a grandiose building
if the enemy, who had atomic weapons, could wipe the
whole country off the face of the carth? Who would then
admire the masterpiece of Soviet architecrure? It was
clear that the acualization of this magnificent
conception was postponed for an indefinite time.
Despite that, the directorate of construction of the
Palace of Soviets attached to the Soviet of Ministers sull
remained in existence for several years. Then it was
reassigned 1o the construction of other multistory
buildings, using the experience of the designs of the
Palace of Soviets that had been wiorked out with the
years. A few more years passed, and the directorate
would undertake the construction of the television tower
in Ostankino.

...[ Volchenkov quates Khrushchev’s attack on Stalin m
the Secret Speech.] Despite Khrushchev’s harsh eriticism
of the old project and its organizers, the new contest did
not produce anything better, and the country never saw
this building either during Khrushchev’s time or later.

- Maksim Volchenkov. “Dvorets Sovetov.”
hatp:/ /www.dygeca.com/dv_sovetov. huml

53. Lenin Prize

Khrushchev:

We cannot forget to recall the Soviet Government
resolution of August 14, 1925 concerning “the founding
of Lenin prizes for educadonal work.” This resolution
was published in the press, but until this day there are no
Lenin prizes. This, too, should be corrected.
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In the notes to the critical edition of Khrushchev’s Speech the editors say
nothing about any connection between the cancellaion of the Lenin
prizes and the establishment of the Stalin prizes.

The Lenin prizes were awarded for exceptional
achievements in the felds of science, technology,
literafure, art, and architecture. They were established in
1925, and were not awarded between 1935 and 1957 In
November [1955] to March 1956 the question of
renewing of the Lenin proze awards was discussed in the
Presidium and Secretariat of the Central Committee of
the CPSU. From 1958 till 1990 they were awarded
annually on Lenin’s birthday.

- Dokiad Kbreshohesa, p. 161, n, 89

The idea of establishing prizes in the field of literature seems to have
heen first suggested by Gorky. Having read Stalin’s speech to the unified
Plenum of the CC and the Central Control Commission of the ACP(b)
(January 7-12 1933), the writer responded with an enthusiastic letter.

January 16, 1933
Deear losif Vissarionovich!

The accumulation of materials for the first four volumes
of the History of the Cizil Warhas beea completed by its
secretariat.

It is now essential that the main editorial group confirm
the inaterials of the authots who have been mentioned
for reworking, and T urge you in this regard. The authors
must submit their manuscripts by March 31. T implore
you to maove this matter forward! T have the im[mmssicm
that the main editorial group is sabotaging this effort.

[ read your powerful, wise speech to the Plenum with a
fecling of the deepest satisfacrion and enthusiasm. I am
completely certain that such a powerful echo will
resound everywhere in the world of the working class.
Beneath its serene, powerhully forged form lies such a
resounding thunder that it seems that you have squeezed
into your words all the noise of the construction of the
years gone by. I know that you do not need any words of
praise, but I think I have the nght to tell you the truth.
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You are 2 great man, a real leader, and the proletariar of
the Soviet Union 1s fortunate that at its head there stands
a second I'ich by the force of your logic and by your
inexhaustible energy. I shake your hand firmly, dear and
respected comrade.

A, Peshkov,

On the reverse side of the writing paper in Gorky’s hand are two notes,
in the second of which, among other things, is written the following;

Aleksei Tolstoy has in mind an All-union contest in
comedy — I hereby artach the draft revolution about this
contest.

Among our writers there is felt a strong sense of
renewed energy and the desire to work seriously,
therefore the contest might yield good results. But for an
Allunion contest seven prizes are too few, we should
increase the numbet 'to at least 15, and the amount of the
first prize to 25 thousand — the devil with them! — and
give to the prizes the name of Stalin (emphasis added,
(GF), for indeed this plan comes from you.
In addition: why only comedy? Drama should also be
included...
Forgive me for boring you.
AP

On February 3 1933 Stalin replied to Gocky:
Dear Aleksei Maksimovich!
I have received your letter of January 16, 1933. Thank
you for your warm words and for your “praise.” No
matter how people may boast, no one can be indifferent
to “praise.” Undetstandably I, as a person, am no
exception...
3. We will finish plans for a comedy contest soon. Will
will not refuse Talstoy. We guarantee everything
according to your demands. Concerning “giving the
prizes the name of Stalin”, I protest most sirongly
(most strongly!). (Emphasis added, GF)
Greetings! I shake your hand!



Appendix 401

J. Stalin

P.S. Take care of your health.
- Soima, Vasilii. Zapreshchsnnyi Staln. Moscow: OLMA-Press, 2005, pp.
20-21. This volume is online at
http:/ /zapravdu.ru/index phpPoption=com_content&task=viewsdid=79
&ltemid=51
This passage is on the second “page” of the online book, at
http:/ /zapravdu.ru/index.php?option=com_contentétask=viewdid=79
&Ttemid=517&Itemid=51&imit=1&limitstart=1
On December 21 1939 Prapda published a decree of the Council of Peo-
ple’s Commissars of the USSR concerning the establishment of prizes
and awards in the name of Stalin. The decree, issued under the signature
of Chairman of the CPC Molotov and the business manager Khlomov,
reads as follows (emphasis added, GF):

In commemoration of the sixtieth birthday of comrade

Tosif Vissadonovich Stalin the Council of People’s

Commissars of the Union of SSR decrees:

L. To establish 16 prizes in the name of Stalin (of

100,000 rubles each), to be awarded each year to activists

in science and atts for exceptional work in the following

fields:

1. physico-mathematical sciences;

2. technical scences;

3. chemical sciences;

5. agricultural science;

6. medical science;

7. philosophical saience;

8. economic science;

9. historical-philological science;

10. junidical science;

11. music;

12. painting;

13. sculpture;

14. architecture;

15. theatrical arts;
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16. cinematogeaphy.
I1. To establish the Stalin prize, to be awareded yearly
for the best discovery:

Ten first prizes of 100 thousand rubles each,
Twenty second prizes of 50 thousand rubles each,
Thirty thitd prizes of 25 thousand rbles each.

IL To establish the Stalin prized, to be awarded yearly
for ¢x::t;ptional achievernents in the field :}Emﬂi!nr}r

knowledge:
Three first prizes of 100 thousand rubles each,

Five second prizes of 50 thousand rubles each,
Ten third prizes of 25 thousand rubles each.
Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars
Of the Union of S5R V. Madar

Business manager of the Council of People’s
Commissars

OFf the Union of S5R M. Khlawov
December 20, 1939
Moscow, the Kremlin.

- “Premii bez pren:ii", Kontmersant "-Den i, February 7, 2005, At
hup:/ /www kommersant.ru/doc.aspxfDocsID=544976

Thereupon still another decree was issued in which the question of the
Stalin prizes reccived a further elaboration:

In addition to the decree of the CPC of the Union of
SSR of December 20 1939 ... the CPC of the Union of
S55R decrees:

One — for poetry,

One — for prose,

One — for dramaturpy,

One — for literary criticism.

Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars [JSSR
V. Molotav

Business manager of the Councl of P coplt’ﬂ

Commissars USSR



Appendix 403

M. Khlomov
February 1, 1940
Moscow, the Kremlin,

From 1930 ull 1991 the highest state award of the USSR was the Order
of Lenin, not of Stalin. The Order of Stalin was indeed proposed but, 1s
we have seen in Section 1 above, it was resolutely and successfully op-
posed by Stalin himself and never instituted.

Concerning the Establishment of Two New Orders of
the Union of SSR: “The Order of Lenin®™ and “The Red
Sta-r"

The decree of the Presidiom of the Central Executive
Committee of the USSR [the highest State organ under
the 1924 constummnon — GF| of April 6, 1930:

1. To establish two new orders of the Union of SSR:
“The Order of Lenin” and “The Red Stae”

The Statute of the Order “Order of Lenin®.

The deeree of the Presidinm of the Central Executive
Commuttee of the USSR of May 5 1930.

The Presidium of the Central Executive Committee of
the Union of SSK ... decrees:

To confirm the statue below of the order “The Order of
Lenin,..”

- Text at http: //glory.tin.ru/ egi-bin/article plid=99

54. Stalin Suggested Huge Tax Increase on
Kolkhozes

Khrushchev:
What is more, while reviewing this project Smlin
proposed that the taxes paid by the kolkhozes and by the
kolkheoz workers should be raised by 40 billion rubles;
according to him the peasants are well off and the
kolkhaz worker would need to sell only one more
chicken to pay his tax in full.
Imagine what this meant. Certainly, 40 billion rubles 1s a
sum which the kolkhoz workers did not realize for all the
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products which they sold to the Government. In 1952,
for instance, the kolkhozes and the kolkhor workers
recetved 26,280 million rubles for all their products
delivered and sold to the Government.

Did Stalin’s position, then, rest on data of any sort
whatever? Of course not. In such cases facts and figures
did not interest him.

Khrushchev, at the July 1953 CC Plenum:

Khrushchev: Unfortunately when there was a third
vartant [of a proposed tax increase] he proposed by the

to ratse the mxes on kolkhozes and kolkhozniks to
40 hillion, but the whole income is only 42 billion.

Mikotan: To raise the current tax from 15 billion to 40
billion.

Khrushchew: No, raise it 40 billion more in taxes, That is
already, 1 don’t know what.

Mikeian: That would be impossible.

-Lavretit Berta, p. 171. This same story 1s repeated in the second draft of
the same meeting on p. 313, but Mikoian’s words are claborated to take a
djg at Beoa.

Malenkov later mentions the same figure, but makes it clear that he had
not heard it hefore the Plenum.

In the course of the work of the current Plenum you,
comrades, learned the following fact. In connection with
the problems of improving animal husbandry 1n
February of this year comrade Stalin insistently proposed
increasing the taxes in the countryside by 40 billion
rubles. We of course all understood the glaring injustice
and danger of such a measure...

Ihid.- p. 351. Note that KChrushchev had said Stalin menton this “by the
way” or “as an aside” (pepuing). Malenkov has turned that into “insis-
tently” proposed.

Mikoian does not repeat this story of “40 billion rubles” in the account of
this event in his memoirs. He says that it was Khrushechev that heard Sta-
lin propose an additional tax on the peasantry.
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Mikoian also fals to cite the “40 billion rubles” figure. “An extra
chicken” per peasant family would not produce a large sum, much less
this colossal figure — though Mikoian admits he did not ever hear Stalin
say this! Evidently it was not Khrushchev, but “other CC members” who
heard the remark about “an extra chicken.”

It is interesting that Mikoian is very careful to state what he himself heard
from Stalin, and to make it clear that he did not hear any of this himself.
This could be interpreted as meaning he did not necessarily believe it,
especially Khrushchev’s figure.

As always in the evening, when the other members of

the Presidium were also at Stalin’s, Malenkov laid out the

essence of the matter in order to test Stalin’s reaction. I

was not present. Khrushchev later said that Stalin got

angry and said that we were were renewing the program

of Rykov and Frumkin, that the peasantry was getting fat

while the working class was living more poorly. Other

CC members told me that Stalin spoke out on this

subject during the October [1952] Plenum and sharply

ctiticized me for the very idea of raising the purchase

prices on meat and dairy products. They said that he

looked very mean, walked back and forth as he usually

did, grumbled, and said about me: ‘A new Frumkin has

turned up!’ But truthfully, I did not hear that. Then I

heard he said we needed yet another new tax on the

peasants. He said "What's that to a peasant. He'll give up

an extra chicken — and that’s all”’

And at that same discussion Khrushchev heard about
Stalin’s proposal to levy an additional tax on the
peasantry and got upset, saying that if we were to raise
taxes on the peasants then we needed to include people
like Malenkov, Beria, and Zverev (the head of the
Ministry of Finance) on the commission. Stalin agreed to
that. After a ime we actually met in our new
composition. The commission discovered that both
Beria and Malenkov considered it impossible to carry out
Stalin’s directive. This was explained, of course, in
private conversations. They gave it to Zverev to do the
accounting and explaining. In peneral, they drew this
matter out as long as they could. Everyone considered
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Stalin’s supgestions about new taxes on the peasantry
without any inereases in the purchase prices to be
impracticable. (emphasis added, GF)

- Tak Bylo (Mikoian’s memoirs), Chapter 46, p. 578.

55. Stalin Insulted Postyshev
Khrushchev:

In one of his speeches Stalin expressed his dissatisfaction
with Postyshev and asked him, “What are you actually?”

Postyshev answered clearly, “I am a Bolshevik, Comrade
Stalin, a Bolshevik.™

This assertion was at first considered to show a lack of

respect for Stalin; later it was considered a harmful act

and consequently resulted in Postyshev’s annihilation

and branding without any reason as a ‘people’s enemy.’
Khrushchev 1s the sole source for this supposed statement by Stalin. This
quotation has never been located anywhere. No one else has ever claimed
that Stalin said it. Had it in fact been in a speech it would almost certainly
have been found leng before now. We discuss this matter in the text.

56. “Disorganization” of Politburo Work
Khrushchev:

The importance of the Central Committee’s Political
Bureau was reduced and its work was disorganized by
the creation within the Political Bureau of various
commissions — the so-called “quintets,” “sextets,”
“septets” and “novenaries.” Here is, for instance, 2
resclution of the Political Bureau of October 3, 1946:
Stalin’s Proposal:
1. The Political Bureau Commission for Foreign
Affairs (‘Sextet)) is to concern itself in the fature, in
addition to foreign affairs, also with matters of
internal construction and domestic policy.
2. The Sextet is to add to its roster the Chairman of
the State Commission of Economic Planning of the
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USSR, Comrade Voznesensky, and is to be known
as a Septet.

Sipned: Secretary of the Central Committee, . Stalin,

What a terminology of a card player! (Laughter in the hall)) It is
clear that the creation within the Palitical Bureau of this type of
commissions — “quintets,” “sextets,” “septets” and “novenaries”
— was against the prindple of collective leadership. The result of
this was that some members of the Political Bureau were in this
way kept away from participation in reaching the most important
state mattets.
Edvard Radzinsky, biographer of, and extremely hostle to, Stalin:

After Stalin’s death Nikita KChrmishchev in his famous

report on the cult of petsonality waxed indignant that

Stalin “diminished the role of the Politburo by the

creation within the CC of certain “sextets”, “quintets”,

to which were given special powers. ... “Whata

terminology of 2 card player?” — famed Khrushchev. But

ke, addressing himself to the post-Lenin generation of

the Party, did not know (or pretended not to know) that

he was threatening one of the cldest Party traditions.

“Troikas”, “quintets”, and other “narrow structures™

ereated by the Vozhd within his leading group and

known only ta the participants and the Viozhd himself,

had appeared in Lenin’s ﬂa]r.
- Radzinsky, Ssakis. Chapter 4. The Russian edition, Sizim. Moscow: Ve-
gtius, 1997, is on line at http:// militera.lib.ru/bio/radzinsky_es1/02.html

57. Stalin Suspected Voroshilov as an
“English Agent”
Khrushchev:

Because of his extreme suspicion, Stalin toyed also with
the absurd and ridiculous suspicion that Voroshilov was
an English agent. (Laughter in the hall) It’s true —an
English agent. — p.48

Khrushchev’s memoirs:
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Stalin even said to a few of us [lit. “a narrow circle of

us,” v ugkom kragw, GF] that he suspected Voroshilov

was an English agent. Of course, improbable stupidities.
- Khrushchev, N.S. Vrmia. Lindi, Tast. Kn.2. Chast’ 3. Moscow: Mosk-
ovskie novosti, 1999, pp. 128-129, Online at
http:/ /hrono.zu/Libris/lib_h/hrush45.html
There is no other source for this story. None of Khrushchev’s colleagues
in that “narrow ditcle” ever confirmed it

58. Andreev; 59. Molotov; 60. Mikoian

Andreev
Khrushchev:

By unilateral decision, Stalin had also separated one
other man from the work of the Polinical Bureau —
Andrei Andreyevich Andreyev. This was one of the most
unbridled acts of willfulness.

Efremov:

In the new list of those elected are all members of the
old Politburo - except that of comrade A.A. Andreev
who, as everyone knows now is unformunately completely
deaf and thus can not function.

- “W Ch’l Ruki Vruchim Estafetu Nashego Velikogo Dela?’ Neopublik-
ovannaia rech’ L'V. Stalina na Plenume Tsentral'nogo Komiteta KPSS. 16
Oktobtia 1952 goda (po zapisi LN. Efremova)” Sovetekaia Rosrifa. 13 jan-
variia 2000 g. p. 6. Facsimile online at
hittp:/ /chss.montclair.edu/english / furz/ research /stalinoct1652.pdf Also
at http:/ /www.prometej.info/solnce/st03.htm
Konstantin Simonov:

I remember cnly Stalin’s reply about Andreev, who was

not included among the members and candidares of the

Presidium of the CC — that he had withdrawn from

activity, and for all practical purposes could not work

actively any more.
Simonov, Glagami chelovela moepo pokolensia [Through the Eyes of a Man
of My Generaton™], 1988, p. 246.
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Molotov; Mikoian
Khrushchev:

Let us consider the first Central Committee plenum after
the 19th Party Congress when Stalin, in his talk at the
plenum, characterized Vyacheslay Mikhailovich Molotov
and Anastas Ivanovich Mikoian and suggested that these
old workers of our party were guilty of some baseless
charges. It is not excluded that had Stalin remained at the
heln for another several months, Comrades Molotov
and Mikoian would probably have not delivered any
speeches at this Congress.

Efremow:

It’s necessary to touch upon incorrect behavior on the
part of a few prominent political figures, if we are
speaking of unity in our affaiars. T have in mind
comrades Molotov and Mikoian,

Comrade Molotov - the most dedicated to our cause. If
called upon, I do nt doubt that, without hesitation, he
would give his life for the party. But we cannot overlook
his unworthy acts. Comrade Molotov as our Minister of
Foreign Affairs, having taken a little too much liqueur at
a diplomatic deception, gave his agreement to the British
ambassador to publish bourgeois newspapers and
magazines in our country, Why? On what basis did he
have to agree to such a thing? Is it not clear that the
bourgeoisic is our class enemy and to disseminate the
bourgeois press amongst to the Soviet people can bring
us nothing but harm. This faulty step, if we were to
permit it, would be a harmful, negative influence on the
minds and world-view of Soviet people, would lead to
the weakening of our communist ideology and the
strengthening of bourgeois ideology. This is the first
political mistake of comrade V.M. Molotav.

And what about the offer by Molotov to give the Crimea
to Soviet Jews? This is a crude error by comrade
Molotov. Why did he have to do it? How could this be
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permitted? On what grounds did comrade Molotov
malee this offer? We have the Jewish Autonomous
Republic. Tsn't that enough? Let this Republic be
dev::lnped. And comrade Molotov out not to be an
advocate of illegal Jewish claims on our Soviet Crimea.
This is the second political error of comrade V..
Molotovl Comrade Molotov does not conduct himself as
befits a member of the Politburc. And we reject
categorically his fanciful offers.

Comrade Molotov has such deep respect for his wife
that no sooner has the Politburo taken a decision on this
or that important political question, that it is quickly
made known to comrade Zhemchuzhina. It seems as
though some kind of invisible thread united the
Polithuro with Molotov’s wife Zhemchuzhina and her
friends. And she is surrounded by friends who cannot be
trusted. Clearly, such behavior by a member of the

Politburo is impermissible.

Now regarding comrade Mikoian. He, do you see, is
categorically against raising agricultural taxes on the
peasants. Who is he, our Anastas Mikotan? What is it
that is not clear to him? The peasant is our debtor. We
have a first unity with the peasants, We have guaranteed
the land forever to the kolkhozes. They must render the
due debt to the state. Therefore we do not agree with
comrade Mikoan’s position.

(see former references under “Andreev™).
Ehrishchev’s memeoirs:

And at the Plenum Stalin, in his speech, hit Molotov and
Mikoian “upside the head,” put their honesty in doubt.
In his speech he insinuated political distrust of them,
suspicion in some kind of political dishonesty. Well, well!
- Khrushchev, N.S. Vreia, Linds, Viast' Vol. 2 Part 3. Chapter “19%
Congress of the Communist Party of our country”. Online at
http:/ /heono.su/libris/lib_h/hrush41.html
D.T. Shepilov, one of the few eyewitnesses to the Plenum who left a
written account of what took place, said:
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- Shepilov, Dmitrii T. Neprimknuushii. Moscow: Vagrius, 2001, p. 1% p.

Stalin at the CC Plenum and without any basis expressed
political distrust of Molotov, accused him of
“capitulationism towards American imperialism™ and
proposed not to appoint Molotov to the staff of the
Buro of the Presidium of the CC. That was done. V.,
Molotov accepted this without a single word of protest.

Standing at the podium Stalin with a suspicious

expression spoke about how Molotov was intimidated by

American imperalism, that, when he was in the USA, he
sent panic-stricken telegrams, that such a leader does not
deserve our trust, that he cannot be in the leading
nucleus of the party. In the same tones Stalin expressed
political distrust of A. Mikoian and K. Voroshilov.

... Molotov sat unmoving behind the table of the
Presidium. He remained silent, and not a single muscle
moved on his face. Through the glass of his pince-nez he
looked straight out into the hall and only rarely moved
the three finpers of his right had on the tablecloth, as
though kneading a bit of bread. A. Mikoian was very
nervous. He delivered a trifling and disordered speech.
He too, defending himself from these fantastic
accusations, did not fail to kick out at Molotov that, as
he claimed, he had been friends with Voznesensky, who
was himelf 2 terrible criminal.

229. Online at http://www.pseudology.org/ShepilovDT/11.htm

61. Expansion of the Presidium

Khrushchew:

Stalin evidently had plans to finish off the old membets
of the Political Bureau. He often stated that Political
Bureau members should be replaced by new ones, His
proposal, after the 19th Congress, concerning the
elecdon of 25 persons to the Central Committee
Presidium, was aimed at the'temoval of the old Political
Bureau members and the bringing in of less experenced
persons so that these would extol him in all sorts of
ways. We can assume that this was also a design for the

411
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future annihilation of the old Political Bureau members
and, in this way, a cover for all shameful acts of Stalin,
acts which we are now considering.

Efremov's notes:

Yes, we did hold the Congress of our party. [t went very
well, and many of you might think that, amongst us there
exists full harmony and unity. But we have not this
harmony and unity of thought. Some people disagree
with our decisions.

They say, why did we significantly enlarge the
membership of the Central Committee? But isn’t it self-
evident that we need to get new forces into the CC? We
old people will die out, but we must think to whom, into
whose hands we shall pass the baton of our great
undertaking, Who will carry it forward? For this we need
younger, dedicated people and political leaders. /ind
what does it mean to bring up a dedicated, devoted
political leader of the State? It takes ten, no, fifteen years
to educate a state leader.

But just wishing for this is not enough. To edueate
ideologically firm state activists can only be done
through practice, in the daily work of carrying out the
general line of the party, of overcoming all sorts of
opposition from hostile opportunist elements who are
striving to slow down and interrupt the task of the
building of socalism. And we must have political
activists of Leninist experience, educated by our Party, in
the struggle to defeat these hostile attempts and to
achieve complete success in the realization of our great

goals.

Is it not clear that we must lift up the role of our party
and its party committees? Can we forpet about
improving the Party’s work among the masses, as Lenin
raught us? All this needs a flow of young, fresh forces
into the CC, the general staff of our Party. This is what
we have done, following Lenin’s instructions. This is
why we have expanded the membership of the CC. And
the Party itself has grown a litde.
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The question is asked as to why we relieved some
prominent Party and state fipures from their important
posts as ministers. What can be said on this account? We
réplaced comrades Molotov, Kaganovich. Voroshilov
and others and replaced them with new workers, Why?
On what basis? The work of a minister — this is hard,
peasant labor. It demands great strength, concrete
knowledge and good health. This is why we have
relieved some deserving comrades from the posts they
occupied and appointed in their places new, more
qualified, workers who take initiative. They are young
people, full of strength and energy. We must support
them in their important work.

(see previous references).
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as well as a full biblicgraphy of pamary and secondary
sources, are available at
http:// chss.montelair.edu/english/ furr/research /kl/biblio-
graphy html
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