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ABSTRACT

Joseph Stalin’s show trials, held in Moscow in1880s, are generally regarded by many
historians primarily as a domestic policy move gasd to remove opposition. This is not the
entire picture. The trials need to be examinepaasof a foreign policy maneuver designed by
Stalin as a reaction to other world events occgrathe time, including the Great Depression,
the Spanish Civil War, the rise of fascism in Gamgnand lItaly, and the threat of an increasingly
militaristic Japan.

In analyzing the reactions of the West, includsogrces such as journalists and
ambassadors, the individual trials of 1936, 198d, H938 can be more easily seen as part of
Soviet foreign policy. However, the increasingicism and lack of support from the West

ultimately led to a failure in foreign policy ondlpart of Joseph Stalin.
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THE STAGE AND THE COURTROOM: JOSEPH STALIN'S MOS@OTRIALS OF THE
1930S AND THE CHARACTERIZATION OF A SHOW TRIAL

The international situation in Europe in the 19B8®Ilved a number of devastating
events. The Great Depression continued to deatregidy weakened economies and
unemployment rates kept rising. Food shortagesolathrvation and disease. The Depression
also helped give rise to paramilitary political gps that claimed they had the solution to the
crisis. The Fascists had taken power in the 1820aly and Nazis followed suit in Germany.
Each grew in strength and numbers, and consequardbygressive tendencies against the
international status quo. From 1936 to 1939, than&h Civil War was one reflection of the
threat of Fascism to Europe and possibly the fetdteoworld. To protect themselves, many
nations attempted military and economic negotiaiwith each other. France, Great Britain,
Poland, and others pursued what they felt was ¢segmssible course of action against any
threats to their borders. In the Soviet Union pbsstalin employed show trials as part of a
strategy to enlist international sympathy and ofifmosto Germany.

Events within each of these nations, however, weadt¢he desire for international
cooperation and helped enhance the chaos and aintgrh Europe at the time. By 1936,
Popular Front governments, especially in Franceewsimbling as the devastated political
parties and the economy faced continued mass stke protests. In the Soviet Union, Stalin’s
policies of collectivization and industrializatievere underway, as was what would become
known as the Great Terror. The most prominentatttaristic of the Terror was Stalin’s famous
show trials, held from 1936 to 1938. Despite &talgoal of wanting the Soviet Union to appear
as a bulwark against fascism, the indictment amt@xon of many high ranking Communist

Party officials made many nations question what3beiet Union had to offer to the cause of



anti-fascism and international stability. Josepddi®'s show trials ultimately failed to convince
a Western audience that the Soviet Union was gehuaapable of fending off fascist
aggression, mainly because of the continually worgginternational situation in Europe in the
1930s.

The trial has always been a significant historpfa@nomenon. Whether legitimate or
staged, the charges alone can be telling evidente @urrent state of both domestic and
international affairs of the time. An oppressiuéng power can use judicial process to maintain
order through law and fear, and a trial sends tassage that criticism will not be tolerated. At
the same time, a trial can also bring to lightpheanoia, irrationality, and fear of the same @ilin
power. Fear of overthrow could lead to arreststaats for even the simplest of offenses, and at
times many of the charges are created out of ihimagin the case of the Soviet Union under
Stalin. Reactions to trials are also importardrialyze. They not only can detail an observer or
follower of the trial’s thoughts on the charges &edlicts, but also can show both domestic and
foreign assessment of the ruling government. Yype of reactions provided by observers can
tell a researcher or historian not only how outsdeewed the trials themselves, but also can
give at the very least a rudimentary picture ofdtage of politics, society, and economy in other
nations around the world. Trials are never juatdr—they always fit into an analysis of any
period in history and allow for a more robust pretof the time in which they occur.

Stalin’s trials have been widely understood tddbew trials”, so it is necessary to create
a definition for this in order to better analyzelaunce reaction and trial procedure. Ina 1971
article, Ronald Sokol presents different typegiaig in an attempt to determine the definition of
apolitical trial. However, some of the suggestions can varghmapply to a show trial,

especially as show trials are frequently politicahature. According to Sokol, one type of trial



is “brought about because the state mistakenlgbedi itself in jeopardy or deliberately strives
to simulate jeopardy for political advantadeThis definition identifies the state as the creato
the courtroom drama, but past trials have alsolueebthe church, political parties, or even
specific individuals attempting to gain advantaties are not necessarily political.

In addition to this, a show trial typically invas those on trial facing overwhelming
odds. The prosecutors seem to have an endlessenafidevere charges and damaging
evidence that is difficult to prove or disproven Axcellent example of this is seen in the trial of
Jacques Pierre Brissot and other fellow membetiseoGirondins in 1793 in FranéeThe
Jacobins led the revolutionary tribunal whose “otisient reviewed the history of the
Revolution” and involved multiple plots, includifign attempt to deliver France to the Prussians
in the summer of 1792: discord was to be creayetidd encouragement of financial speculation
and the hoarding of food.2The group also allegedly worked to prevent Louid’X execution
while plotting to assassinate republicans. Chatgesinued to pile up as accusations of
federalism, royalism, and warmongering surfaced.

One can see the use of such procedure even laadaas the Inquisition. While the
inquisitors’ proclaimed goal was to eradicate hgrdss was not an easy charge to prove. Many
judges already presumed guilt in advance, and “Imuinzalty, resolved to accomplish a

predetermined end, inevitably reached the practieatlusion that the sacrifice of a hundred

! Ronald Sokol, “The Political Trial: Courtroom &tage, History as CriticKew Literary History Vol. 2,
No. 3, Spring 1971, p. 497.

2 Trials during the French Revolution turned oub&important to the Bolsheviks when they beganihgld
their own in the early twentieth century. Like thecobins in France, the creation of a tribunal araattempt by
the Bolsheviks to convince the world of their Iégacy and to justify the takeover of power. Adeledenmeyr, in
a 2001 article, points out that the tribunal wasmiposed of ordinary workers and soldiers in conscimitation of
the French Revolution” (“The First Soviet Politicelial: Countess Sofia Panina before the Petrofaublutionary
Tribunal,” Russian Review/ol. 60, No. 4, October 2001, p. 505). Julie £iday notes that the tribunals “were both
conceived and perceived as Soviet renditions ohifjely theatrical public trials of the French Rext®n”

(“Marble Columns and Jupiter Lights: Theatricatlafinematic Modeling of Soviet Show Trials in tH@20s,"The
Slavic and East European Journ®ol. 42, No. 4, Winter 1998, p. 644).
M. J. SydenhanThe GirondingWestport: Greenwood Press, 1961), p. 26.



innocent men were better than the escape of ofiig.tjtiThe Inquisition also helps explain
another key aspect of a show trial: the changeaoedure over time to fit with current social or
political trends in order to reach desired results.

In Italy, court methods changed as education as@d among the populace. Knowledge
of the charges against defendants became morepugesand an understanding of both church
and secular laws forced courts to alter proced&neentually, “to avert the misfortune of
acquitting those who could not be brought to canfedecame necessary to invent a new
crime—that known as ‘suspicion of heresy’As church and secular courts worked to more
efficiently charge alleged sinners and lawbrealetis crimes, definitions of charges also had to
change. An excellent example of this is with thiekeraft trial of Giovanna Bonnano in Italy.
As Roman law became more prevalent and courts fregaently referred to science and
medicine, “in using a theater of grand punitiveraptum, the goal was to ‘modernize’ the
habitus of the governed, who would be pressed wwsiaepticism regarding magic and a greater
individualism.” Courts were beginning to gather evidence basestientific fact rather than a
belief in magic and the supernatural. Modernizatiad knowledge, however, not only changed
definitions, but also led to different methods afrgng confessions.

Staged trials can clearly not work without desicedfession from defendants and even
testimony from witnesses. For the prosecutioretaldts intended message, it is necessary for
the “guilty” to proclaim their own guilt. Such amfession proves that the state/church is correct

and thus justified in its methods of interrogataord judicial process. A successful show trial

* Henry Charles Ledhe Inquisition of the Middle AgéNew York: The Citadel Press, 1954), p. 97.

® Henry Charles Ledhe Inquisition of the Middle Ages. 129.

® Giovanna Fiume, “The Old Vinegar Lady, or the dialiModernization of the Crime of Witchcraft,”
History From Crime Edward Muir and Guido Ruggerio, eds. (Baltimodehns Hopkins University Press, 1994), p
81.



mustinvolve self-incrimination, whiclshouldlead the audience to believe in the power of the
state and its desire to protect its citizens.

Because a confession was necessary, courts hagambe creative in their methods of
obtaining one. In the Middle Ages “curial hesibatito exacerbate the conflict with secular
authorities who were...accusing the Holy Office ditisess in the prosecution of witchcraft...”
made the church less willing to integrate secutarricprocedure into their own methods, but
eventually this did happen, and at the same tiroelaecourts borrowed much from the
inquisitorial proces$.Because of this, new methods of interrogationughotorture and deceit
became prevalent. Often, prisoners who refusednéess found themselves in extended
solitary confinement with little hope of reprievé/hy, then, keep so many people locked up
when “torture saved the trouble and expense obpggd imprisonment®?

While it was never officially confirmed whether &pdh Stalin had the main defendants of
the Moscow trials tortured, many interrogationshia 1930s did involve threats on individuals
and their families combined with confinement. @dmgor argument among the trial observers
and reporters was how defendants looked and soumded they gave their testimony, and
opinion on this was split. Audience reaction apdthimn, however, remains the most important
aspect of a trial if it is to be deemed a showl.tria

To put on a show trial that never sends a medsagespecific audience means that the
centralized authority failed. Some degree of papsupport is always necessary to gain and
maintain power. More modern trials had the ber#finethods of mass communication, but
earlier trials had to use other means to gain pitpli In the previously mentioned Italian

witchcratft trial, the court kept bringing in moracamore people. This “seemed to create

" John Tedeschithe Prosecution of Heresy: Collected Studies erruisition in Early Modern Italy
(New York: Medieval & Renaissance Texts and Staidl®91), p. 211.
8 Henry Charles Ledhe Inquisition of the Middle Ages. 112.



virtually a modern maxi-trial in which the numbdrdefendants and witnesses made up for the
lack of modern means of mass communication to peothie maximum publicity”Trials in
Revolutionary France usually had accompanying paetpkhat recounted all the events and
circulated among the population. This also helgredte a strong network of word-of-mouth
communication. Many of the pamphlets containedated stories that portrayed the defendants
as dangerous villains—even more dangerous thacotmts proclaimed them to be.

The Soviet Union had state-run media outletBrivdaandlzvestia and these frequently
ended up as the only way citizens heard of théstaside from word of mouth. However, with
the international situation as it was in the 193@se-German threat, Great Depression, and
Spanish Civil War most noticeably—Stalin neededraifjn audience as well. This proved to be
a double-edged sword, as free presses and mutyiqpalitics in the West provided both
opposition to and praise for the trials.

Even before Lenin’s death at the beginning of 1%&24lin had been gaining a significant
amount of power. The important positions he helchim up so that “two years after the end of

19 He was Commissar of

the civil war Russian society already lived und&li§’s virtual rule.
Nationalities that oversaw border territories amidrfed a large support network for his rise to
the head of the Soviet Union. As Commissar oMlarkers’ and Peasants’ Inspectorate
beginning in 1919 his task was to eliminate “ing#ncy and corruption, which the Soviet civil
service had inherited from its Tsarist predece$SdBuch was a foreshadowing of the plans
Stalin carried out in future years. In 1922, withnin’s sponsorship, Stalin became General

Secretary, a position that would organize the vadréll government offices. Shortly after,

Lenin suffered his first stroke. Two more wouldlda, and during this time Lenin composed

° Giovanna Fiume, “The Old Vinegar Lady,” p. 81.
19|saac Deutschestalin: A Political BiographyNew York: Oxford University Press, 1969), p. 228
M |saac Deutschestalin: A Political Biographyp. 230.



his will and testament, and a power struggle begading years after Lenin’s death on January
21, 1924.

The division in government that followed allowetl$ to gain power by playing each
side off the other. The Left favored “acceleratetlustrialization at home and active
encouragement abroad” for revolution while the Rig¢lieved in a more moderate and balanced
growth of industry and the “gradual building ofamlism based on peasant cooperatives, and
stood for caution in international affair The split over world revolution versus socialist
revolution in the Soviet Union first remained a kesue, and in the midst of this, Leon Trotsky
maintained the position that Stalin played bottesjcddopting both Left and Right ideas in order
to maneuver himself into powét.

The possibility of Trotsky taking Lenin’s positiamsurprisingly did not sit well with
Stalin. With support from Grigori Zinoviev and L&amenev, he criticized Trotsky’s views,
primarily his belief in aggressive internationatsdist revolution, and “the very name of
Trotsky’s theory, ‘permanent revolution’, soundaalan ominous warning to a tired generation
that it should expect no Peace and Quiet in igitife.”* Stalin played on public fears of
continual violence and instability to discredit Taky. He appointed his closest colleagues into
positions of power, allowing for the constructidnaovast information network. By the end of

the 1920s and the beginning of the 1930s, Stalimaged to justify using police force against

12 Robert TuckerStalin in Power: The Revolution from Above, 19981(New York: W. W. Norton &
Company, 1990), p. 39. Tucker argues that sualmaegts were only natural, despite Lenin’s speeahdseliefs.
Bolsheviks, much like politicians in America todaach determined which of Lenin’s ideas shouldtiessed or
minimized. Lenin’s death only served to enhaneedtnflicting policy goals of the Party.

13 Lenin held the belief that revolution in the Savimion could not happen without parallel revolusdn
other countries. For Lenin, revolution was alwagsessary. The only way to remove oppression ivasigh
revolutionary upheaval, which is why he was an poken supporter of world revolution. See Louich&r’sThe
Life of Lenin(New York: Harper & Row, 1964), p. 47.

14 |saac Deutschestalin: A Political Biographyp. 291.



other Bolsheviks, claiming the Left had turned iatpanti-Soviet organization While Trotsky
had already been in internal exile by 1929, Statinvinced the Politburo to deport him, and they
sent Trotsky to Turkey, effectively weakening hesyer and allowing Stalin to begin carrying

out his plans for the country.

Stalin, like other Bolshevik leaders, ultimatelisiied to convert the Soviet Union into an
efficient socialist state. He held three importaetvs on how to do so:

First, the engine of change could and should beebhalutionary use of state

power...Second, the prime purpose of this revolutipnge of state power was the

augmentation of state power...Third, because it veagssary to prepare quickly for a

coming watr, it was imperative to accomplish allsthéransformations at a maximally

swift tempo®®
Thus Stalin began policies of collectivization andustrialization.

By instituting what he called the First Five-Yé&dan in 1928, Stalin hoped to rapidly
build up Soviet industry in order to augment théedse of the nation and to more effectively
increase grain output using new technologies. mtakhe needed help from the West in
learning to construct and employ all the new meshioel hoped to gain. A policy of
collectivization immediately followed, and the goas to convert all the individual farmland in
the countryside to collective farms, which woul@@aling to Stalin make for a more efficient
production and export system for grain harvestse groblem was that after the Civil War,

many peasants and kulaks (the richer of peasamppsted the New Economic Policy that gave

them new farming techniques and brought in moreapdh It was in very few peasants’

15 Robert TuckerStalin in Powerp. 126.

'8 Robert TuckerStalin in Poweyp. 45. Tucker uses the word “war” to indicatiégght against capitalist
encirclement, not against a specific nation.

" Most of the time, authorities had no idea who wereks or middle peasants because of the moderate
economic prosperity enjoyed by the peasantry irvilteeges. They all helped each other out and bse®f this
there was even more resistance to collectivizatidhe thriving villages. See Robert ConqueStalin: Breaker of
Nations(New York: Penguin Books, 1991). By 1937, thagamtry, much like the workers, already had expeee
with show trials. Many peasants on collective faigomplained, with good reason, about the deplerabuse of
power authorities showed. Stalin, in an attemmgaim support from the peasantry, put Party officiato a



interest to give up land and grain and many resgistdlectivization. As a result, rather than
relinquish livestock and grain, peasants slaugttreir animals and hid grain, which led to
mass famine and millions of deaths. By the entthefFirst Five-Year Plan, cities had grown and
industrialization was slowly gaining momentum, the countryside was devastated. Despite
this, Stalin called for a Second Five-Year Plan9821°

Opposition to Stalin began to grow by this tim&yecially over the methods of grain
requisition. Nikolai Bukharin, with support fromroviev and Kamenev, argued for allowing
the peasantry to become more prosperous on theirleading to cooperation with a
government that wanted to help them do so. Smafinaged to expel Bukharin from the
Politburo by 1929, and despite the failure of atliezation, “Stalin’s defeat in the countryside
was accompanied by final victory in the PolitbufdIh his speeches he declared that plans were
successful, and there were only a few areas wgresijimn seemed to be ruining the pace of
collectivization. He began removing oppositiondes from their posts, including Bukharin,
Zinoviev, and Kameneyv, in order to maintain thesibn of a successful campaign. This,
however, could not silence the criticisms.

In January 1934, the Seventeenth Party Congres®ned in Moscow, and the voting

showed that Stalin was not as popular as othethBuik leaders. Sergei Kirov, an Old

courtroom setting where most of the evidence agé#iesn came only from peasant witnesses. Sheitpdirick
argues that the peasants, while using the systeemtove officials, continued to be wary of Staliplans (“How
the Mice Buried the Cat: Scenes from the Greaj@siof 1937 in the Russian Provincd?iissian Reviewol. 52,
No. 3, July 1993, pp. 299-320). Michael Ellmanwkweer, disagrees, pointing out that many peasapisasted this
method of removing poor authority. The trials waot just “carnival”, but part of the Terror as erdd by Stalin
himself (“The Soviet 1937 Provincial Show Trial€arnival or Terror?’Europe-Asia Studie¥/ol. 53, No. 8,
December 2001, pp. 1221-1233).

18 The First Five-Year Plan, beginning in 1929, altyjushowed slight increase in grain exports but a
drastic 65 percent decline in the export of angpfarm products, which showed that the induspéat of the Plan
was not exactly strengthened by the agricultuds siThe slaughter of livestock to prevent regioisiby the Party
showed itself in every area of the Soviet Uniopeesally outlying territories, where death and faenreduced
livestock population by roughly 80 to 90 perceBy 1937 an estimated—and still contested—11 milhoman
deaths from dekulakization and famine occurredyuiés taken from Robert Conque&itse Harvest of Sorrow:
Soviet Collectivization and the Terror-Famifiéew York: Oxford University Press, 1986).

19 Robert Conquesstalin: Breaker of Nationg. 160.



Bolshevik who had participated in the 1905 and 1R&Vvolutions and the Civil War, was a
celebrated figure in the Party. After his sucadshie Congress he represented the opposition to
Stalin in the Politburo until he was killed in Daaeer 1934. The circumstances of his death
remain unclear but it is extremely likely Stalindhehand in the murdé?. Kirov’s death

signaled not only an end to coordinated opposgigainst Stalin, but also the beginning of what
would be the deaths of millions across the Sovi@bl), the Great Terror. Stalin’s system for
the removal of opponents involved constant suxedé of the population, mass imprisonment,
and executions. While many Soviet citizens negaly understood what was happening they
knew enough not to speak out against Stalin andakernment, and thus fear became the most
effective tool of the Terror. The most prominen&ccteristic of the Terror was the trial. In the
countryside, anyone could point out the existerideroorists and traitors who wanted to destroy
the system Stalin set up, and trials most oftentdeglilty verdicts. In Moscow, however, from
1936-1938, Stalin held three of the most importaals, each one leading to the arrest and
removal of many high-level Party officials.

It is necessary to explain the three major tridis,key defendants, and the charges
brought against them in order to understand thenrhade of Stalin’s plans. The first of the
Moscow trials occurred from August 19 to 24 in 1938hile the list of defendants included
sixteen men, there were three major players. ifse Grigory Zinoviev, was a prominent figure
in the Communist Party Central Committee, espgcaalking Lenin’s last years. After a failed
attempt to seize power from Stalin in 1925, he axg=elled from the Party in 1927 and exiled

until he publicly acknowledged his mistakes. Heswginstated to the Party, but by December

2 Historians often debate just how directly Staktéme involved with Kirov's murder. Robert Tucker
guestions the idea that Stalin ever met the murdBliikolaev, in person. It is more likely that Btaused someone
else to gain Nikolaev's support. S&mlin in Powerp. 290. Adam Ulam points out how foolish it wbllave
been for such a man as Stalin to ever have ledipamptrail over this incident, but clearly Staladhthe most to gain
from Kirov's death. Se8talin: The Man and His EreNew York: Viking Press, 1973), p. 382.

10



1934, after the murder of Sergei Kirov, Zinovievsramain expelled and this time arrested. In
1935 a short trial showed him guilty of having athén the death. By the time the 1936 trial
began, Zinoviev was in the middle of serving ayear prison sentence as a result of the past
events.

Lev Kamenev, the second high-profile defendantabee the primary speaker for an
alliance known as the United Opposition which ptlplopposed Stalin’s control in the 1920s.
After a Party Congress deemed his ideas incompatilth the Party line, the CPSU expelled
him until he admitted his mistakes. Kamenev fabedsame charges as Zinoviev in 1935, and
when put on trial in 1936 he, too, was currentlysggy time for implication in Kirov’'s
assassination.

Ivan Smirnov served a significant role in the emorc affairs of the Soviet Union and
was also a member of the Executive Committee o€R8U in the 1920s. By 1925, however,
Smirnov became an outspoken proponent of the lteeStalin needed to be removed from his
post as Secretary General. He soon was removedhi® posts and exiled until he broke with
Trotsky. Upon reinstatement to the Party, he @lost in the heavy industry field until 1933
when he was again expelled and put into a labop¢carhere he remained until brought to trial
in 1936.

The men on trial in August 1936 faced a varietglzdrges, including those of wrecking,
sabotage, and terrorist activities. The term tiesm” in the 1930s usually meant assassination
attempts and the desire to harm or injure spetafigets, which in this case were figures such as
Stalin, Vyacheslav Molotov, and, most noticeablyol. The trial attempted to show that the
conspiracies were very complex and involved a largaber of agents from many different

fields. While Zinoviev and Kamenev were said tednéed the plot, they had help from such

11



men as Isak Reingold, who worked in the CommissafiAgriculture and Vagarshak Ter-
Vaganyan, the Armenian Communist Party leader.oddin sabotage of industry and agriculture
and with the help of foreign agents, primarily NRarty members, Leon Trotsky seemed to be
orchestrating an overthrow of Stalin’s regime frerile. In the end, the court found all sixteen
men, or the “Trotskyite-Zinovievite Terrorist Cegitr guilty and sentenced every one of them to
death?!

Less than a year later, the second Moscow traM dace during the week of January 23-
30, 1937. With Zinoviev out of the picture, theyeseteen men this time formed the “Anti-Soviet
Trotskyite Center” against Stalin’s government.eystood “accused of treason against the
country, espionage, acts of diversion, wreckingyiigs and the preparation of terrorist acts.”
For this trial, there were two major figures: KRddek and Yuri Pyatakov.

Karl Radek joined the Bolsheviks after the 191%dhation, but supported them through
the First World War. He spent a great deal of im&ermany working to gain supporters for
Communism and contacts for the CPSU. Radek wasnab®r of the Central Committee and
then joined the Comintern during the early 192@s, @ontributed to the Soviet Constitution in
1936 that much of the Western world hailed as gelatep toward the democratization of the
Soviet Union. Because of his posts which allowigd & great deal of contact with the West, he
had a large number of friends among Western joistsadnd political figures, which helped

make the 1937 trial slightly higher profile thas jgredecessor.

# Much of the defendants’ titles and backgroundisied in John Dewey’s repoot Guilty: Report of
the Commission of Inquiry into the Charges MadeiAgid eon Trotsky in the Moscow Trigdew York: Harper
& Brothers, 1938). Robert Conquestke Great Terror: A Reassessm@déw York: Oxford University Press,
1990) also provides more detailed backgrounds fendiants such as Zinoviev and Kamenev and willdeslu
accordingly in the following chapters.

# people’s Commissariat of Justice of the USB&port of Court Proceedings in the Case of the-Anti
Soviet Trotskyite CentéNew York: Howard Fertig, 1967), Cover. Origilygbrinted in Moscow after the trial in
1937, the English translation came out thirty yesisr the fact.

12



Yuri Pyatakov was a member of the Central Committethe Ukrainian Communist
Party. Inthe 1920s he took over a position inSbgiet Economic Council and oversaw the coal
industry in a number of regions in the country. fréguently aligned himself with Trotsky's
ideas and after expulsion and reinstatement irgd”trty, he took over a post in the heavy
industry sector. His past pro-Trotsky views earhia a trip to the courtroom in 1937 where he
confessed to conspiring with Nazi agents to gairtrob of the Soviet Union.

While the charges were much the same in 1937egshttid been the year before, this
time there was slightly more emphasis placed orméhe of foreign agents as well as the
sabotage of industry. Three of the defendantsifasok, Yakov Livshitz, and lvan Knayazev,
worked closely overseeing railroad construction arahtenance. Leonid Serebryakov and
Stanislav Ratachaik had posts in the industrigissewhile Grigori Sokolnikov had been both
Commissar of Finance and an ambassador to Englodunately for Stalin, the Soviet Union
and Communist Party had such a wide number of @ostgobs that someone could always be
held accountable for problems. In the end, Mik&aibilov received eight years in prison and
Valentin Arnold, Sokolnikov, and Radek each escapithl ten years. The court decided on the
death sentence for the other thirteen ffen.

The final trial held from March 2-13 in 1938 wagwably the most widely publicized,
and the “Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyitéaced similar charges as the men in the
previous two trials. One of the reasons thatttiis was so significant was because of its
primary defendant, Nikolai Bukharin. Bukharin weditor of bothPravdaand latedzvestia the

state-run media outlets of the Soviet Union. Hgpuad for the continuation of war efforts in

% The official description of the charges was prihiteReport of Court Proceedings in the Case of the
Anti-Soviet Trotskyite CentéPeople’s Commissariat of Justice of the USSR 7)93over, and stated the
defendants stood “accused of treason against tn&rgo espionage, acts of diversion, wrecking dtitis and the
preparation of terrorist acts.” Trials such as ¢hesuld only occur with vague and generalized abgrg
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1917 rather than the cessation of hostilities thhotlne meeting at Brest-Litovsk. He was a
major supporter of the New Economic Policy, anddwered a more moderately paced
industrialization than Stalin planned. Bukharinsvedso the primary mind behind the Soviet
Constitution of 1936. Stalin eventually used Buktia meetings with Zinoviev and Kamenev
and his more moderate views on industrializatiothageason for putting the so-called traitor in
prison.

The 1938 trial involved again a number of defenslarho allegedly participated in
wrecking and sabotage, but this time around trgektrpercentage of the men were accused of
spying for foreign powers. Kristian Rakovsky andk&dy Rosengoltz claimed to be working for
both Germany and Great Britain as defendants ha836 and 1937. This time, however, other
nations allegedly played a bigger hand in the gitechoverthrow of the Soviet regime. Grigori
Grinko and Vasili Sharangovich supposedly collatestavith Poland, and Rakovsky and
Rosengoltz wrecked industry to help Japan. Itelear by 1938 that the theme was the threat of
war. Akmal Ikramov and Faizulla Khodjayev workedieaken Uzbekistan for attack, while
Sharangovich did the same in Byelorussia. Whilg&dBessonov received fifteen years in
prison, Rakovsky faced twenty and Dmitrii Pletneft With twenty-five. The rest of the
defendants, including Bukharin, could only sit &isten as the court passed down the death
sentence on each of thém.

Stalin had to be well aware of the history andlewan of trials in Russia, especially as

much of the show trial process had roots in theR@reolutionary er&® The Russian Orthodox

24 A more detailed list of defendants is providedsiter chapters and is taken from bbbt Guiltyand the
Report of Court Proceedings in the Case of the-8ntiiet ‘Bloc of Rights and Trotskyit¢®eople’s Commissariat
of Justice of the USSR, 1938).

% stalin learned much of the process of a showfigah his predecessor Lenin, who in turn borrowed
from history. In the 1910s and 1920s, “...Lenin aiglcolleagues used the law as a tool for implemgrheir
policies. This approach to law was consistent ithautocratic tradition of the tsars and hadsdaothe ideas and
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Church had been searching out and dealing withessnior hundreds of years, and Alexander lI
introduced the concept of a jury trial in 1864. tBg early twentieth century, anti-tsarist
sentiment led to the creation and rise of what wdnd known as agitation trials. These trials
actually were plays that took place in local thesatand clubs, and the writers designed them not
only as a means of speaking out against sociabilisalso as a way to distance themselves from
the decaying tsarist authority. After the revadas in 1905 and 1917, an agitation trial was one
of the many ways in which people could distancengeves from the backwardness of the old
order. As they grew in popularity, “the trials ghproved to be a crucial venue for the
intersection of the Enlightenment ideals of tseeist educators, the anxieties and insecurity of
early Soviet administrators, and the general pdjmis hunger for drama’® By 1864, Russians
loved trials, especially when it was someone ésef) the charges.

Agitation trials took full advantage of audiencatripation and reaction. At the end of
the play, the crowd was often allowed to decideféite of the defendants, and for observers this
was the most entertaining part. They listenedhéopiay word for word so they could fully
understand the charges and act according to theitkoowledge. Eventually, however, by the
1920s and 1930s, the trials had evolved into mwae just entertainment. With the struggle to
build a powerful centralized Bolshevik authorityetaudience eventually learned that they were
meant to change their lives according to the lesedthe agitation trials. The last of the
agitation trials “reflect[ed] the temper of the @8m They open with long disquisitions on

socialist construction and industrialization” adlvas with reports on the conditions of grain

assumptions of Russian Marxism as well.” See F&tésmon, Jr.Soviet Criminal Justice Under Stalfhondon:
Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 17.

% Elizabeth WoodPerforming Justice: Agitation Trials in Early SeviRussiglthaca: Cornell University
Press, 2005), p. 14.
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supplies and agriculture across Ruésighe Bolsheviks needed to get messages acrosbyand
the 1920s the agitation trials had changed froorm fof entertainment to Bolshevik propaganda
and an increased ability to reach a greater nuiggeople. From Lenin’s major trials in the
1920s to Stalin’s in the 1930s, the show trialsenfarversion of the agitation trial on a larger
scale.®
Much of Stalin’s trials in the 1930s took lessons only from the agitation trials of the
early Soviet era, but also from the Soviet tridlghe 1920s under Lenin, trials that easily fall
into the category of show trials. Julie Cassidagusses the evolution of the courtroom and
procedures from Lenin to Stalin and explains wieyttlansition occurred. For Cassiday, the
most important changes came about because ofdheased use and control of the theatrical and
cinematic means of representation in the courtro8ime argues that Soviet trials, in fact,
borrowed from the French Revolutionary model thiawged for the incorporation of “spectator
participation and the elimination of the boundagfvieen the audience and the stajeictures
from the Soviet trials suggest a crowd that seemext like there was a play rather than a trial
taking place in front of it. Audience reaction Bete so important that
court officials and defendants alike tried to bugisgmpathy in the trial’'s
audience by casting themselves in the role oféhgantic
revolutionary...The need for correct expression afi@oce
participation...proved so great that GPU agents satamong the trial’s
spectators to provoke appropriate responses...

The trial of the Social Revolutionaries in 1922lanLenin allowed defendants to speak

out, but the 1928 Shakhty trial ended tHaStalin had the benefit of historical trials, pthe

% Elizabeth WoodPerforming Justicep. 201.

%8 Elizabeth WoodPerforming Justicep. 195.

2 Julie Cassiday, “Marble Columns and Jupiter Lights 644.

%0 Julie Cassiday, “Marble Columns and Jupiter Lights 645.

31 The Trial of the SRs began June 8, 1922. The &% khitially fought against the Bolsheviks in the
Russian Civil War, but realized the White armiesnpled to restore the tsarist regime and consegquandied
warfare with Lenin. After the Bolsheviks grantéein amnesty in 1919, by April 1922 the SRs weittiéb
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knowledge of Lenin’s trials. Increased audiencgig@pation combined with a story-like plot
created by defendants’ testimony, and becausaoftiir the end of the 1930s, Soviet statecraft
had become Soviet stagecraft.”

Looking back at various trials, it is clear thasdph Stalin did not pull his ideas out of
thin air. Rather, he used a mix of history andaassues. He borrowed elements of trials from
as far back as the Inquisition and witchcraft $riahd gained the outlines for audience
participation from the French Revolution. The atdn trials of early twentieth century Russia
provided blueprints for the theatrical process shaw trial, and Lenin in the 1920s proved that
one could successfully integrate Bolshevik propdgeand audience participation to create an
effective way to gain popular support and removgostion to power.

The following chapters will examine Stalin’s threajor show trials, each placed in the
context of the events occurring in Europe, Asial #re United States. Reactions to the trials
hold the most important key to the success orraitd Stalin’s attempts at improving relations
with the West, and as such each chapter deterrtiieesature of change in reaction over the
course of the trials. Chapter two focuses on thedev-Kameneyv trial in 1936 and uses
journalistic and government reaction to fully paytthe uncertainty of the West over Stalin’s

intentions for holding such a trial.

anyway. Despite attempts by Lenin’s party to cdiasor with workers and gain support for the triely showed
up at demonstrations. Among the prominent figatethe trial were Karl Radek, Yuri Pyatakov, anddi
Bukharin, who would later sit on the other sidahaf defendant stand. On August 7, 1922, the ¢wmmtled down
death sentences on the defendants, but realizithgthe peasant and international support he waded,ILenin
simply held the men in prison. Only in 1936 did 8urvivors meet their ends at the hands of JoSe&glim. See
David Shub'’s article “The Trial of the SRRssian Reviewwol. 23, No. 4 October 1964, pp. 362-369). OryMa
18, 1928, the Shakhty Trial began, and the fiftp¢hdefendants were all coal-mining engineers, safméom
were German. In the middle of the First Five YBEm, Stalin needed scapegoats to explain poowuptiah levels
and low output results. By July, eleven of thermmexeived death sentences, three walked freehanest faced
prison terms. This trial provided the blueprinds the rapidly growing number of wrecking trialsahghout the
Soviet Union and also gave Stalin practice forltiter Moscow trials. See Julie Cassiday’s “Mai®t@umns and
Jupiter Lights,” pp. 648-649. Simon Montefiore azguhat this trial was part of the Bolsheviks “bdtof technical
experts” who criticized Stalin’s plans. Sstlin: Court of the Red TsafNew York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2004, p.
37)

32 Julie Cassiday, “Marble Columns and Jupiter Lights 656.

17



Chapter 3 continues with the 1937 trial of Rad&@kfakov, and others and shows that
with the continually worsening conflict in Spainngbined with increased fascist aggression in
Germany and militaristic aggression from Japaticesm for Stalin’s trials and the Soviet Union
grew as Western governments questioned the streftjte Red Army and the ability of the
Soviet Union to stand against conflict. Despitalits attempt to change the wrongs of the
1936 trial, the second trial met with resistangeeeglly because of the defendants on trial.
Many journalists and government officials were elegth Radek and found it difficult to
believe his guilt.

Chapter 4 discusses the Bukharin trial of 193@&lir8s final Moscow trial was the most
publicized and consequently the most criticizethe Thapter also examines how the messages
changed with each trial. By 1937 and then 1938 ctharges and conspiracies became
increasingly international in nature and suggeslirfsattempted to grab support from anywhere
in order to preserve the Soviet Union and his peabkpower, even if this meant a more reserved
outlook on Germany.

The fifth and final chapter attempts to underst8tain’s intentions for holding the trials
and suggests that his endeavor was in fact oner@fgh and not just domestic policy, and that it
ultimately failed due to the crises in Europe dmelWnited States.

If one returns to Sokol’s earlier definition ofenertain type of trial, it becomes easier to
modify this to create a more accurate definitionvbht a show trial is. A show trial is one
brought about as a central authority either besatself in jeopardy or strives to simulate
jeopardy for political advantage, popular suppamil/or more centralized power. This is done
through audience participation and mass commupitcdtased on both past and contemporary

social and political themes. Put together coryeetishow trial often can play out more as
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theater than judicial process. Using Joseph Stdlimscow trials of 1936, 1937, and 1938, the
following chapters will examine the most importpatt of a show trial: audience reaction—
primarily, Western reaction to the Soviet dramaerigthing from audience composition and
prosecution’s interrogations to defendants’ demesiand attendees’ personal beliefs affected
what those in the West got out of the trials.s laiso imperative to examine the international
situation of the 1930s to understand whether copteary opinions changed or remained the

same through the course of the trials and whyiais so.
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“TROTSKYISM IS FASCIST TERRORISM”: THE WORLD REACI TO THE AUGUST
1936 ZINOVIEV-KAMENEV TRIAL

On August 19, 1936, Joseph Stalin’s first majonvshal began. Grigory Zinoviev, Lev
Kamenev, and fourteen others entered the Moscowiroom facing a number of charges that
painted a picture of a deep, complex conspirachilé\show trials were nothing new, especially
in the Soviet Union, few had been as big or seelyiag important. Even though Stalin
intended this first trial to be heard mostly byargestic audience, foreign observers were still
present. As the trial progressed Soviet citizersthe world watched the events unfold, and
because of the international situation regardedtle@ario with uncertainty over Stalin’s
intentions.

By the middle of 1936, Europe and the Soviet Urhiad experienced a series of events
that helped explain public reaction to the Zinoviameneyv trial. On March 7, Hitler
reoccupied the Rhineland in defiance of both theatyr of Versailles and the 1925 Locarno Pact
that had neutralized the earlier border disputeis Mot only weakened Stalin’s belief in the
willingness of Western powers to stand up to Hitbert also gave Stalin reason to put his plan
into action: “Within a few days after the Germanrg into the Rhineland, Stalin gave orders,
secretly, for the preparation of the first of these great purge trials...Just after this...the draft
of the new constitution was publishetBy combining the threat of German aggression with
possibility of more civil freedoms, Stalin met wikss resistance to the trial domestically. As if
to further support Stalin’s claim of fascist andaeist threats to the Soviet Union, the Spanish
Civil War began in mid-July 1936. Shortly afterg¥fern nations and the Soviet Union
approved a French agreement of noninterventiorpairs Stalin hoped this would slow the

spread of fascist aggression, but by August andeSdyer, he realized this was not the case and

! George KennarRussia and the West Under Lenin and Stéliaw York: Mentor Books, 1960), p. 288.



began to send military aid to the Republicansdbtfthe German and Italian-backed
Nationalists. Thus the trial that began in Augraild serve domestically remove opposition to
Stalin’s possible preparation for war and to eliat@opponents. At the same time, such a trial
could also serve foreign policy goals by showirg riist of the world that the Soviet Union was
willing to defend itself, to stand up to fascisgegssion, and that the Soviet Union was a worthy
nation to have as an ally.

The trial did not take place in what one wouldlitianally think of as a courtroom
setting. Rather, the defendants faced questianitite Nobles Club. A$imemagazine
observed,

As thick clouds rolled over Moscow one afternoast keek the ornate
chandeliers of the onetime Nobles Club were lighBaliet soldiers in blue caps
appeared with fixed bayonets, and some 500 people admitted to the stately
Hall of Columns after their credentials had beesc&led and rechecked by
sentries at the doofs.
Harold Denny of thé&lew York Timepainted a picture of the setting in such a way ttia
reader would think of theater rather than judipiaceedings, which was Stalin’s plan: “In a
frivolous ballroom of a vanished nobility, wherendang girls in the plaster frieze smile down on
sixteen doomed revolutionaries, a fantastic dramadving toward its final curtairt.”

The defendants came from a variety of places andpations. Konon Berman-Yurin
had been a member of the German Communist Partp)l&Rd a freelance writer. Mossei and
Nathan Lurye also both worked for the KPD, andztiawvid, like Berman-Yurin was a

freelance writer and member of the KPD. Valen@ieerg worked in Berlin and moved to the

Soviet Union to become an educator.

2 “perfect Dictator, Time Vol. XXVIII, No. 9, August 31, 1936, p. 16.
% Harold Denny, “Trials Dramatize Soviet Struggledgw York TimesAugust 23, 1936, p. E5.
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Ivan Bakayev worked for the Cheka, the Sovietqeobtirganization, and became a
member of the Leningrad Soviet. Grigori Evdokintad been Secretary of the Leningrad
Committee and held a seat on the Petrograd Cooh€ilade Unions. Edouard Holtzmann held
an administrative post for the Soviet CommunistyPand Richard Pickel had been a secretary
of Grigori Zinoviev’'s. Vagarshak Ter-Vaganyan whas leader of the Armenian Communist
Party. Isak Reingold held posts as Deputy Peoflelmmissar of Finance and Agriculture.
Ephim Dreitzer served as an officer of the Red Amimthe Civil War and was part of Trotsky’s
personal bodyguard. Sergei Mrachovsky had beem@order of the Urals military district.
lvan Smirnov was leader of the Siberian forcesrduthe Civil War, eventually became a
member of the Revolutionary Committee of the Easlt\aas the People’s Commissar of Soviet
Postal Services and Telegrabh.

The two main defendants, however, were Grigoro¥iev and Lev Kamenev. Zinoviev
initially worked closely with Lenin and even retedhfrom exile with him in 1917, but his
disagreement with Lenin over the nature of a Balghtakeover led to growing tension within
the Party. Zinoviev’s willingness to negotiate wanti-Bolsheviks put him out of favor with
Lenin even more and led to Trotsky taking positisrsecond-in-command. Despite clashes
with Trotsky, Zinoviev managed to gain a post asthef the Communist International
(Comintern) in 1919 and became a member of ther@ledbommittee. After Lenin’s death he
briefly sided with Stalin against Trotsky, but orfglin rendered Trotsky ineffective, he turned
his attention toward removal of other possible gioan, namely Zinoviev and Kamenev. After
Zinoviev’'s removal from the Politburo in 1927, hewed to Stalin’s power and rejoined the

Party until his arrest at the end of 1934 for dagald hand in Sergei Kirov’'s assassination.

* Descriptions of the defendants come friiot Guilty: Report of the Commission of Inquirtoithe
Charges Made Against Leon Trotsky in the Moscoalg(New York: Harper & Brothers, 1938).
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Kamenev, like Zinoviev, was one of the originah@al Committee members, but had a
falling out over the violent nature of the BolsHegbup in 1917. After the Revolution, he
became Chairman of the Moscow Soviet in 1918 andkecbwith Stalin to remove Trotsky from
power in the mid-1920s. Stalin then turned ontth® men and after Kamenev’s expulsion from
the Party and his ensuing capitulation to Stalggg/er, he and Zinoviev found themselves in
prison for Kirov's murder, where they remained Litite 1936 triaf

The lead prosecutor, Andrei Vyshinsky, was the &osr General of the Soviet Union.
After presiding over a number of earlier trials;luding the 1933 Metro-Vickers Trial of British
engineers, he strengthened his reputation as dlessrand aggressive lawyer, speechmaker, and
interrogator by constantly degrading and shamiegiffendants of all three Moscow show
trials® The judge for all three was Vasily Ulrich, a mano was noted for his short, fast-paced
trials and his carrying out of verdicts, primamdyecutions. His job provided him with less
notoriety than Vyshinsky, however. In the Sovietidh as a judge, Ulrich did not have to
support a particular process of law that woulddfable to defendant or prosecutor; rather, he
determined sentencing and handed out verdicts hwhithis case came from Stalin.

The charges seemed straightforward enough—the difiés planned to organize

terrorist groups to sabotage Soviet plans for acingrnthe country. This included assassination

® Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Trotsky never fully recaefrom the expulsion in the first place. Attemiats
defend themselves met only with harsher criticisith anger from an uncooperative audience, and dten a
repeated self-criticism, Zinoviev and Kamenev stilded up in prison as they were easy scapeggeatsdor
Stalin. Roy Medvedev’ket History Judgé€New York: Columbia University Press, 1989) pdrs such
background as is mentioned above.

® After holding his post as Prosecutor, Vyshinskg \Reputy People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs.
His talent for creating scapegoats remained imbik in Soviet-American relations. Valentin Berkati, Stalin’s
interpreter, recalled an incident in which a tedegis arrival to the United States faced delayser&hwas nothing
wrong on the Soviet end, but Stalin wanted soméotdame and requested Vyshinsky's help. As Bekezh
contacted him, he knew Vyshinsky would “surely fmdulprit” See Valentin BerezhkovAt Stalin’s SidgNew
York: Birch Lane Press, 1994), p. 213. His rol¢hie Moscow trials was considerable as he endeghopsing
most of the prosecution and he helped create thegeh and questions to be asked of the defendamtse matter
of public trials, Vyshinsky “knew how to create tiflasion of lawfulness”, and it often worked tcshadvantage See
Arkady Vaksbergstalin’s Prosecutor: The Life of Andrei Vyshingkigw York: Grove Weidenfeld, 1990), p. 69.
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of high-ranking Party officials such as Stalin witte help of foreign agents. The court also
implicated the men in the murder of Sergei Kirod axplained that all these plans were the
creation of the Soviet Union’s number one enemypn_€rotsky.

The trial did not have the international feel atiure ones; rather, it proved more useful to
Stalin as a method of removing internal opposititfany in Stalin’s government did wish for
Party stability, especially as “Old Bolsheviks werelonger useful for constructive purposes
simply because they had been brought up to beimegattics of everything” The question
was, however, why was it necessary to remove tmese It is impossible to know Stalin’s
thoughts, but many people around the world attthreg believed that Stalin was turning his back
on the world especially as he instituted a progofisocialism-in-one-country.

As the trial began, there was not a large numbfareign observers on hand, so most
people in the Western nations relied on these ewdétails. Joseph Phillips, writing for the
New York Herald Tribunemade it a point to discuss the appearance anéatsn of defendants
and court officials. Th@&ribunehad a Republican voice that frequently calledafideast some
degree of American involvement in internationaba#f. It was a nationally circulated and well-
respected newspaper with many loyal readers.

For Phillips, many of the defendants maintainel@ast a small amount of dignity, as
“even the years which some of them had passedsarphad not altogether obliterated the
stamp of authority from their dress and bearfifdmenev, Reingold, and Yevdokimov all

entered the courtroom shaved and neatly dressedvigv, however, had the unkempt look of a

" Joel CarmichaeBtalin’s Masterpiec¢éNew York: St. Martin’s Press, 1976), p. 208.

8 Joseph Phillips, “16 Admit Plot to Slay Stalin,|&R&Russia,’New York Herald Tribune/olume XCVI,
No. 32, August 20, 1936, p. 35. Thebuneearlier became known for its publication of jodistaaccounts on the
deplorable conditions in the Western Soviet Uniaa tb famine and disease, prompting Soviet officialban
journalists from traveling the country. See STalylor, Stalin’s Apologist(New York: Oxford University Press,
1990), p. 202.
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man who was resigned to his fate and realizeditdte. It is clear that Phillips did not believe
that defendants gave confessions due to tortuney $eemed to be treated well and managed to
keep at least some pride throughout the trial.

Harold Denny, a journalist for tiéew York Timesagreed with his colleague’s
assessment. Denny earlier covered allegatiorsnoie and death in the Ukraine along with
Timesjournalist Walter Duranty. After writing that Isaw nothing but the growth and eventual
victory of Soviet collectivization, many began tgae Denny was an apologist for the Soviet
Union, which may have been why Stalin allowed honattend the trials. Denny believed that
“Kameneff seemed unchanged, still animated andhdisished-looking...Zinovieff, however,
looked utterly beaten, chagrined, and apatheticceGtout, he is thin, haggard, and tiréd.”
Again, this did not seem to be because of tortiRather, Zinoviev realized the consequences of
his actions that brought him to trial and thus e¢tgd them too late. The whole trial for Denny
made sense because the defendants all jumpedrtéettteand quickly and emphatically added
to the prosecution’s accusations. Who else butygmen would be so willing to confess and
give such detailed testimony?

Timemagazine’s writers were always interested in dagestories in terms of the people
involved in events. Editor Henry Luce wanted thegazine to emphasize pop culture and
entertainment, and this style of writing transfdrte coverage of the Moscow trials. Like other
periodicals,Timerecognized Zinoviev’s state as “unshaven...wild-&air.” while Kamenev

maintained a dignified appearance and spoke taudence “with the air of a professor

° Harold Denny, “16 in Soviet Admit 2 Plots on StaliNew York TimesAugust 20, 1936, p. 5. Like most
Western journalists, Denny often had a difficuttéi with the Soviet Press Office. Denny thus famepiments with
both the Soviets and with his predecessor, Walteabty, who felt Denny’s writing ability was welelw his.
Despite many problems, Denny still often pointetitbat the trials seemed legitimate, at least éoetkient that the
defendants confessed. Thienescontinued to print Duranty’s pro-Soviet writingasll as Denny’s vague
assessments of the Moscow trials. See Tayftdéin's Apologist
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addressing pupils of none too great intelligenc&’ The magazine continued to be critical of the
trials over the next three years.

Newspapers continually debated why the trials vetd in the first place. Harold
Denny felt that Stalin had both domestic and glaft@ntions. Because international politics
and most political parties around the world wersuoh turmoil during the 1930s, the
Communist movement would definitely feel the eféeot such deep plots to remove its leaders.
Stalin’s prime enemy, Trotsky, had to be removedrater for Stalin to gain more recognition,
and so Denny argued that “Trotsky’s prestige befloeeworld proletariat is to be destroyed, and
what better way to destroy it than to prove thaishen arch-assassin and in league with
Fascists?” Within the Soviet Union, Denny wrotet tine trial was “the nub of what must be the
final destruction of the opposition to Stalin’s jo@@s..."™! He believed the defendants were
telling the truth in their confessions, and thualitheld the trial to remove the any possible
oppositionist elements of the Communist movemesitianand outside the country.

Around the world, publications began to receiv@tpand interpret the reactions of
eyewitnesses to the trial. In Great Britain, td@a¥s of The Economisargued strongly their
case for why the trial occurred. The publicatiorcs its birth in 1843 always supported
economic freedom and strengthened internationgde@@dion and continually opposed such
ideas as socialism, especially for its unreasonddxd@e for government involvement in citizens’
daily lives. The editors recalled the Metropolidickers affair in 1933 that implicated British
engineers in sabotage charges, and they scoftbéé 4036 trial much in the same way: “the

circuses andait accomplishy which Fascist regimes compensate their citizenthe lack of

1 Time Volume XXVIII, No. 9, August 31, 1936, p. 16lime’scriticisms remained after the trials ended,
and often the editors seemed rather cynical abmériea’s dealings with the Soviet Union. After Boty’s death,
the magazine remembered him as the top “Russidongipbin the West” Timg October 14, 1957, p. 110).

" Harold Denny, “Trials Dramatize Soviet Strugglgs, E5.
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butter on their bread are replaced in Russia bgrgig State trials of saboteurs’2The editors
argued that the Soviet government came out strangesr ability to deal with internal affairs,
but in foreign affairs the attempt at cooperatiathwountries such as Great Britain and Poland
was only fading rapidly. The primary reason fa thal was that is was an attempt to hide the
shortcomings of the Soviet government from itseftis, and the international fallout was an
afterthought according tbhe Economist

Max Shachtman held a slightly different interptieta of the trial and voiced multiple
reasons for Stalin’s actions, a number of themdbaseinternational developments. Shachtman,
once an American Trotskyist and then leader ofridependent Socialist League, which
eventually merged with the Socialist Party, poimeti Stalin’s shortcomings in Spain during
this time period. In terms of a world stage, hikelved Stalin held the trials not only “to distract
the attention of the Soviet masses from the sgjrewents in Spain” but also “to inform the world
bourgeoisie or those among them with whom Stalspdeately seeks a military alliance that
Trotsky, Zinoviev and Kamenev...are through for godtat Stalin is worthy of the confidence
of the bourgeoisie who need not be troubled withfaars of world revolution being tolerated
by the Kremlin.*® He also mentioned that the trial was a way of sShguPSU members that
even though the Constitution guaranteed freedotainSvould handle criticism accordingly.

Trial observers such as Denny and Phillips nevadhrentertained the possibility of
defendants giving confession under torture, butBtmaan could not believe that any of these

men would so incredibly eagerly jump to their feetienounce themselves and each other. He

12«Trial By and For the PeopleThe EconomistVolume CXXIV, No. 4852, August 22, 1936, p. 364.

3 Max Shachtman, “The Moscow TrialSocialist Appeal: An Organ of Revolutionary Sdsial Volume
2, No. 9, October 1, 1936, p 3. Shachtman weri @nlater article to explain that much of this veasply the
“Stalinist plague” that simply affected areas ofisty, economy, and politics. The Russian Revoiutiould
continue to be an isolated incident if the Soviatdd remained Stalin’s playground (“Nineteen Yeafrthe
Russian Revolution,Socialist Appeal: An Organ of Revolutionary Sadsial Volume 2, No. 10, November 1,
1936, p. 5).
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argued “one cannot come to any other conclusiormxbat the ‘confessions’ were made to
order. The defendants must have felt themselvderisome moral, mental or physical
compulsion to make the kind of confessions they'id.ike many, Shachtman also lamented
the decision of the court to execute the defendafts him, this proved only that Stalin was
never interested in the advancement of true seoadind rather desired to maintain and
strengthen his own personal power, more like antyial dictator than a figurehead of equality
and justice. It was absurd to think that men wad fought for years to end the chains of the
Old Regime in Russia would really desire the hélfhe Nazi government, whose conflicting
ideals could never match those of the Socialistenant.

There were also British observers attiaé and while many in Great Britain
remembered what had happened in earlier Soviéd,tsame defended Stalin and the Soviet
Union. Denis Pritt, a member of the Labour Paatgued that many in his country jumped to
hasty conclusions about how wrong the trials wete.felt that those who criticized did not fully
understand that Soviet courts worked differentyfrBritish ones, and Pritt attempted to address
the main concerns of the opposition. On the isgube quick guilty pleas of the defendants, he
pointed out that “prisoners do sometimes pleadygtol charges...when they see that the
evidence against them is overwhelmingThe trial could not possibly have been staged imza
it lasted too long and the confessions were toailéet for anyone to recite perfectly over such a
lengthy period of time: “Months of rehearsal bg thost competent actors could not have

enabled false participants in such a contest tadasminutes without disclosing the falsity’2”

* Max ShachtmarBehind the Moscow Triglondon: Plough Press, Ltd., 1971), p. 40. Wtiiis was
the first time the pamphlet appeared for mass aopsion in Great Britain, it was originally in cirladion in the
United States in 1936.

15D. N. Pritt,At the Moscow Tria(New York: International Publishers, 1937), p. 5.

5D, N. Pritt,At the Moscow Trialp. 11.
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Pritt also felt that the relaxed atmosphere indtwgrtroom cancelled out the argument
that interrogators tortured the prisoners befoeg thok the stand. The trial was convincing
because the Soviet Union was economically andigally stable and there was a good chance
that plots did exist to overthrow Stalin. Pritthhevconstantly argued for a British military
alliance with the Soviet Union against Nazi Germdglieved Stalin held the trial for purely
internal purposes. It was simply to judge whethere was an attempted overthrow of the
government and had nothing to do with the situatmo8pain or the slow progress of
industrialization. To explain the relationshiptbé timing of the trial with the Spanish Civil
War, Pritt wrote, “but why it should be thought thiae prosecution was launched just at the time
it was, for any other reason than that the evidéacknot been discovered earlier but had been
discovered then, | do not know/"Pritt’s desire for protection against Germany ovied his
memory of past British treatment in trials heldtbg Soviet Union.

The Communist Party of the United States also vest¢he trial carefully and held a
variety of views on the 1936 trial and those tldibfved. Throughout the 1930s the Party grew
into a powerful force in American politics. Thisw/largely because the group was outspoken
over issues that most worried Americans at the,tineduding unemployment, continued
economic depression, and the most pressing, tleapaltthreat of fascism in the country. The
Party may have been located in the United Statedt tbok orders from the Comintern, which
by 1936 followed Stalin’s policies and orders. &8ese of this, once the Comintern adopted the
Popular Front tactic in 1935, the CPUSA found ftegluctantly cooperating with the Socialist

Party under Stalin’s desire for a United Front agafascisnt® American Communists were

'D. N. Pritt, At the Moscow Trialp. 22.

'8 The Communist Party of the United States nevdlyrbad a large deal of power, especially as tHe ca
for Popular Fronts forced members to embrace RaitseiWew Deal. In addition, the Comintern heavipded
the CPUSA and pulled the Party farther away froendbmestic sphere. Throughout the 1930s, the aaingblicy

29



also confused over what to do about Franklin Roelsewor years they had fervently opposed
the president, but they had to try and quiet asiticafter Stalin praised him as a strong leader of
the capitalist world. The Party continued to heagervations about Roosevelt’s policies,
especially over the situation in Spain: “No issag¢aiched the Party or did more to bolster its
influence among liberals as the Spanish Civil War.”

The Party found Roosevelt’s foreign policy embasirag because of his apparent
unwillingness to aid Loyalist forces in Spain dés8talin’s supposed attempts to do so. This
was compounded by a reaction of disgust towardradbstatement given by France in August
1936, shortly before the first trial, calling fordstern nonintervention in Spain. Fascism had
been the prime enemy of the CPUSA for so long,thactlaims in Zinoviev’s trial of fascist
espionage only seemed to prove Stalin was coriigus especially rang true with younger, more
outspoken Communists, whose only “formative pditiexperiences were the Depression and
the rise of fascism?®

Jay Lovestone, a prominent member of the Partyoacd delegate to the Comintern,
assessed the trials in terms of history and reialaty thought. According to Lovestone, the
same situation had played out nearly 150 yeargeearlParis: “The conversion of political
cases into criminal trials by charging politicalp@ments with impossible and fantastic ‘crimes’

is no diabolical invention of Stalin’s...but seemsatese out of the very conditions of factional-

changes only led to a loss of support for the CPUSAe Firsov, Haynes, and Klehse Secret World of
American CommunisifiNew Haven: Yale University Press, 1995). Tharges often occurred due to
developments in domestic politics in the Sovietdsni For example, by 1935, the Popular Front wasxaellent
way for Stalin to “berate the revolutionary prokéa internationalism of his Trotskyist opponentaul Preston
and Helen Graham, “Barricades against Fascism: POpeilar Front in EuropeHistory Today July 1986, p. 18).

¥ Harvey Klehr,The Heyday of American Communism: The Depressama@e(New York: Basic
Books, Inc., 1984), p. 219.

2 Harvey Klehr TheHeyday of American Communism 217.
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political struggle in revolutionary time$In revolutionary France, the old order was corrupt
and faced threats and aggression from Tory Engjastlas revolutionary Russia confronted

Nazi Germany. Lovestone, who earlier had diffeesnwith the Comintern over the nature of
world revolution, judged the trials not on the dély of the charges the defendants faced, but on
political aims and considerations. The trials waaet of the revolution, and since the choice was
either Stalin or Trotsky, the question was, “whiehdency was carrying forward the interests of
the revolution and which was destroying ff?According to Lovestone, Stalin was the
progressive force, and Trotsky was the counterimiamary figure working against a promising
future for the Soviet Union and world Communisnalgé charges or not, the trial was part of
advancing a much needed revolution. Moving the revolution along was

only one part of the American Communist ideal.eBgthening the Party itself was a high

priority for long time members like Alexander Blttean, a prominent figure in the executive
committee of the CPUSA. The capture and destmiaf@assassins and murderers prevented the
downfall of a Soviet government that had alreadgenaumerous positive advances toward
spreading communist ideology throughout the woBdttelman, like many others, was certain
that fascist terrorists were behind the plots bhbdigrth in the Zinoviev-Kamenev trial, and this
proved the existence of possible terrorism all adbtne world. He believed this was one major
reason for the slow growth of the CPUSA. In arckrpublished almost immediately after the
trial, Bittelman made the connection that “Trotskygitoday stands exposed not only as an ally of

fascism objectively but as a current in fascismotdkyism today is fascisnf®

2 Jay Lovestone, “The Moscow Trial in Historical Bgective,"Workers AgeVolume 6, No. 6, February
6, 1937, p. 3.

2 Jay Lovestone, “The Moscow Trial in Historical Bgective,” p. 3.

% Alexander Bittelman, “The Zinoviev-Kamenev Trial,he Communisiolume 15, No. 9, September
1936, p. 814.
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American Communists also likened Trotsky to a NRerity accomplice because of his
posture on the new Soviet Constitution. Althoughafficially adopted until the end of 1936,
many around the world knew of the giant steps b&akgn to guarantee civil rights and safety
for Russian citizens and thus praised the Constiti#nd Stalin’s regime. Bittelman, however,
pointed out that “publicly and in print both Troysknd Goebbels denounce the new Soviet
Constitution. Goebbels calls it ‘tyranny’; Trotskalls it ‘Bonapartism’.®* It was clear that
Trotsky felt the same as even the worst of the Razty, and because of this the plots brought
out in the trial must have been true. American Camists so frequently referenced
revolutionary France in their arguments becausispinct parallels they saw with the Soviet
Union. CPUSA members were very knowledgeable wheame to historical events, and they
proved this repeatedly. The French Revolution stbthhe overthrow of an oppressive
monarchy and the creation of a liberal state thatided many more rights for its citizens, much
as the Bolsheviks were thought to have done irednly twentieth century. Conflicting
ideologies such as those of the Girondins quicldg @s the ruling groups held trials and
consequently executed opposition. The succedgedfriench Revolution gave hope to many that
the same process would occur in the Soviet Union.

This is not to say that American Communists didiveote their doubts about the trials.

In an unsigned editorial in a September issuehaf Workers Aggoossibly written by

Lovestone, the author questions the outcome dfiitde Even though Trotskyist conspirators
clearly worked hand in hand with the Nazi governm&sther and sufficiently adequate
punishment could have been meted out without negpid executions.” Such harsh justice only
hurt the chances for the democratization of Paagérship within the Comintern and the Soviet

Union. “Furthermore,” the editor added, “we do hesitate to say that the bureaucratic regime

2 plexander Bittelman, “The Zinoviev-Kamenev Triah? 815.
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of Stalin in the CPSU makes it extremely difficidt healthy, constructive critical opposition
forces developing in the Party ranks While the argument may seem odd, the point was tha
allowing such criticism could help prevent futumiaterrevolutionary activities through the use
of discussion and compromise. Such statements agam the desire of the CPUSA to
strengthen their political ideology.

Communists were not the only ones afraid of fasmgfression, although they arguably
were the loudest opponents. Even for those whe disgusted at the far-fetched charges and
the death sentences, Stalin seemed less frightémanga Nazi Germany that was steadily
growing stronger: “Western radical opinion in 19861 no desire to annoy Stalin...Democrats
believed that in the cause of fighting fascismicsiof Stalin’s judicial murders had to be
muzzled.?® Thus, many of those who disapproved of one or bbtitler and Stalin’s
ideologies ended up joining together after a denisin the lesser of two evils.

One prominent international figure who had facesbpgms because of the show trials
was Leon Blum, the head of the Popular Front gavent in France. He found himself in a
difficult position. After the Spanish Civil War dke out, Blum did not want to risk alienating
conservatives in France and possibly causing wiailin his own country. Because of this, he
called for a policy of neutrality in Spain, whichlg angered members of his own Popular Front

government’

% «The Russian EventsThe Workers Age/olume 5, No. 36, September 5, 1936, p. 2.

% Donald RayfieldStalin and His HangmefNew York: Random House, 2004), p. 280.

" Blum seemed to regard the idea of alliance ansecleelations with the Soviet Union with disinteres
until early August 1936, when the Spanish Civil Vilad Stalin’s trials connected. Stalin’s support$pain
appeared near the same time as the first trialBdunth was already having difficulties creating dilmace with the
British, whose government disapproved of Blum'sot&gions with the Soviet Union. Blum’s staff werstical of
the Soviet Union as well. The unwillingness of Bwish and Romanian governments to provide the/ARety a
path through the two territories generated a lddith in the power of Stalin’s soldiers to figluhd Stalin’s
government to negotiate. See Jean Lacoutlweds Blum(New York: Holmes & Meier, 1982).
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After the signing of a Franco-Soviet Mutual Assmsta Pact on May 2, 1935 aimed at
preventing further German advances in Europe,r8satnilitary spokesman in France began to
pressure Blum to add more direct specificationsiibalitary collaboration. Tensions between
France and the Soviet Union had always been higause of the former’s intervention in the
Russian Civil War and the latter’'s unwillingnesg#y back debts left over from the days of
tsarist Russia. By early 1936 the French foreiffic@under Pierre Laval “emphasized the
likelihood that Germany would see in the pact adhof encirclement and that Romania and
Poland...would grow alarmed®

Because of this problem, Blum had to think aboudt&a Europe and Great Britain—
valuable allies against fascist aggression. Wiéhdnset of the Zinoviev-Kamenev trial in
August 1936, “Blum could not have known at the tittet the charges against the defendants
held little credibility, “but the trials and purgesre admittedly not of a nature to inspire the
continuation of secret military talk$*Blum could not know how stable the Soviet Unioallse
was in the wake of the purges and trials, and Whike Stalin desired international sympathy
and support for his alleged fight against fas@starism, at times the only result was uncertainty
and hesitance from the West when dealing with thee$ Union. Interestingly, self-
preservation was apparently more important to Bloetause by November 1936 he decided to
attempt entering secret military discussions whi $oviet Union, but later claimed “to have

ceased his requests...to undertake negotiationsRusisia at the end of 1936 after receiving

8 patrice Buffotot, “The French High Command andfhenco-Soviet Alliance 1933-1939]burnal of
Strategic Studies/ol. 5 No. 4, 1982, p. 548.

% Joel ColtonLeon Blum: Humanist in PolitigNew York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1966), p. 212. In dition
to the questionable strength of the Red Army, e Union began talks with Germany by 1936. phssibility
of French secrets in German hands was also nattisifor government officials. See John Dreiftifhe French
Popular Front and the Franco-Soviet Pact, 1936/ Rilemma in Foreign Policy,Journal of Contemporary
History, 11(1976), p. 222.
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advice from...[Czech President] Benes...as [Soviet bjweas suspected of renewing its
contacts with Germany®

The Economigtlid not hide bitterness at the outcome of thé amal the death sentences
handed out to the defendants. While they nevdlyréigcussed the international implications of
the trial, which was “abounding in evidence for gresecution and rendered farcical by abject
pleas of ‘Guilty’,” the editors foresaw internalgtllems ahead for the Soviet Union. They
argued that “Stalin...won a victory for his policytofning Soviet Russia to the
Right...Bolshevism has ended” and “a period of indépolitical struggles in Russia” was about
to begin®!

The tone of the article publishedTimemagazine after the trial could be described as
bitter. The editors argued that the outcome wbalke deep effects on world Communism.
Communists in the Third International now had hts Trotsky's so-called “Fourth
International” would never grow strong enough tieeffthe Soviet Union’s policies, and at the
same time Trotsky lost a great deal of credibilifymepointed out “almost nothing came out
which was not directly or indirectly to Stalin’sngenal advantage,” and “the Moscow trial had
the effect of giving Communists all over the woslomething else to think about instead of why
Joseph Stalin had still not sent a single Sovietter to aid the Red militia armies in Spaif.”
Thus, according tdimeés editors, the growing crisis in Spain played @éarole in how Stalin’s
courtroom drama played out.

Even in London, an article ifhe Timedamented the death sentences with a headline
reading “Slender Hopes of Reprieve”. The artidattued on with a report from a

correspondent in Oslo who wrote of Trotsky’s resmoto the verdicts. For the editorsTdie

% patrice Buffotot, “The French High Command andRhanco-Soviet Alliance 1933-1939,” pp. 551-552.
3L «Stalin Wins,” The Economistvolume CXXIV, No. 4853, August 29, 1936, p. 385.
32 «perfect Dictator,” p. 18.
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Times the 1936 trial’'s purpose clearly was for remasfabtalin’s opposition. The article
included part of Trotsky’'s statement that “Eith8pyiiet government] can really execute
[defendants] to prove the authenticity of theirugations against the others, or the Government
can change the death sentences...and eventuallgedleam later. They will certainly make
their choice after considering what impressiondasge...will make through all the civilized
world.”®® Stalin apparently realized that saving some dkfats from the firing squad, at least
temporarily, would be important if it helped leadpossible military and economic cooperation
between the Soviet Union and Western nations ssi¢breat Britain.

While the world had witnessed large show trialthie Soviet Union before, many
regarded the Zinoviev-Kamenev trial in August 198t hesitation and uncertainty. The
prosecution’s claims of sabotage, espionage, aathpted murder captivated those who read
about the trials and those who dealt directly it Soviet government. While this first trial
implicated outside agitators, primarily Nazis, idl ot go into as much detail over complex
international plots to remove Stalin as the lateid would. Rather, many observers assessed
that Stalin was removing internal opposition eitteehimself or to the advancement of
Communism.

Many major points of debate arose from the triatg] many journalists who observed the
events firsthand agreed that none of the defendgmtsared to have been tortured or punished.
However, it is most important to understand howttlas fit into the international situation of
the 1930s, especially as most observers basedcthetusions about it on what else was
happening in the world. Communists in the Unitéat&s focused primarily on the prevention of
fascist aggression, claiming that Stalin, by catgldonspirators before they could carry out their

plans, continued to be a leading figure in the-a#cist movement. The Spanish Civil War was

33 “Moscow Death SentencesThe TimesAugust 25, 1936, p. 10.
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perceived as the first major conflict between faiscand the rest of the world, and the CPUSA
sat helpless under Roosevelt’'s unwillingness tdsgidin while Stalin rushed to the rescue.
American Communists compared revolutionary Russiavolutionary France and praised the
Soviet Union for its attempt to throw off the shieskof an old order. Supporters of Stalin also
praised the trial as a victory for the world Comnstimovement, and the uncovering of secret
plots provided an excuse for the slow progressafdwevolution in general, especially in the
case of the CPUSA. With Trotsky out of the wagréhwas a better chance for Stalin and the
Comintern’s policies to go ahead without obstrutti®©nly a handful of Communist critics
argued that Stalin was removing all the key elesmehtevolution through his staged trials and
executions.

It may never be known whether Stalin held his inal936 simply to remove internal
opposition or for more. Even if his original oljees were purely domestic, foreign reactions to
the first trial may have led him to conclude thaufe trials might serve an international
objective as well. The Spanish Civil War, deprassand the continued growth of Nazi
Germany made it impossible for outsiders to intetrite Moscow trials only in the Soviet
context. While opinions about the Soviet Unioreatty varied based on political ideology and
the perceived threat of violence and terror, tha iin August 1936 helped to perfect future
dramas and consequently enhanced the divide betwmgmsition and support for Stalin’s

regime.
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THE INVOLVEMENT OF FOREIGN POWERS AND THE THREAT OWAR: STALIN'S

MESSAGE TO THE WORLD IN THE 1937 TRIAL OF RADEK ANDTHERS

After the drama of the 1936 Zinoviev-Kamenev trigtialin provided the world with
another courtroom play at the beginning of 193hisTime, the two main defendants, Karl
Radek and Yuri Pyatakov, allegedly formed the “A®tiviet Trotskyite Center” and attempted
espionage, wrecking, treason, and other terrocistines. Compared to the first trial, there was
a larger international audience on hand and monsp@&per coverage, and because of this a
larger number of people around the world followleel ¢vents in January 1937. The Western
reaction for the 1937 trial was more straightfodveompared to that of 1936. This was largely
due to the higher amount of sympathy for and pexiskmowledge about the defendants, as well
as a greater understanding of what a Soviet &&llyrwas. The Zinoviev-Kamenev trial had
been a practice run for both Stalin and the West,lmecause of the worsening international
situation, there was less sympathy for the RadekaRpv trial; rather, it received a greater
amount of skepticism and criticism from the West.

After the relative obscurity of the Zinoviev-Kamenrteal, Stalin realized he needed to
perfect the next one, which he held in January 193¥ names were bigger as defendants like
Karl Radek had a large international following, d@dhe charges were more serious, especially
with the heightened tensions in Europe. The Spabisgil War was quickly turning into a lost
cause for the Soviet Union as Fascist forces asnhrapidly across Spain, and what little aid
Stalin provided to the Republican forces slowed &top. An increasingly aggressive Japanese
army that had taken over a large part of the Cleimesinland threatened the Soviet Union’s
eastern border, and Stalin used this in an attéongeiin support from the United States, where

sanctions against that nation caused many Americawsrry about Japanese retaliation.



By the beginning of 1937, Soviet-German relatiomsenalready in a deplorable state. In
October 1936, Hitler and Mussolini had concludedtalo-German alliance in light of the events
in Spain. One month later, Germany and Japan digné publicized the Anti-Comintern Pact,
which recognized the threat posed by the Commimtistnational to each country’s power.
While the wording suggested the detection and prteme of communism, it was clear that the
pacts all considered the Soviet Union as enemy eumibe. To Stalin, the Pact could have
meant anything from agreements on sharing se@etsmething as extreme as the introduction
of a two-front war against the Soviet UnibrKeeping in mind deteriorating bilateral relatipits
would be difficult in 1936 and 1937 to disagreet ti@ Soviet Union’s borders might be
threatened by two aggressor nations. This manech easier for Stalin to include in his trials
stories of German collaboration with agents of Skgtand the possibility of an oncoming world
war. Stalin apparently hoped the implication gfalzese and German agents in efforts to bring
about the downfall of the Soviet Union and the ddémnts’ promise of Soviet territory to aid
these powers would worry the rest of the West. elew, even after two trials, foreign support
for Stalin remained stable while criticism grew.

Foreign opposition to the trials became more widead with the creation of various
committees that defended Trotsky, and none was mygrertant than John Dewey’s
Commission, which refuted a large part of the pcatien’s evidence and published the findings
on a mass scale. While countries like France amat@ritain worked to create alliances against
fascist aggression, Stalin’s trials cast doubt dlerstability of the Soviet government and its

ability to effectively fulfill military obligationsto other nations working to contain Hitler. At

! While Stalin could never really know what the imtiens of the Pact were, Adam Ulam points out that
pact was “actually empty of any practical contearitl was actually an error on the part of GermaiyJapan.
Each nation simply wanted the other to distract3beiet Union in order to gain more territory aegdaurces See
Adam Ulam,Expansion and Coexistence: Soviet Foreign Polf&1/7t73(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
Inc., 1974), p. 239. In the end, however, the Rast a disaster.

39



this point, even U. S. Communists questioned Sgateasoning for continuing trials and
inventing charges, although they maintained supjpothe advancement of communism. By
the end of 1937 and the prospect of another ti@hing, much of the support for Stalin’s
regime turned into hesitance and uncertainty oweres effectiveness, while critics had more
reason to discredit the show trials, especiallthasvorld headed toward war.
As with the first trial less than a year earliéwe second trial took place in the Nobles
Club, once a dance hall and dinner room for thelipbf the pre-Bolshevik era. Ornate
architecture and lightning surrounded the deferslant “the long, pillared courtroom,
ornamented with a frieze of cupids” played host.athe 17 went to trial in the elaborate
ballroom where nobles of the czar feted their Iadliea bygone er&'Walter Duranty, a reporter
for theNew York Timesummed up the feeling of the trial and courtrdmest in a January 1937
article:
That is an amazing feature of these Moscow tridlsey all have an element of
theatre, and yet it is not just a play, for theeksspay with their lives. This trial is
pure Hamlet, but there will be no comeback forah®srs when the curtain falfls.
Much like the trial of the previous year, the awfants came from backgrounds and
offices that were well suited to carry out the g#ld conspiracies and plans to take down Stalin
and rattle Soviet stability. Yuri Pyatakov was DgpPeople’s Commissar (PC) of Heavy
Industry, Ivan Hrasche worked in the Soviet nitrogedustry, and Gavriil Pushin and Stanislav

Ratachaik held posts in the Central Administrabbthe Chemical Industry. In addition, Alexei

2417 Who Ruled in Russia Confess Plot to Ruin @Hicago Daily TribungJanuary 24, 1937, p. 1. Julie
Cassiday points out that Stalin and the Party mashag use subtle yet significant changes to théstsggimes
décor. Soviet icons replaced older artwork, agthfmowered light bulbs replaced elegant chandelpmviding a
brighter stage for the audience. While the desiondits the 1920s trials, the same building aratihwould be
used for all of Stalin’s major trials as well (“Mde Columns and Jupiter Lights: Theatrical ande@iatic
Modeling of Soviet Show Trials in the 19208§lavic and East European Journalp. 640-660).

? Walter Duranty, “Radek Wins Tilt of Wits at TrialNew York Timeslanuary 25, 1937, p. 3.
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Shestov was a member of the Eastern and SiberianT@ast, and Mikhail Stroilov was Chief
Engineer of the Kuzbas Coal Trust.

The list of defendants also included a number atkers in the field of transportation.
Leonid Serebryakov was Deputy PC of Transportatol, Yakov Livshitz held the same title
over Soviet railroads. Ivan Knayazev was Chiethef Southern Railroad, and Yosif Turok was
Chief of the Urals Railroad. Boris Norkin was amieer of the West Siberian Territory
Commission. Mikhail Boguslavsky was Chairman & @ommittee of the Council of People’s
Commissars. Yakov Drobnis served in the Red Arny/laecame Chairman of the Poltava
Soviet. Nikolai Muralov was Inspector-General loé Red Army and Deputy PC of Agriculture.
Grigori Sokolnikov held posts as PC of Finance, g C of Foreign Affairs, and in 1929
served as an ambassador to Great Britain.

Karl Radek had lived in Poland until authoritiesled him in 1908 on the grounds of
practicing subversive political activity throughetBocial Democratic Party. He moved to
Germany and eventually met with Lenin during Lesiekile from Russia. After the abdication
of Nicholas Il, Radek headed to Russia on the daamneas Lenin and became a member of the
Central Committee of the Bolsheviks. After thensingy of the Brest-Litovsk Treaty in 1918, he
took charge of the Central European division of@oenmissariat of Foreign Affairs. He
assisted in organizing Communist Party movemen@ammany until his arrest in 1919. He
returned to the Soviet Union at the end of that geal took a seat in the Communist
International. Radek sided with Trotsky on theiessef more aggressive world revolution to

advance communism, and his fall from Stalin’s ggoates was complete with his arguments

* List compiled fromNot Guilty: Report of the Commission of Inquirtoithe Charges Made Against
Leon Trotsky in the Moscow Triglslew York: Harper & Brothers, 1938).
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against Stalin’s policies of forced collectivizatiand grain requisition.He remained in
opposition to Stalin until his expulsion from thar®y at the XV Party Congress in 1927. He
capitulated and rejoined the CPSU in 1930 and tav@k as editor of the state-run newspaper
Izvestia Radek was also one of the writers of the 1936e5&onstitution and enjoyed his
respected status and posts until his arrest andattngary 1937 trial.

The charges were similar to those of 1936, angbtbsecution proclaimed “that on the
instructions of L. D. Trotsky there was organized 933 a parallel center consisting of the
following accused in the present case...the objewttoth was to direct criminal, anti-Soviet,
espionage, diversive and terrorist activitieS.Pyatakov, Radek, Sokolnikov, and Serebryakov
were the leaders of the group, while the rest undkmwrecking and sabotage in major sectors of
industry including chemical, coal, and railroacheTgroup was called the “reserve center”
according to the prosecution, as they would taler ovthe event of failure by Zinoviev and
Kamenev. Credible or not, the court found alldeéendants guilty and thirteen of the seventeen
men received the death penalty. Stroilov facetteigars in prison, while Radek, Sokolnikov,
and Arnold found themselves with ten yeérs.

One major reason such strong reaction emerged3n WAs because of the names on
trial and the large number more implicated in carages due to the testimony of the accused.
Radek was well known around the world, especiallydoeign journalists. As the editor of

Izvestiaand a member of the Comintern, he knew many mendie¢he Western press, and they

® Jim Tuck,Engine of Mischief: An Analytical Biography of K&adek (New York: Greenwood Press,
1988), p. 140.

® Not Guilty, p. 133.

" Robert Conquest points out that in the 1936 titiddad simply been a “matter of terrorism.” In 793
however, the motives became much more politicihaslefendants desired defeat in a war against &sriend
Japan through renunciation of industrialization aalectivization. In this trial there were sudiacges as the use
of bacterial warfare against the Soviet Union. Gesmquest argues, “although such accusations traedfe
unpleasant responsibilities to the accused, thdythe disadvantage of appearing less plausibletti@s®e of 1936”
SeeThe Great Terror: A Reassessméhtew York: Oxford University Press, 1990), pd81149.
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often saw him as a good friefidOne such person was Walter Duranty, a writettfeNew

York Timesand an observer of the trial. Radek’s testimanyiaterrogation by the prosecution
inspired Duranty: “Under the shadow of certaintdetwas a clear and brave performance, but
it burned my heart to watch my friend Radek utterwords...that tied the noose around his own
neck.” According to Duranty, “Radek taught me sacimand helped me so often—how could |
believe him guilty until | heard him say s67he American journalist eventually won a Pulitzer
Prize for his works on Russia, but he maintainetbse relationship with Stalin’s government.
Such a close tie led to complaints about DuramiysRussian bias and the call for revocation of
his Pulitzer. Thus, while he seemed upset ovefrigisd’s predicament, Radek’s confession of
guilt was sufficient for Duranty to sustain a foreds for Stalin.

Radek was not the only one who took the standhaddsupporters in the United States.
Vladimir Romm, once a Washington correspondentAeestia testified that he ferried letters
between Radek and Trotsky and reported to Trotakwylwat he knew from his sources in the
West. Upon hearing this startling news, a numibémoerican journalists called for
Ambassador Joseph Davies to appeal to the Sovienldm Romm’s behalf. They could not
understand why a man of such integrity would fdig grave situation: “In our dealings with
Romm we found him a true friend and advocate ofiB&R. Never once did he even faintly
indicate lack of sympathy for or disloyalty towdhe existing government. He did more than

any other Soviet envoy to popularize the Staliimegin this country.*® The decision to place

8 It is possible that Radek’s relationship with West saved him from death, at least temporaribalirs
may have believed testimony from Radek would hodplemt deal of credibility, and his execution wosédve only
to anger the West. See Warren Lern&isl Radek(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1970) amkibdy
Vaksberg'sStalin’s Prosecuto(New York: Grove Weidenfeld, 1990).

 Walter Duranty, “Radek Wins Tilt of Wits at Triap. 3.

10«“American Writers Attempt to Save RomniNew York Timeslanuary 24, 1937, p. 28.
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Romm in the courtroom was clearly not a positivevenon Stalin’s part if he intended to
improve relations with the West.

The Radek-Pyatakov trial was more a part of thermational events occurring at the
time than was the first trial. This can be expdaimn more than one way. First, the
prosecution’s charges involved many complex ploéé heeded assistance from both Germany
and Japan, in which the rewards to these natidegeally would be the ceding of Soviet territory
that would help in the event of a coming war indfa, or in Japan’s case, against the United
States. Second, the growing tensions in Europ, Aad America made it difficult for
observers to view the trial in any other way thamaontribution to the chaos occurring around
the world.

By 1937, the situation in Spain had taken a downtor the Soviet Union. Fascist forces
were slowly overtaking the country, and aid senShslin started to die dowH. At this point,
he could only hope to prolong the fighting thererder to hold off the possibility of Hitler’s
aggression heading east. The trials indicatednStalorry over losing power from both internal
and external forces, but many also criticized 8thdr his timing. George Kennan pointed out
that “the decision to intervene militarily in th@&hish Civil War coincided almost to the day
with the high point” of the crisis of dissent ameh§arty members and the purde&ennan
believed Stalin had underestimated Hitler in eaglezars and received a great deal of criticism
for it. As a result, Stalin created the 1937 tmabrder to remove opposition and obstacles to

preparation for possible war with Germany. By aading a threat from both East and West

Y For the past year, the Nationalist Army held thper hand, allowing both Germany and ltaly to rejec
British and French proposals of non-interventidscist aid increased drastically while other matisquabbled
over how to handle the war in Spain. Because tvweBUnion received no assistance from major Wastations,
it was impossible to keep up what the country saa key part of stopping fascism and acceleratioddwv
revolution. Timeline of events taken from Gabdatkson’sThe Spanish Republic and the Civil War, 1931-1939
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1965).

12 George KennarSoviet Foreign Policy, 1917-194Princeton: D. Van Nostrand Company, Inc., 1960),
p. 90.
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especially in the 1937 trial, Stalin was makingestat least that the rest of the capitalist world
would not join or acquiesce in such an aggression.”

Kennan, who attended both the 1936 and 1937 triisained extremely critical after his
firsthand viewing of the courtroom scenario in 1936 addition to his indictment of Stalin’s
reasoning for holding another trial, he arguedraggahe credibility of the trial itself. He
guestioned how much good Stalin could do by briggimore men to the stand and imprisoning
the rest. After listening to the defendants, Kenwas unsure whether most of them had even
seen each other before coming into the courtrobar.eight hours a day over the course of a
week, the men confessed in great detail, but tdeeane had the impression that each of them
was “talking in symbols” and not actually comingvi@rd with hard evidence to reinforce the
charges. He lamented that those who did not wislomdess never appeared in court; rather, they
were dealt with in other ways. Kennan also heandars that Soviet police arrested Pyatakov’s
wife even before Pyatakov himself went to prison.

The chargé in the Soviet Union, Loy Henderson,mditihold as critical a view of the trial
as Kennan, but recognized the Radek-Pyatakov wituas one that Stalin designed to send a
message across the world that Trotsky should bsidered an enemy by all. In reporting back
to the State Department, he claimed that Staliatnecangered as the trials raised Trotsky’s
prestige abroad. When describing reactions tarials, Henderson believed the peasants were

“indifferent”, the workers were “cynical”, the burecracy was “in a panic”, and the

13 Adam Ulam,Expansion and Coexistenge 216.

4 Memorandum by the Second Secretary of the Embashkg Soviet Union, February 13, 193Foreign
Relations of the United States: The Soviet Un@8B811939(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1952), p
364. Kennan never bought into the trials, anddtrobt help that Ambassador Joseph Davies raretygtgention to
Kennan's suggestions as his translator. He savtffeassador more as a man who wanted to mainigaod
image in the press back home and thus frequenéylaaked the obstacles in Soviet-American relatioksnnan,
in his memoirs, said he tried to do his best topout Vyshinsky’'s “thundering brutalities” and sermf the
“cringing confessions”, but instead Davies placedrsiderable credence in the fantastic chargeeldad these
unfortunate men” See George KennaiMemoirs, 1925-195(Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1967, p. 83).
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intelligentsia were “frightened™ If Stalin had hoped to gain international supporthe Soviet
Union against fascism, his trials failed to attdeey support from government officials in the
West. Instead, they attracted hesitation and tziogy.

The second trial reflected Stalin’s growing anxigbout the Japanese threat. The
Imperial Army’s invasion and capture of Manchunal©®31 and 1932 and the creation of the
puppet state Manchukuo gave Stalin reason for wokrfrantic rush to install policies of
collectivization and industrialization prompted aviet declaration of neutrality in a Chinese-
Japanese conflict. In the first half of the 193@syar with Japan...might have resulted in more
than disastrous military consequences in the Fst’Bad would have “shaken Communist
power” badly'® However, by the time of the Radek-Pyatakov thal defendants began claiming
that in exchange for economic and military assistahat would help weaken and remove Stalin
from power, the Japanese would receive resourbeSuviet territory in the East.

Americans also had reason to worry about Japagggession and the possibility of the
Japanese Army taking over resources due to Someessions. An article in tlighicago Daily
Tribunepublished parts of a letter allegedly written bptEky, which laid out plans for handing
over territory to Japan: “Should Japan go to wiin whe United States...’invaluable’
concessions would be made to aid the Nipponesemaiihese were to include the rich oll
resources of...Sakhalin Islanf. The United States was suffering from economic esgion
and faced an ongoing debate on whether to partecipasending aid to nations fighting against

fascism, and confessions from defendants in Stalimrél that indicated the possibility of a

!> Memorandum from the Chargé in the Soviet UniotheSecretary of State, June 13, 193teign
Relations of the United States: The Soviet Un@311939 p. 380.

'® Harry SchwartzTsars, Mandarins, and Commissars: A History off@ki-Russian Relations
(Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott Company, 1964)1f3.

17417 Who Ruled in Russia Confess Plot to Ruint,"1.

46



Japanese-American conflict could only serve totdlla@ idea that Stalin’s government could be
a valuable ally®

Hitler's and Mussolini’s increased aggression anti-communist propaganda also
helped Stalin’s argument that fascism was danger@asnmunists around the world had already
dedicated themselves for years to the end of fascla the years before the trials, various
governments composed of multiple, and often opmp$nlitical parties had sprung up, most
prominently in Spain and France in the form of Rap&ront governments. By 1937, however,
“the Communists’ goal was no longer a Popular apRes Front but a Democratic Front, a
coalition of the forces opposed to the fascist3Stalin’s use of fascist agents as an unseen
threat cleverly played on the valid fears of Amens and Europeans alike. The official Soviet
line was that communists needed to “mount a jomtfagainst fascism” with the help of
socialists and democrats alike, and the goal wa&kémtaining the spread of fascism rather than
of destroyingits focal points...*° Popular Front governments and foreign communistgsa
followed the Comintern’s line, which in the 1930asathe official policy of the Soviet Union,
and thus a trial showing the possibility of eratlimgfascist terrorism held a great deal of weight
with such groups.

By this time, various countries around the woidJuding France, Great Britain, and the
United States, were home to young and growing cdtees that attempted to defend Leon

Trotsky. The earliest ones proved the increasiviglel between support and criticism for the

18 The Soviet Union had actually attempted for yéarform a Non-Aggression Pact with Japan, beginning
in the early 1920s. After the Japanese invasidilarichuria in 1931, Stalin attempted to remain ra¢wthile
verbally attacking the imperialistic and militaiesstendencies of both the United States and Jajaoob Kovalio,
“Japan’s Perception of Stalinist Foreign Policytia Early 1930s,Journal of Contemporary History/olume 19,
No. 2, 1984, p. 318). Stalin’s belief in the pbdgy of his country being attacked from east avekt and
continued Japanese disinterest in such a Pacy ls@lto Stalin’s inclusion of Japanese agentsénttial “scripts”.

¥ Harvey KlehrHeyday of American Communism: The Depression Deefiéelw York: Basic Books,
Inc., 1984), p. 207.

20 Adam Ulam Expansion and Coexistenge 227.

47



trials and the Soviet regime. Pro-Stalinists andh@unists were not pleased with the pro-
Trotsky elements, and in the United States, “gpttyminent American intellectuals signed an
open letter to liberals warning that the Americamtnittee for the Defense of Leon Trotsky had
no interest in securing justice but was an instminie attack and defame the Soviet Uniéh.”

As in 1936, one can clearly see American Commuuigport for Stalin’s trials not necessarily
based on their validity, but based instead onipsland ideology.

The largest commission and possibly one of trengtst and most important reactions to
Stalin’s trials was the Commission of Inquiry itk Charges Made Against Leon Trotsky in
the Moscow Trials, or the Dewey Commission, whicdsviormed in March 1937. Headed by
John Dewey, a prominent educator, author, and teF#d®ogressive education reform in the
United States, the Commission attempted to exathmeharges brought against Trotsky and
determine whether they were true or fantasy. Thnoughis life, Dewey consistently argued for
economic and social freedoms and even toured ssi@hina and the Soviet Union in the
early twentieth century. His belief in democrdtmedoms led him to argue against dictator
regimes such as Stalin’s. Thus when he had therappty to chair such a Commission, he took
it.”> The Commission was especially important as iectéd the sentiment not only of the
American Committee for the Defense of Leon Trotskyt, also had support from similar groups
in France, England, and even Czechoslovakia.

Dewey’'s Commission used as much documentary matesiwas available at the time.
The Soviet government refused to release the sedpmeliminary hearings records as well as

documentary evidence the defendants’ continuatrired to in the trial itself, so Dewey used

2 Harvey Klehr Heyday of American Communism 360.

22 |n the Commission’s published repd¥ipt Guilty, Dewey agreed to join because opposition to such
policies by Communist parties in nations such as3twviet Union and China only served to kill coessl numbers,
and in Spain such oppression had split the rankiseofvorking class.
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published writings, records of other governmenggspnal archival material of Trotsky’s, press
reports, telegrams, and any other hard proof heldind to prove Trotsky’s innocené@. To
address those who claimed the trials were validib®ge of their conformity to Soviet legal
procedure, the Commission argued that “adherenaegteen legal procedure is not the basic
criterion in judging any trial...It is quite possibkes history has proved, for accused persons to
be falsely convicted without departure from thedeof the law governing criminal trial$® It
went on to criticize the trial’'s witnesses, espisince each and every one of them was under
arrest and in prison under guard as well. Whi Idocumentary evidence the prosecution
produced also had little bearing on actually deteimg the guilt of the defendants, and instead
simply confirmed at most that the men may havenatfoint lived in another country or traveled
outside of the Soviet Union.

The Dewey Commission extensively researched thegels and testimony of the
defendants and managed to refute much of whatshiely For example, Pyatakov testified that
he flew to Oslo in December 1935 to meet with Tkptsnd discuss plans for Stalin’s downfall.
However, a check with the Kjeller airport directoonfirmed the fact that no foreign airplane
landed at Kjeller Aviation Ground in December, 193% added that it was out of the question
that any airplane could land at Kjeller withoutrmpbbserved® Viadimir Romm stated that he
met multiple times with Trotsky, who denied eveatieg of Romm until the January trial.

Romm claimed he took letters from Radek to Tro@ky rotsky moved across France in 1933.

% John Dewey was not actually a Trotskyist. Despiticism for seemingly defending Trotsky, “forhio
Dewey the obligation to tell the truth as a necgssanstituent of a democratic polity took prioriyer the
immediate, or distant, political consequences gffaarticular inquiry” (Alan Spitzer, “John Dewetpe ‘Trial’ of
Leon Trotsky and the Search for Historical TrutHistory and TheoryVolume 29, No. 1, February 1990, p. 35).
He commented that most liberals believed Trotskya@uilty simply because they disagreed with Tgss
policies, and if Dewey had not written so many pirent intellectual works, even in his seventies,itieas could
have been dismissed as the work of a senile 78oldanan. This of course was not the case.

2 Not Guilty, p. 21.

% Not Guilty, p. 185.
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However, the Commission believed “that one of thstanding defects in the procedure of the
January trial was the failure of the prosecutioprimduce the French police record of Trotsky’'s
movements...which it could presumably easily havaioled from the friendly government of
France®® At this time, France was working on possible raitagreements with the Soviet
Union and had no reason to withhold informatiort ttwuld confirm the prosecution’s
accusations.

After its research was complete, the Dewey Componsstated, “On the basis of all the
evidence we find that Trotsky never recommendeutfqud, or attempted the restoration of
capitalism in the U.S.S.R. We therefore find theskbw trials to be frame-ups...We therefore
find Trotsky and Sedov not guilty” After repeated requests by Trotsky for extraditothe
Soviet Union and repeated denials by Stalin, then@ssion became warier of Stalin’s
intentions. If Trotsky was genuinely guilty, thesteould be no reason for Stalin to deny putting
him in front of the prosecution. This was sigrafit at the time because until the release of the
Commission’s findings, nothing had really been glt#d on a mass scale in the United States
refuting Stalin’s trials. The Dewey Commissionajhg contributed to the growing debate over
whether to trust the Soviet Union and Stalin’srolsiof a Japanese and German threat against
both Europe and America.

Members of the American Communist Party contineeaissess the trials largely based
on their effects on the world communist movemeimt igmhomeland, the Soviet Union. Many
figures in the Party did not agree with Trotskyiews, but also did not necessarily fully support

Stalin’s policies® The 1936 trial had caused a great deal of comfusver what Stalin was

% Not Guilty, p. 228.

2" Not Guilty, p. xv.

% The group of American Communists led by Jay Lawest known as “Lovestoneites”, was known for
their support of Bukharin, and as Alan Spitzer poout that they began to change tone when it becdear that
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planning, and 1937’s trial led to fear of a sigraft blow to the Soviet Union and communism.
An unsigned editorial iThe Workers Agargued that the trial severely impaired Soviespge.
Trying and executing even more leading CPSU figordg proved that Stalin was incapable of
dealing with opposition movements. Instead of wagkwvith them and integrating them into the
Party, Stalin was moving toward a more closed dtichately tyrannical government. The
editors wondered, “How long can a regime be comithin which no one ever knows upon
whom he can rely, in which men in high and respaespositions...can no longer be trusted?”

However, the CPUSA continued to examine the diffiees in viewpoints of Trotsky and
Stalin. They consistently disagreed with Trotskysoich ideas as the nature of revolutionary
movement—he could not convince the Americans thgtessiveness was the key to success—
and the use of force to remove opposition. BecatiSeotsky’s ideology it appeared that Stalin
had a valid argument for holding the trials. Mdely that Trotsky preached “that the ruling
group headed by Stalin represents a conservathernTidorian force opening the way for
counterrevolution and capitalist restoratiA Again, one can see reference to the era of the
French Revolution and the politics of change vestability. American Communists, however,
disagreed with such a statement. Despite someiggavncern over the trials, the majority of
CPUSA members continued to support Stalin in thebthat he always kept the interests of a
socialist revolution as top priority.

Because of Trotsky’s views, it was easy for CPUB&mnbers to overlook aspects of the
trials that did not seem completely credible. Desimconsistencies in testimony and evidence,

Communists still managed to approve of Stalin’shods, mostly out of their distaste for

more trials were coming, including that of Bukh&i@ohn Dewey, the ‘Trial’ of Leon Trotsky and the rskador
Historical Truth p. 33).

29 “The Moscow Trials: An Editorial Statemenf;he Workers Age/olume 6, No. 8, February 20, 1937,
p. 3.

%0“The Moscow Trials: An Editorial Statement,” p. 3
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Trotsky: “Discrepancies, contradictions, even sh@gossibilities in the charges and
allegations of the two trials are not hard to fibdi...there still remains a substantial bedrock of
fact...”! Lack of documentary evidence and falsified accowfimeetings and events, one
would think, would frequently hurt Stalin’s causdonetheless, American Communist distaste
for Trotsky, past trials, and even the RussianI@iar made it difficult to argue against the
possibility that the Soviet government did have ynamemies actively seeking to supplant the
leaders of the world communist movement.

Despite this, how could workers around the woddgibly maintain their faith in
communism when its primary leaders allegedly engagsabotage against the Party in its
homeland? A second trial, for the editorsTbe Workers Ageonly proved Stalin’s hypocrisy:
“The policy of ‘bloodletting’ has reigned uncheckaad, as Stalin warned in 1936, the base of
party and Soviet leadership has been dangerousigwed, to the great detriment to the
foundation of the socialist regimé&For American Communists, the more trials theresyére
more the power of communist ideology weakened.

Not surprisingly, the German diplomatic corps abse the trial rejected what it was
seeing. The constant charges of German assistaespionage and assassination attempts as
well as sabotage on behalf of German firms in Samoal mining regions made the trial seem
like a farce. Friedrich von der Schulenburg, tlegr@an ambassador to the Soviet Union,
reported to the Foreign Ministry that the trialckfed] concrete and convincing proofs,” and the

confessions all sounded like inane inventiths.

31 “The Moscow Trials: An Editorial Statement,” p. he editorial remained unsigned, but traditinal
fairly high profile figure such as Jay Lovestoneterfor the publication and often remained anonysnou

324The Moscow Trials: An Editorial Statement,” p. 6

33 Memorandum from the Ambassador in the Soviet Unioiie Foreign Ministry, February 1, 1937,
Documents on German Foreign Policy: Series C: Thied Reich: First Phase, Volume VI, November6t93
November 193{Washington: United States Government Printinfic@f 1983), p. 361.
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Some argued that critics of Stalin’s trials did noterstand Soviet legal procedure, but
Schulenburg criticized the fact that Stalin’s sgsia justice made claims of sabotage difficult to
accept. The lack of physical evidence, defendaefgated acknowledgement of their guilt, and
even the continuation of a trial after guilty plgaeved that the trial was “not of proceedings
conducted according to [German] rules of crimima¥.**

German feelings of superiority combined with cartftig political ideology to help make
the trials contribute to the seemingly diminishaig@nce at Soviet-German cooperation or even
tolerance. Germans did take solace in the fattlhigatrials and purges indicated the Soviet
Union was becoming more conservative and xenophdbagrman stability also provided better
employment opportunities through rearmament thdrsohilar fields in the Soviet Union. The
trials, therefore, proved the growing strength afidctiveness of Hitler's Germany.

Still, some found the 1937 trial persuasive, usirgsame arguments that they had in
1936. Dudley Collard, for example, a British lawyéo attended the Radek-Pyatakov trial,
argued that Stalin put the men on the stand ngttonlemove opposition, but to advance
socialism in one country. Why would these menhsrged instead of more important, higher
ranked officials if Stalin only wanted to consolieg@ower?> Collard argued that Soviet court
procedure was stronger and more balanced thaoftBaitish courts. In Great Britain, no
testimony would have been given after a guilty plei@ believed that in the Soviet Union
continued presentation of charges and confessiowed court officials to determine the degree

of guilt as well as the severity of sentences. hSietail also seemed necessary because it

provided the public with a better understandinghefissues. Interestingly enough, however,

3 Memorandum from the Ambassador in the Soviet Uiioilme Foreign MinistryDocuments on German
Foreign Policy p. 359.

% Dudley Collard Soviet Justice and the Trial of Radek and Otlfeosmidon: Victor Gollancz Ltd., 1937),
p. 106.
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after explaining this, Collard failed to point dbat the Soviet government controlled any media
that Russian citizens had access to. He also evetd complain that much of the British press
distorted accounts of the trial, claiming “sensaiized descriptions” of the courtroom and
testimony® It remains to be understood on what Collard bésegraise for the public’s

detailed knowledge of the trial.

As the 1930s progressed, the world moved closeato In the West, fascist aggression
in the form of Hitler's Germany and Mussolini’slifaontinued to grow more powerful and
consequently more threatening to the rest of Eurdpé¢he East, Japanese military incursions
onto the Chinese mainland caused worry in the dritates. Stuck in the middle was the
Soviet Union under Stalin. From October to Noveni##86, Italy, Germany and Japan
completed what would come to be known as the Aptiditern Pact, directed at the Soviet
Union, the Comintern, and the entire world commumevement. Although it was essentially a
mutual assistance pact, Stalin could not rule loaifppossibility of a war on two fronts. In this
context, the 1937 Radek-Pyatakov trial involvedesg®en defendants who proceeded through
confession to tell the story of a complex plot tmb down Stalin with the help of foreign
powers, including Germany and Japan. Unlike tH&618ial, the message in the second trial was
much more international in its nature. Fascisteveyerywhere, and terrorism was very real.
War would come to Europe and the United Stateshvenatations had prepared or stood aside.

The problem for Stalin was that he did not recgr@ving support as he had hoped.
Instead, criticism and skepticism grew. The demgesituation for the Republican forces in
Spain and the diminishing Soviet aid in the fighaiast Fascism made many, including George
Kennan, guestion the Soviet Union’s ability to tigind remain politically and economically

stable amidst a series of trials and executiontsrémoved many high-ranking Party officials.

% Dudley Collard Soviet Justice and the Trial of Radek and Other$3.
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Those few who did accept the charges in the 1887 $uch as the American Communist
Party, did not necessarily do so because of idilmtdy. Communists around the world took
policies from the Comintern, which Stalin direatigntrolled by 1937. As a result, international
communism remained dedicated to the containmefatsafsm, and CPUSA members believed
that Stalin, not Trotsky, could make this happetabse they saw Stalin was more exclusively
dedicated to the advancement of socialist revaiutigany of the arguments in support of the
trial were the same as in 1936. Men like DudleylaZd simply claimed that Western nations
did not understand Soviet legal procedure. IntamdiStalin was carrying out plans for
socialism-in-one-country, not for the removal opopition.

Worldwide committees such as the Dewey Commissli@med the trial could not be
credible, primarily because Stalin denied Trotskgguests to return to the Soviet Union and
take the stand. Confessions given by defendastsvadre not consistent with recorded
documents, and many of the alleged meetings betwessky and his fellow conspirators could
not have taken place. The continued weakeningwie®German relations and the testimony
that German spies were helping ruin Soviet industily served to create a wider rift between
the two nations, and Soviet-Japanese relationd favebetter.

In an attempt to gain support for a war he arguasl coming soon, Stalin managed
through the trial not only to worsen relations witle Axis powers, but also to create even more
doubt among nations such as Great Britain and theetd States, on whom he would need to rely
in the event of an attack from either the eashentest. The problem was that in a world where
the conflicting ideologies of fascism, communismg @emocracy could not come to cooperate,

Western nations began to doubt even more the Sdwien’s ability to fight. After two failed
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attempts for support, Stalin would have one moench in 1938 to finalize plans for an

oncoming world war.
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“‘“MAY THIS TRIAL BE THE LAST SEVERE LESSON": STALINSENDS ONE MORE
MESSAGE TO THE WEST WITH THE 1938 TRIAL OF BUKHARINND OTHERS
Fear, arrests, and executions characterized thiet3dnion in the mid-1930s. After two
publicized trials and the removal of top-rankingdRemy officials for alleged military
conspiracy against Stalin and his government gt there was little hope of a stable regime
in Eastern Europe that could help stop German aggne. The testimony in 1937 implicated
many more of those who had not yet felt Stalin'geanand few were surprised when a third trial
began on March 2, 1938. The final Moscow trial weesmost publicized of the three, and
consequently the most criticized, despite Stakfferts to prove an extensive, worldwide
espionage plot involving sabotage and murder.
The trial, like the previous two, opened in thefee place for a drama of such grand

proportions, the Nobles Club in Moscow. Harold Beof theNew York Timeseported on
“...a casually grim atmosphere in the trivial settofghe one-time supper room of the Nobles
Club of Czarist days, now the House of Trade Uniossd for concerts, meetings, and trials.
This room, with baby blue walls, topped by a friezelancing girls and lighted by frivolous
crystal chandeliers...” was clearly chosen for aftifies purpose as well as a symbolic purpbse.
Stalin unsurprisingly wished to increase the charectoreign audience would view the
defendants as villains. To do this, the crowd Wase hundred or so spectators who, apart
from a few foreign diplomats and reporters, weresthlygolice employees posing as indignant
citizens.” The environment was set, and as Stalin hoped, +angh as American ambassador
Joseph Davies—felt they were watching a grand g@ther than seeing the downfall of

defendants on trial.

! Harold Denny, “Confession False, Soviet Aide S&@sAdmit Charges,New York TimesMarch 3,
1938, p. 1.
2 Stephen CoherBukharin and the Bolshevik Revolutifdew York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1974), p. 373.



By early 1938, a number of situations had changdbth Europe and Asia. Renewed
Japanese aggression in China threatened Sovietrisardthe east, prompting a Sino-Soviet non-
aggression treaty in August 1937. An accord betm@einese Communists and Nationalists
slowed the Japanese advance across the mainlaradlandd the Soviet government to turn its
full attention to Adolf Hitler. Throughout the 198, the Soviet Union and Germany had worked
on trade negotiations to allow the exchange of stril materials and even grain, but by 1938,
cooperation on this matter had completely falleontlgh, especially as Stalin demanded more
money from the German government. In September,19Bler had reaffirmed Germany’s
right tolebensraumwhich in this instance meant taking back the joesly German-controlled
territory in order to allow the country a betteanke of survival by gaining more resources. In
November, Mussolini officially joined the Anti-Contern Pact with Japan and Germany and
thus recognized Japan’s puppet government in theeSé province of Manchuria. The
following month, Italy resigned from the LeagueNztions while Great Britain’s Foreign
Secretary Anthony Eden confirmed British policypatient waiting to see what was to happen
on the European mainland.

In Spain, Germany and Italy continued to provioikeés and materials while the rest of
Europe worked to maintain non-intervention. Wilit#elaid Stalin gave trickled to a stop,
despite his continued criticism of France and GBe#ain’s unwillingness to help. Despite the
June 1937 British reinstatement of its obligatiorcdme to the aid of France and Belgium in the

event either nation faced an attack, the threatgnasing on both sides of the Soviet Union, and

% The purges in the Soviet Union also caused Staliase support from the Spanish Left. From 1986 t
1937, he killed off those who assisted the Repahliorces against the Fascists. This only stremgtth the resolve
of Germany and Italy to continue efforts in Sp&ee Max BeloffThe Foreign Policy of Soviet Russia, Volume II,
1936-1941(London: Oxford University Press, 1949), p. 31.
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Stalin’s message to the world warning of coming a@zame clear through his March trial in
1938.

The trial, known as the Case of the Anti-SovieidBbf Rights and Trotskyites, had the
most diverse group of defendants facing a widestyanf charges, and the largest network of
alleged international conspiracies. Sergei Bessaas Counselor of the Berlin Embassy.
Mikhail Chernov, People’s Commissar (PC) of Agrtaué, took the stand with Grigori Grinko,
his Deputy PC, and Prokapy Zubarev, a worker irstdrae department. Akmal lkramov and
Faizulla Khodjayev were prominent figures in then@ounist Party of Uzbekistan. Vladimir
lvanov was the PC of the Soviet Timber Industry Eadc Zelensky was a member of the
People’s Commissariat of Supply. Vasili Sharangowas the Byelorussian delegate to the
Seventeenth Party Congress. Ignaty Kazakov, LeinL.and Dmitrii Pletnev were physicians,
and Levin personally attended to Lenin and Stalftavel Bulanov, Pyotr Kryuchkov, and
Venyamin Maximov-Dikovsky were secretaries to vasdarty officials.

While the above-mentioned defendants held impbgasitions, the rest of the men
made the trial the international spectacle it evalhf became. Nikolai Krestinsky held a
number of high Party posts. He had been PC oicéuist 1917, PC of Finance from 1918 to
1921, ambassador to Germany from 1921 to 1930Dapaity PC of Foreign Affairs from 1930
to 1937. Kristian Rakovsky had been the Sovietassador to both Great Britain and France in
the 1920s. Arkady Rosengoltz was PC of Foreignidfeom 1930 to 1937 and was a diplomat
in London. Alexei Rykov held a number of poststioe Bolsheviks. By 1917 he was elected to

the Central Committee and later served as PC dhtkdor and was an outspoken supporter of
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Lenin’s New Economic Policy. In the 1930s he w&sd? Communications until the first trial in
1936

The two most notable defendants of all were Gényiagoda and Nikolai Bukharin.
Yagoda, once the head of the People’s Commissariaternal Affairs (NKVD), was a
mastermind behind arrests, interrogations, andugiets. Because of his integral role in the
interrogation process in the months before the imeKamenev trial that led to every
defendant’s execution and his unwavering loyalt$talin, it was shocking that such a man
would ever manage to anger the dictator, but Yadodiad himself in prison for treason,
replaced by Nikolai Yezhov. Nikolai Bukharin hagdm writing essays and books on Marxism
and its principles since the first decade of thentieth century. Lenin read many of Bukharin’s
works and celebrated the theories. Bukharin hadkeebclosely with Trotsky and continued to
publish his ideas. After a brief exile he returted/oscow and became a leading member of the
Central Committee. He strongly supported LeninesM\Economic Policy and his ideas on
socialism in one country became a foundation dir8sgpolicies in the 1930s. Bukharin also
worked in the Politburo and was the President ef@ommunist International. He was one of
the main writers of the celebrated 1936 Soviet @a®n, but clashed with Stalin over the idea
of collectivization. Bukharin felt that forced gnaequisition would only anger the peasants and
cause lower production rates. Stalin subsequerpglled him from the Politburo and the
Comintern, but brought him back as the editor ef$oviet papelzvestiauntil his arrest in 1937

and the trial in 1938.

* General lists of defendants can be found in masksvdiscussing the trial. This particular listsva
compiled fromReport of Court Proceedings in the Case of the-8otriet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyi{@4oscow:
People’'s Commissariat of Justice, 1938) and Stefldren and Robert TuckeM$ie Great Purge Tria{New
York: Grosset and Dunlap Publishers, 1965).
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The charges were as varied as the defendants tivesis&restinsky and Rosengoltz
allegedly worked for both British and German intghce, Chernov for the Germans, Grinko for
the Germans and Poles, and Sharangovich for tres P&akovsky served as a British and
Japanese spy, and Rosengoltz also wrecked for dagdaa “personally attempted to commit a
terrorist act against Comrade Stalfnikramov and Khodjayev supposedly weakened Uzbakist
for attack from the West. Zelensky reportedly ndixeils and glass into food supplies. Ivanov,
Zubarev, and Bessonov participated in wreckingvdiets to weaken Soviet stability. Kazakhov,
Levin, and Pletnev, led by Yagoda, proceeded wittetking methods of treatment” which
ultimately led to the death of both Soviet writeaim Gorky in 1936 and his son in 1935.
Bulanov, Kryuchkov, and Maximov-Dikovsky assistadoassing information among individuals
involved in the plots. Finally, Bukharin and Rykaere the minds behind the current set of
conspiracies against Stalin and the Soviet Unilarthe end, the court sentenced eighteen of the
men to death. Bessonov received 15 years in prikakovsky 20 years, and Pletnev 25 yéars.

The American Committee for the Defense of Leon §kpionce again came to the aid of
the defendants as it criticized the very fact thate was another trial. Quoted in thew York
Times the Committee argued “like its predecessors willsnot be a trial at all but a well
rehearsed theatrical presentation based upon ility abthe G.P.U. to extort false ‘confessions’
from the actors in order to destroy, morally angigitally, Stalin’s political opponent$.Based
on the questionable evidence of the last two trihls Committee assumed the 1938 trial would

be no different.

® Report of Court Proceedings in the Case of the-Bntiiet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites,796.

® Report of Court Proceedingp. 797.

" While it may have been strange to some that thegels involved medical murders, it is likely th&l®
introduced them in the 1938 trial in order to lemddibility to the claim that important people fretSoviet Union
really had been assassinated. Besides Sergei,Kiv@yprevious two trials remained vague and nexalty dealt
with actual deaths, just the plots and preparati®ee Robert McNeal'Stalin, Man and RulefNew York: New
York University Press, 1988).

8 “New Soviet Trial Called ‘Frame-Up’ New York TimeMarch 2, 1938, p. 14.
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Of course this was not the only skeptical predictod what the 1938 trial would be like.
In Great Britain,The Timegprinted an editorial foretelling the coming event$he
prisoners...will accuse themselves of all manneiiref.s. The proceedings will end with a
sentence that is already a foregone conclusiontrendequel for most of the victims will be a
bullet in a prison corridor”The inability of Great Britain and the Soviet Unito cooperate
more closely economically and militarily over tlezent years caused many in Great Britain to
view Stalin’s anti-fascist messages as statemhbatgtie Soviet Union had no more use for a
possible alliance. Instead, the country would t@akéascism and imperialism on its own:
“Stalin has explained that his conception of therfel of Europe is preparation for a war to the
death between two...dictatorships, and with suchrdliconeither democrats nor workers for
peace can have anything to do, except labour teeptet.”°

After the predictions, whether Stalin meant it ot,rihe trial proceedings threw a curve
to the audience and the world press. As HaroldWelescribed, “[Nikolai] Krestinsky
evidently intends to fight for his life. His refaiso admit his guilt produced a sensatidh.”
Krestinsky claimed his earlier confession to inigegbrs was false and that his break with
Trotsky was final. When asked by the prosecutitiy ie would lie until taking the stand,
Krestinsky claimed his words would never have besard otherwise. Théhicago Daily
Tribuneprinted a front-page article detailing both thegeéd vast conspiracies and Krestinsky’s
actions. In fact, “until Krestinsky’'s protestatiohinnocence the trial had followed the familiar

lines of previous mass treason trialé Amid the usual reinforcement of guilt and self-

incrimination, Krestinsky was “agitated to the pgoivhere he had to take a nerve tablet to steady

°“The Russian Trial, The TimesMarch 2, 1938, p. 15.

10“The Russian Trial,” p. 15.

™ Harold Denny, “Confession False, Soviet Aide S&gsAdmit Charges,” p. 1.

12«30viet Leader Defies Stalin; Jolts Spy TriaLhicago Daily TribuneMarch 3, 1938, p. 6.
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himself,” and “he called his accusers among therl#dnts liars and they in turn hurled the
epithet back at him'® By the next session, however, Krestinsky returoettie point of view
that he really was guilty of sabotage and espionage

While this unusual shake-up broke from the nornoalrse of one of Stalin’s show trials,
this surprising event was not enough to make thedonvincing in Great Britain—the
testimony still sounded rehearsed. According &otéstimony of Khodjayev and lkramov,
“Britain was therefore to be given either the whotea part of Uzbekistan” for its assistance,
along with Germany and Japan, in bringing downiSgategime* For Stalin to compare Great
Britain to the two aggressor nations, one can inéehad given up hope for an alliance with
Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain. One could asiggest, however, that this was a play by
Stalin to gain favor or at least recognition frontlét, whose acceptance of a pact would come
just over one year latér.

The Economishad continued printing anti-Soviet articles angvri@ad more reason to do
so with the onset of the 1938 trial. The edittniferness was rarely concealed as its anti-
Bolshevik stance held through all three trials, #rey claimed Stalin “demonstrated...contempt
for the...democratic notion of justicé® After Krestinsky claimed his innocence and then
retracted his statements, the publication mainthfoatside the Russian borders [the trials]
serve only to sicken and disgust the friends ofsRuand delight her enemies. it even

compared Soviet justice to Nazi courts and fourad ¢ven though defendants shared similar

13«30viet Leader Defies Stalin; Jolts Spy Trial, .

1 “Moscow Trial Indictment, The TimesMarch 3, 1938, p. 13.

'3t remains unclear whether Krestinsky genuinepurdiated the charges or if it was set up. After hi
revelation, court was adjourned for the day, anohupis return in the evening Krestinsky claimelatl been his
health keeping him from telling the whole truthe Had become depressed and aggravated when tigeshare
read. His final declaration of guilt could haver@from either shame, or from Stalin. See Dmitrikdgonov’s
Stalin: Triumph and TragediNew York: Grove Weidenfeld, 1988).

1% “Dictators’ Justice, The EconomistVol. CXXX No. 4932, March 5, 1938, p. 494.

" “Dictators’ Justice,” p. 494.
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grim fates in both countries, the Nazis at leastipced the illusion of a fair trial, including
allowing pleas of not guilty and shorter prisontseges.
The charges that men like Rakovsky served Britisélligence and relayed information
back to Great Britain about possible weaknessatir regime naturally did not sit well with
the British government. Earlier trials had alrepdysented the possibility of British help in
bringing down the Soviet Union, but Anglo-Soviefateons had been shaky for over a decade by
1938. In the late 1920s the British governmentaioed men who fought in the Russian Civil
War with Denikin and the Whites, and a severingipfomatic ties with Russia would mean
little, especially as the move could be a “stepgitane” to “a war against the Bolshevik§.”
The Chinese seizure of British possessions in Hg&froyed the theory that relations with
Russia would stop Chinese aggression, and theneesk® be little reason to continue talks.
Parliament finally decided in May 1927 to end “rguoion” of the Soviet Union, despite
the fact that trade and other economic relatiomsameed. A change in this policy would not
come for years “because of inertia and becausmeldregard the reversal of a mistaken action
injurious to their prestige® Immediately after the break British officials atteted to urge other
European nations, including Germany, to follow sSoitt this never happened as “Soviet-German
friendship lay embedded in a common antagonisrhed/ersailles systenf® The shaky
relations between Great Britain and the Soviet bniwough the 1920s and into the 1930s likely
left Stalin with the idea that it would be easiedanore practical to improve relations with

Hitler rather than Chamberlain.

18 | ouis FischerThe Soviets in World Affaif®lew York: Vintage Books, 1960), p. 500.
19 Louis FischerThe Soviet in World Affairg. 510.
% Louis FischerThe Soviets in World Affairg. 514.
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The accusations against British agents spurredioaaicom the highest officials in
London, including Chamberlain himself. Especialfier feeling pressure from the Labour
Party, Chamberlain gave an official statementamffiof the House of Commons:

| feel I need hardly assure the House that the mpowent has not been guilty of
any breach in its agreement with the Soviet Uniuth lsas not employed any of
those whose names have been mentioned to workdddritish intelligence
service or to engage in any subversive activitggsrest the Soviet governmefit.
By this time, Chamberlain had begun his policy gpeasement, an attempt to preserve peace by
allowing Hitler certain concessions, including tiemy and increasing arms production. Not only
did this annoy some of his fellow countrymen, Hab&talin was not pleased, and according to
the Soviet ambassador to London in February 1988ofar as foreign affairs were concerned
Chamberlain produced the impression of innocencedsimg on idiocy.?? British politicians
were stuck in the difficult position of acceptingga@nberlain’s policy of inaction or speaking out
and risking the chance of being branded as fascist.

American Communists had to continue dealing withithcreasing criticism of Stalin and
Communism. Earl Browder, one of the most promiriigiires of the CPUSA, argued that none
of what was happening was that different from ev@mtAmerica’s own past. Browder, the head
of the CPUSA and its presidential nominee in bc&B6land 1940, argued throughout the 1930s
and 1940s that the United States and the Sovietritould cooperate on many issues and in the
1940s stated that the ideologies of communism apdatism could work together, which

earned him removal from his post in the Party1988, he believed American history had

parallels that proved the existence of traitorgterdcomparing Abraham Lincoln’s assassination

ZL«Chamberlain Denies Link To Any Russians on Ttiélew York TimesMarch 19, 1938, p. 1.

22 Adam Ulam Expansion and Coexistence: Soviet Foreign Pol@&37:73(New York: Holt, Rinehart,
and Winston, Inc., 1974), p. 251. Interestinglgfdse Neville Henderson left to his post as Brittshbassador to
Germany, he strongly urged Chamberlain that “Britsarmament should be relentlessly pursued, siace
argument could count with the government of Hiflgcept that of force.” Chamberlain indicated tihég too was
his intention, but he instead took a much more itiatary path. See Neville Henderson’'s memdigslure of a
Mission: Berlin 1937-193%New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1940), p. 8.
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to Sergei Kirov’'s murder, Browder pointed out thatas “treason in the American Army that
opened up...Washington to the British Army” so maagirg agé® The overthrow of an old
order by revolutionary forces also happened not onthe Soviet Union, but also in the United
States. For Browder, the Moscow trials and sintiéey in American history showed “the full
scope and extent of the international conspiraag’ thus this was “not to be considered the
domestic affair of the land of socialistf.Browder never mentioned the presence of similar
trials in America’s past, but the continual preseattraitors and unseen enemies led him to
believe that it was unwise to automatically disdrédte charges brought upon the defendants in
Stalin’s trials.

As with previous trials, CPUSA members focusedoth political ideology and
revolution. The protection of communism from fasciwas the topic of discussion for most of
the Party publications at the time. Like Browdmseph Starobin drew parallels between the
American and Russian Revolutions, pointing out duaitors as Benedict Arnold and Aaron
Burr, who tried to prevent the overthrow of the ofder. Starobin, who grew up among
socialists in New York and became a journalisttiier Party at a young age, believed that “the
trials have struck a blow for world peace. Theyéhaliminated agents of corruption and
treachery within the Soviet Union, on whom the fsisccounted heavily?® He stressed that
Hitler saw the importance of this, and “...shovedhkeadlines on the trial to the back page by
his invasion of Austria® It was clear to Starobin that the Axis powers woubt be satisfied

until the world was theirs.

% Earl Browder Traitors in American History: Lessons of the Masctrials (New York: Workers
Library Publishers, 1938), p. 10.

4 Earl Browder Traitors in American Historyp. 3.

% Joseph Starobin, “The Moscow Trial: Its Meaning émportance,’Young Communist Reviewol 3,
No. 2, April 1938, p. 16.

% Joseph Starobin, “The Moscow Trial: Its Meaning émportance,” p. 16.
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While some American Communists hailed Stalin’s@cton of revolution, other leftist
political figures were getting fed up at the contihdeath under Stalin’s rule. Norman Thomas,
a periodic Socialist Party presidential candidat&s one such person. Thomas had previously
hailed the coming of the Russian Revolution, btdrléurned to anti-Communism and anti-war
convictions. He criticized Stalin as a man wheheathan working with the international
communist community, was threatening the entiréadist movement through the trials and his
so-called socialism-in-one-country plan. Thomdsrenced history, but unlike others who
compared the Soviet Union to revolutionary Frameelamented “under the Spanish Inquisition
and the witchcraft trials similar false confessiorese made? Earlier Socialists and
Communists realized that some of the charges waeeth believe, but it had always been for
the good of revolution. By 1938, Thomas arguedtiaés were for Stalin’s personal benefit. He
was covering himself due to a failure of foreigripo In fact, Thomas ended up making a
haunting observation:

Obviously [Stalin] has abandoned his hope of arewstdnding with Great
Britain...Otherwise Great Britain would not be soginently mentioned in the
trials. The French alliance is breaking down;Rogular Front is dissolving...|
think it might well be an alliance or understandwith Hitler were it not, first,
that I think Hitler...would refuse it and...that Stahas perhaps publicized Hitler
too largely as the enemy in Rus$ia.

Joseph Davies, American ambassador to the SomienUattended Bukharin’s trial as
well. While he had George Kennan with him as adiaor, he frequently relied on the
American press and other ambassadors as interpreteich greatly annoyed Kennan. Davies

felt sympathy for the men on trial, but like so mathers believed that confessions alone

proved that the defendants were guilty, and thabgdid exist to overthrow the governmént.

2" Norman Thomas, “The Moscow TrialsSThe Modern MonthlyWol 10 No. 11, March 1938, p. 4.
% Norman Thomas, “The Moscow Trials,” p. 13.
2 Joseph Davied\lission to MoscovfNew York: Simon and Schuster, 1941), p. 262.
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There was a problem with the trial coverage Dapresided, however. Upon his arrival
in the Soviet Union, Stalin gave him the royal tneant and spared no expense in exposing
Davies to Soviet art and culture. This was exaetipat the ambassador and his wife wanted.
The majority of Davies’ memoirs detail the expeces he had at the opera and discussing
various issues with acquaintances in relaxed enmemts. His passing descriptions of the trials
often could have been mistaken for a play he samitht before, which showed that Stalin was
successful in his endeavor at least to a certagrede The defendants were neatly dressed,
guarded by soldiers with fixed bayonets. The athe courtroom was calm and lacked passion,
according to Davies. While he was more interesteatt than politics, his descriptions prove
that at least some of those following the trialbeved what Stalin wanted them .

Chinese Communists identified with the trials moobre than American Communists.
Defendants in Moscow talked of plots to open thei&dJnion to foreign aggression and control
while undermining resistance to such actionNev York Timesorrespondent in China
reported that Chinese Communist publications cldimmtskyites, after assisting the Japanese
with the Soviet Union, would help in the conques€bina. One paper praised Stalin and the
Soviet Union for openly pursuing Japanese and Gemmgants, claiming “this shows Russia is

not afraid of her enemieg”

% Davies was likely a refreshing change for Stalihpse attempts to court Davies’ predecessor uléiyat
failed. William Bullitt, whom Stalin provided with similar lifestyle, became outspoken againsSiheiet
government. He did not like Maxim Litvinov, his\Bet counterpart, and his assessment of the Comimtas that
it was urging class agitation in the United Statlgs continued disagreements with Litvinov ledaorsening living
conditions for Bullitt, and Bullitt wanted FranklRoosevelt to publicly accuse the Soviet Unionloftmg to
overthrow American democracy. He believed Stdbkio avanted European war that would promote revatutiBy
1936, Bullitt and Soviet officials could not worigether at all and Bullitt took up a new positiarFrance. George
Kennan gained a great deal of knowledge about ¢lveeSUnion from Bullitt's experiences, while Dasielearly
did not. See Beatrice Farnsworthtslliam C. Bullitt and the Soviet Unigf8loomington: Indiana University
Press, 1967). Thomas Maddux argues that Amerigaondats such as Davies did underestimate Staliie'ssages
to the West, and as a result did not understanichtha talks could keep Stalin away from Hitler Sezars of
Estrangement: American Relations with the Sovigbt), 1933-1941Tallahassee: University Press of Florida,
1980), p. 45.

31«Sees a Plot in ChinaRew York TimesMarch 5, 1938, p. 8.
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While the verdicts were not particularly surprgstio anyone who knew of the previous
trials, it was still disturbing that a respectednsach as Nikolai Bukharin could fall so far out of
favor that he earned himself a death sentencehadeealized by the second trial that when his
name came up in confessions, he, too, would litedg a similar fate as all the other defendants.
Bukharin recognized that a sense of impendingdatedesperate attempts to clear one’s name
only contributed to a mental breakdown that maddessions easier to give, whether they were
true or not. Bukharin made his wife, Anna Larimegmorize his Testament so when she left the
country, she could reproduce and distribute his eamion of events. Bukharin sadly suggested
“my head alone, guilty of nothing, will implicatedusands more of the innoceft.Bukharin’s
execution came on March 15, 1938, interestingly dialys after the Anschluss, Hitler’s
annexation of Austria for the Germans. It is uackehether Stalin purposely timed the
execution in such a way as to downplay Bukharie'atd.

With the continued and increasing aggression padaGermany, and eventually Italy,
Stalin appeared to feel the Soviet Union was caoristander the threat of war and invasion.
After repeated, but only partially successful agiesrat military and economic cooperation with
countries such as France and Great Britain, hehdaiger approaches to security. This was
evident through the charges brought upon the defesdn the 1938 trial. Not only were
defendants charged as agents for Germany and Jagaaiso for countries such as Poland and
Great Britain who were alleged to have spies abdtears working toward the downfall of the
Soviet Union. Adding British agents to the listamfcused indicated Stalin’s reluctance to
continue negotiations with Chamberlain, and suggistt his contemplated turn toward a pact

with Hitler could be dated to March 1938.

32 Anna LarinaThis | Cannot ForgefNew York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1993), p. 344.
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As a result, criticism became even harsher, ealhean Great Britain where most British
citizens were fed up with both Stalin and their ddrime Minister. Newspapers predicted how
the trial would play out—just like the last two—afwdt the most part they were correct.
Whether Stalin meant for Nikolai Krestinsky to ddmny guilt in the courtroom remains unclear,
but even with the unorthodox situation critics ramed unconvinced of the trial’s validity.

Those who remained loyal to the Communist causafid so out of respect for the
advancement of the ideology and the hope of a q@m@wolution. American Communists
continued to accept Stalin as the best choicenfomtorld communist movement regardless of
the validity of the charges against each defenuhatiie trial. Earl Browder went so far as to
claim that the trial only uncovered a plot simtiaiwhat Americans faced so many years ago
when fighting off the British. For Browder, terrsas always present, and like the assassination
of Abraham Lincoln, the Soviet authorities had éaldwith the murder of Sergei Kirov. It
clearly did not help American understanding oftited by having Joseph Davies present. Stalin
understood the importance of keeping the Americabassador happy through the presentation
of Soviet art and culture, which Davies fully ergady Chinese Communists, on the other hand,
faced possible decimation at the hands of bothoNatist factions and the Japanese army, and
consequently supported Stalin’s endeavor to uncandrdestroy Trotskyist elements working to
undermine the Communist cause. Thus, by 1938 twbsepraised Stalin for his decisions
realized thepossibilityof conspiracy, not necessarily treality, which led to the increasing

debate about cooperation with the Soviet Unionrduthis time.
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A FAILED REQUEST FOR INTERNATIONAL ASSISTANCE: AMSSESSMENT OF
JOSEPH STALIN’'S MOSCOW TRIALS

Through the 1930s, Joseph Stalin’s Great Ternmlwed the arrest, torture,
imprisonment, and death of countless millionsaffiécted both urban areas and the countryside
as Soviet citizens coped with living in an envir@mhof constant fear. Neighbor turned against
neighbor as individuals desperately worked to alaldr camps and death. The primary
characteristic of the Terror was the trial. Petsand workers alike had the opportunity to
report any possible subversive activities they migtve witnessed, and the accused faced courts
composed of both Soviet authorities and peerstridis, however, were bigger than the three
put on by Stalin in Moscow in 1936, 1937, and 1988these three, high ranking Communist
Party officials faced charges of espionage, saleotagecking, and terrorism as they allegedly
attempted to bring down Stalin’s regime, at timéth\he help of foreign agents. While Stalin’s
plans for himself and the Soviet Union may nevefutlg clear, it is necessary to discuss first
why he held the trials.

Historians consistently disagree on such an isdleny argue that the trials served
simply to remove any possible opposition to Stalimower. After Lenin’s death, the ensuing
power struggle led to factionalism within the CP3dg¢ because Stalin held such high posts, he
managed to come out ahead of such rivals as Leaiskly; Grigori Zinoviev, and Lev Kamenev.
After the failure of his collectivization policy drthe slow growth of industry, the criticism
Stalin received only served to anger him into remgyhe skeptics. Discussion of political
change constantly “provided material for Stalinisgicious mind” and as a result left him with

many possible enemiéghis, however, is not the complete picture. WHitalin was definitely

! Robert Thurstori,ife and Terror in Stalin’s Russia, 1934-19@dew Haven: Yale University Press,
1996), p. 26. The portrayal of Stalin as vindietand paranoid is, unsurprisingly, the most compmurrence



the type of leader to blame and imprison othersgggly on a whim, there is more to his trials
than merely the removal of opposition. Fewer hiates point out that Stalin also put on these
trials for an international audience.

It is important to understand the major crisethef1930s in order to make an argument
for the international intentions of Stalin’s trial$he Great Depression continued to destroy
economies and politics across the world and as, suesh ideologies emerged that seemed to
have the solution. In Italy, Benito Mussolini’'sd€sst party had total control over every aspect
of the lives of the citizens, and in Germany Addifler could claim much the same. Despite the
negatives of a totalitarian state, a willingnesmtwease arms production and take additional
territory for necessary resources was slowly pglidermany out of depression. To compound
the problem, the wait-and-see attitude adoptedrdea@®ritain under Neville Chamberlain
proved to other nations, especially the Soviet dntbat Europe and the United States were
unwilling to deal with the fascist aggression. Toaflicting ideologies of fascism and
communism naturally caused Stalin to worry thanéwally Hitler would turn to the east and
threaten Soviet borders.

The Japanese desire for resources and territottyeo@hinese mainland led to military
incursions that ended in brutality and death fer@hinese population. In response, the United
States placed economic sanctions on the Japamdgangering them further. The Soviet Union
controlled much of the resource-rich territory be Asian mainland, however. Because of this,
Stalin saw a clear danger from both Europe and.Aldrisked facing an attack on two fronts,

one that would be nearly impossible to defend agamthe long run.

among biographies of the leader. Isaac DeutscBéalin: A Political BiographyNew York: Oxford University
Press, 1969) and Robert ConqueStalin: Breaker of NationfNew York: Penguin Books, 1991) are two of the
most notable. Robert Tucke&talin in Power: The Revolution From Above, 19281 (New York: W. W.
Norton & Co., 1990) also points out the use ofl mEscapegoat for failed policy. The argumenteafom that of
a Stalinist’s, is impossible to refute and as ghehexhaustive list will be limited here.
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Thus, Stalin had to prepare for the possibilitanfupcoming war. In his eyes, it would
be ideologically motivated and would involve mamtians. While he wished for the
advancement of socialism within the Soviet Unid, €Comintern worked tirelessly to foment
revolution across the rest of the world. Despiti®s wariness of capitalist encirclement, he
realized the need for aid from such nations ast@etin, France, and if possible, the United
States. The containment—not necessarily the exidie—of fascism became the top priority of
the Commissariat of Foreign Affairs. The triale@me, for Stalin, an opportunity to send a
message not only to the populace at home, butalde rest of the world. This then explains
why the trials ended up as “show trials”.

The concept of a staged trial was not a new dygefar back as witchcraft trials and the
Inquisition of the Middle Ages, accused were fortedonfess their sins, whether they had
actually sinned or not. The public received thessage that the ruling authority wished through
such confessions and consequently fell into linecimof the time through the fear of being in
the situation of the unfortunate accused. Thengnsetting, and procedure of a show trial were
critical to its success, which could often be meadiy audience reaction.

Stalin first set the environment for his trialgddreld them in the Nobles Club in
Moscow. This was clearly symbolic as the hall o)y served as a reception and dance hall
for the nobility of the tsarist regime. The Clulayed host not only to trials and balls, but also t
orchestras and theater. The setting was perfeéantpfor its theatrical aspects, but also as an
indication that the old regime was gone, and iplié€e was something new and more powerful.
The hall held around 300, and most of the crowdscdad of strategically planted workers and

law officials that could react to confessions apéexhes accordingly.
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The confessions themselves were as close to thesateey were to court. Defendants,
often enthusiastically, took the stand to denowash other and their plans and praise the
current regime in its ability to detect terroriatsd maintain power. Some discussed sabotaging
railroads and factories while others allegedly mig¢hh Trotsky himself and relayed letters and
memos to others in the terrorist group. Most inguat; though, were the claims that the
defendants had help from foreign agents. In 188&¢ was limited mention of Germany and
the Gestapo, but by 1937 the Japanese becameaavahd in 1938, British and even Polish
agents supposedly worked for the downfall of Stalin

Stalin’s mention of these specific countries wiagiously no fluke during this time
period. Germany’s reoccupation of the Rhinelantid86 and the creation of the Anti-
Comintern Pact at the end of 1937 were perfecbreafor Stalin to make the point in his trials
that fascist aggression and terrorism was presemywhere, not just in the Soviet Union, and
anyone could be involved. Great Britain likely et a target by the last trial because of the
inability of the two nations to come to agreemergrdhe nature of economic and military
cooperation, and Chamberlain’s passivity towardetieft Stalin frustrated. At the outbreak of
the Civil War in Spain at the same time as the 1836 the Soviet Union was the only country
willing to send direct aid to the Republican forcasd the French and British decision for
nonintervention proved to Stalin that the West eeetd be convinced of danger.

The problem with Stalin’s trials was that the nplé crises occurring in the 1930s that
he used in an attempt to strengthen cooperatidnthvt West were the same events that led to
growing criticism of the Soviet system. In the tédi States, a great debate raged over whether
to assist European nations against fascism. RmsiRbosevelt pushed for Congress to approve

sending money and materials to Great Britain, wimiény in America argued that isolationism
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was the only way to protect the country from becggnnvolved in future wars that would take
place across the ocean. In addition, why deal Btrope when Japan presented more of an
immediate threat? Japan had threatened retribirtithre past when the United States stopped
sending necessary resources such as oil, but istiadifficult to believe full-scale war was at
hand.

In France, Leon Blum’s Popular Front governmens vedling. Forming a broad
coalition of political parties in order to contdascism was unsuccessful. Blum realized he
needed the help of the Soviet Union to create @ssipility of resisting Germany on two fronts.
However, in Great Britain, Chamberlain looked lgsm favorably upon the Bolsheviks. It
came down to choosing between the lesser of twe:efascism or communism. While military
alliances were necessary, how could the arreseaacution of countless numbers really be the
answer to strengthening a nation? The United Stadald only give Great Britain limited aid,
and thus Chamberlain’s appeasement of Germanyneeati Blum, afraid to upset his British
ally, could do nothing to advance Franco-Soviedtrehs.

International communist movements took their asdesm the Comintern, which
answered to Stalin. Groups such as the Americanmimnist Party (CPUSA) dedicated their
time to preventing the spread of fascism, and neizegl the trials as helping do just that.
However, world revolution needed more than jusi-fascist tendencies. By 1938, many
Communist writers acknowledged that charges agthestiefendants hardly seemed credible,
but it was a matter of advancing revolution by thaint. Stalin, not Trotsky, seemed more
capable of strengthening Communism. This was ad gaeason as any to accept the trials,
mainly because Stalin’s policies changed so fretiyiand foreign Communist parties had

grown confused over just what they should be doing.
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Journalists and newspapers around the world izeticStalin’s trials based on
international events as well. Many British publicas, such a¥he TimesandThe Economist
remembered all too well the trials of the 1920w/Imch British workers allegedly helped
sabotage Soviet industry. Bitterness over the gasbined with distaste for communist
ideology in general, and newspapers denied this’tdeedibility, frequently printing Trotsky's
responses after covering the daily events of thetamm. The argument arose that Hitler's
Germany was, in fact, more desirable than Stafwgiet Union. At least in Germany the
judicial process allowed defense of the accusededisas dissenting opinion from the
defendants. If anyone was aggressive enoughtiofstliescale warfare, for many Stalin was the
more likely candidate.

Readers of American newspapers had conflictingeepces. While periodicals such as
theChicago Daily Tribuneliscussed the threat of war and allegations #yzeard would receive
resources and territory in exchange for helpingdbdown Stalin, th&lew York Time®ok a
slightly different view. Journalists Harold Denagd Walter Duranty became enchanted with
the Soviet Union, and Duranty enjoyed the luxu8&ain provided him during his time in the
country. As a result, he accepted the confessibtise defendants as the only necessary proof
of guilt.

Stalin planned his trials in order to send outessage in theatrical form. While some
like Duranty and American ambassador Joseph Davigg/ed the drama and recognized the
play-like atmosphere of the trials, for so many entbre self-incrimination and adulation of the
Soviet regime was too much to handle. After 1938as as though the world had gone through
the same play three times, and so many hated tinsereadful events unfold. As soon as the

list of defendants came out, not one follower @ tials expected anything but a death sentence
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for each man. The criticism increased, and by 1888emed clear to Stalin that he would not
receive support from the West.

Notable historians such as Stephen Cohen argti¢ghth&rials were an indication of
Stalin’s turn toward possible alliance with HitleFhis is not out of the realm of possibility,
especially with other nations’ lack of cooperatid®elf-preservation of both leader and country
was a constant theme of Joseph Stalin’s throughisutule. If he could not contain Fascist and
Japanese aggression with the help of others, whyame to an agreement with the enefmy?
Stalin may not have believed this was a permarauatisn, but at the very least it could give
him time to industrialize and mobilize the Sovietitary.

In the 1930s Stalin and his communist followergsesgred to be the only ones who sensed
oncoming war. Through his trials he warned ofttireat of fascism and used confessions and
speeches in the courtroom to gain support for theeb Union, but for his audience the
international situation was becoming too unstableety on a regime that used brutal methods of
imprisonment, torture, and execution. Westernomathad few good options at the time, and
rather than collaborate with what appeared to maie an unstable Communist dictator, they
chose to allow Hitler to continue taking more temy and rearming his country. In the end,
Stalin was correct about the threat of war, bunineshods of sending messages through staged

trials failed to convince the world of its impendifate.

2 Stephen Cohen’s wokukharin and the Bolshevik Revolutiew York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1974)
explains that Bukharin constantly warned that N@eimany remained the largest threat to Soviet ggaund
pushed for renewed attempts at cooperation witlai@etain. He remarkably seemed to sense aighBbviet
foreign policy that no one else could see. It difficult to believe, given the anti-German tondswery trial.
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