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The last of three public Moscow trials took place between March 2 and March 13, 1938.
Perhaps the most famous of the defendants was Nikolai Bukharin, former Party leader, one-time
ally of Stalin and subsequently an opponent of his. A political and economic theorist, Bukharin
had served in the Politburo before being removed for oppositional activity. His last post, until
early 1937, was editor-in-chief of Izvestiia, the daily newspaper of the Soviet government.

His co-defendants included Alexei Rykov, the former Head of State, and Genrikh
Yagoda, former head of the NKVD, a ministry that included both foreign espionage and the
political police. Yagoda had been removed from this position on September 25, 1936, and
replaced by Nikolai Yezhov.

At the first public Moscow trial in August 1936 the chief defendants were Grigori
Zinoviev and Lev Kamenev. They and other veteran Party members admitted to conspiracies
against the Soviet government and to organizing the murder of Leningrad Party leader Sergei
Kirov in December 1934. The second trial, held in January 1937, saw more senior Party
members confess to collaborating with the defendants at the first trial, and to additional
conspiracies and crimes.

At the 1938 Trial Bukharin confessed to a leadership role in a far-flung conspiracy
involving members of the “Right” opposition along with followers of former Soviet leader Leon
Trotsky, then living in exile. Along with most of the other defendants Bukharin was convicted,
given the death sentence, and executed on March 15, 1938.!

Bukharin was declared “rehabilitated”?> by a decree (postanovienie) of the Soviet
Supreme Court of February 4, 1988.3 This important rehabilitation document has never been
published.*

! Three of the twenty-one defendants, Pletnev, Rakovsky, and Bessonov, were convicted of lesser charges and
sentenced to prison terms.

2 This is the term applied in the former USSR and in Russia today to a judicial declaration that a person, usually
deceased, is retroactively declared innocent of political crimes he or she was convicted of.
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In 2007 we discovered a copy of the original Rehabilitation Decree in the Volkogonov
Archives, on microfilm at the Library of Congress.> It bears the title “Decree of the Plenum of
the Supreme Court of the USSR of 4 February 1988.”% The deliberate falsifications in this
document are considered in the present article.

The following correspondences assure us that the document in question from the
Volkogonov Archives, hereafter called the Rehabilitation Decree, is in fact the genuine text of
the Supreme Court decree rehabilitating Bukharin.

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

e In the official collection Reabilitatsiia: Kak Eto Bylo. Seredina 80-kh godov — 1991% a
quotation is given from the “Postanovlenie Plenuma Verkhovnogo Suda SSSR ot 4 fevralia 1988
g,” which corresponds exactly to a passage at the bottom of page 5 of the document from
Volkogonov Archive. On page 615 at note 31 another passage is cited from the same document
and this passage can also be found in the Volkogonov Archive document towards the top of page
seven.

The Rehabilitation Decree contains the following passage:

Former Vice-Commissar of Internal Affairs of the USSR [the NKVD — G.F.]
Frinovsky, in his statement of April 11, 1939 admitted that employees of the
NKVD of the USSR “prepared” arrestees for the interrogations at face-to-face
confrontations, pressing on them the answers they should give to possible
questions. Yezhov often conversed with those under interrogation. If the arrestee

* The public announcement of the rehabilitation of Bukharin, Rykov and others was made in Pravda on February 10,
1988, according to Izvestiia TsK KPSS 5 (1989), p. 86; Reabilitatsiia: Kak Eto Bylo. Seredina 80-kh godov -1991
(Moscow, 2004), p. 615 n. 33; hereafter cited as RKEB 3.

4 In March 2007 a Moscow colleague engaged a legal researcher to search both printed and digital legal archives in
Russia for this Decree of the Soviet Supreme Court. This researcher could not find it in print. The semi-official
Russian legal database, “Konsul’tantPlius,” returned the result “document opublikovan ne byl” (“Document not
published.”). My thanks to my treasured colleague Vladimir Bobrov for this information (email from Vladimir
Bobrov to the author Tuesday, March 27, 2007).

5 General Dmitri Volkogonov was given unprecedented access by Mikhail Gorbacheyv to official, secret archives of
the Soviet period. With their aid he wrote highly tendentious works including biographies of Lenin, Stalin, and
Trotsky. Volkogonov photocopied thousands of pages of documents, and somehow transmitted many or all of them
to Western libraries, including the Library of Congress. For a brief summary of Volkogonov’s career and his
relationship with politics and archives, see Amy Knight, “U. S POWs and Russian Archives,” Perspective Volume
IX, Number 3 (January-February 1998), at http://www.bu.edu/iscip/vol9/Knight.html.

6 “Postanovlenie Plenuma Verkhovnogo Suda SSSR or 4 fevralia 1988 g.” Volkogonov Archives, Library of
Congress, Washington DC.

7 Reabilitatsia. Politicheskie Protsessy 30-50-kh godov (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo Politicheskoi Literatury, 1991), pp
240-1.

8 RKEB 3 p. 614, n. 30.
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renounced his confessions, the investigator was given directions to “restore” the
arrestee, i.e. to obtain from him his previous false confessions. (p.6)

The same statements are made, with slightly different wording in the “Protest,” or request for
reconsideration, from the State Prosecutor (Prokuror) to the Soviet Supreme Court in this case:

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

Publication of the full text of Frinovsky’s statement of April 11, 1939, which had
remained classified until early 2006,!° now permits us to affirm with confidence that these
statements in the Rehabilitation Decree constitute a deliberate deception by the Soviet Supreme
Court.

As the following quotation from Frinovsky’s published statement show, Frinovsky did
state something resembling the quotations above. However, in this passage Frinovsky was not
discussing “preparation” of the defendants at the 1938 Trial but a different case.

How were those under arrest prepared for the face-to-face confrontations, and
especially for those that were conducted in the presence of members of the
government?

9 “Plenumu Verkhovnogo suda Soiuza SSR Prokuratura Soiuza SSR. Protest (v poriadke nadzora) po delu N.L
Bukharina, A.I. Rykova, A.P. Rozengol’tsa, M.A. Gernova, P.P. Bulanova, L.G. Levina, [.N. Kazakova, V.A.
Maksimova-Dikovskogo, P.P. Kriuchkova, Kh.G. Rakovskogo. 21 ianvaria 1988 g.” (“To the Plenum of the
Supreme Court of the Union SSR of the Procurator of the Union SSR. Protest (in the order of oversight) concerning
the case of N.I. Bukharin, A.I. Rykov, A.P. Rozengol’ts, M.A. Chernov, L.G. Levin, I.N. Kazakov, V.A. Maksimov-
Dikovsky, P.P. Kriuchkov, Kh.G Rakovsky. January 21, 1988.) Izvestiia TsK KPSS 1989 Ne 1, pp. 114-119. p. 118.
This text is reprinted in the collection Reabilitatsia. Politicheskie Protsessy 30-50-kh godov. Moscow: 1zd-vo
Politicheskoi Literatury, 1991, pp. 235-240.

10 “NARODNOMU KOMISSARU VNUTRENNIKH DEL SOIUZA SOVETSKIKH SOTS. RESPUBLIK —
KOMISSARU GOSUDARSTVENNOI BEZOPASNOSTI 1 RANGA: BERIA L.P. Ot arestovannogo
FRINOVSKOGO M.P. ZATAVLENIE” 11 aprelia 1939. (“To the People’s Commissar for Internal Affairs of the
Union of Soviet Soc. Republics — Commissar of State Security of the First Rank Beria L.P. From the arrestee
Frinovsky M.P. Statement.” April 11, 1939.) In Lubianka. Stalin I NKVD — NKGB — GUKR “SMERSH” 1939-mart
1946. Moscow: 2006, pp. 33-50. I have put this text online at
http://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/frinovskyru.html and our English translation at
https://msuweb.montclair.edu/~furrg/research/frinovskyeng.html.
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At first the investigator, then the chief of the department, prepared the suspects in
a special way. The preparation consisted in the reading of the confessions that the
suspect had given against the person with whom the face-to-face confrontation
was about to be conducted, they explained how the face-to-face confrontation
would be conducted, what unexpected questions might be presented to the suspect
and how he should answer. In essence what happened was an agreement and a
rehearsal for the upcoming face-to-face confrontation. After that YEZHOV would
call the suspect to himself, or pretending that he had by chance dropped in to the
investigator’s room where the suspect was sitting he would speak to him about the
upcoming confrontation, and would ask whether he felt himself strong, would he
confirm his confessions, and by the way, would mention that members of the
government would be present at the face-to-face confrontation.

Usually YEZHOV was nervous before such face-to-face confrontations, even
after he had conversed with the arrestee. There were cases when the arrestee,
during his conversation with YEZHOV, declared that his confessions were not
truthful, that he was falsely accused.

In cases like this YEZHOV would go away and the investigator or the chief of the
department would be given the order to “restore” the suspect, since the face-to-
face confrontation had already been set. As an example I can cite the preparation
for the face-to-face confrontation between Uritsky (chief of the intelligence
directorate of the staff of the Red Army) and Belov (commander of the
Belorussian military district). Uritsky had recanted his confessions against Belov
when YEZHOV had interrogated him. YEZHOV did not talk with him about
anything and left, and after a few minutes Uritsky through Nikolayev!! excused
himself to YEZHOV and said that he had “had a fit of faint-heartedness.”

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

In carrying out the investigation of the case of Yagoda and the Chekist
conspirators, and also in those of other arrested persons, especially the Rights, the
system of "correction" of the transcripts set up by Yezhov pursued the goal of
preserving the cadres of conspirators and preventing any possibility of the failure
of our participation in the anti-Soviet conspiracy.

[ can cite dozens and hundreds of examples when the defendants under arrest did
not give up the persons who were tied to them in anti-Soviet work.

The most glaring examples were the conspirators Yagoda, Bulanov, Zakovsky,
Kruchinkin and others, who knew about my participation in the conspiracy and
did not confess about it. (p. 47, emphasis added)

"' N.G. Nikolayev-Zhurid was in Frinovsky’s description one of Yezhov’s “investigator-bone-breakers.” See page
45 of Frinovsky’s confession statement, cited in a previous footnote.
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Frinovsky does admit that Yezhov — obviously with the assistance of subordinates like Frinovsky
himself — did falsify the transcripts of interrogations in the cases of arrested NKVD men and
especially in the cases of arrested Rightists like Yagoda. But this was done not to make the
innocent appear guilty but for the opposite reason: to prevent yet more conspirators, and
especially Yezhov and his men themselves, from being disclosed.

The Rehabilitation Decree falsifies what Frinovsky said about Yezhov’s speaking to
Bukharin before the March 1938 Trial. It reads:

According to Frinovsky’s confessions Yezhov talked with Bukharin, Rykov,
Bulanov and others of the accused several times; he assured each of them that the

court would preserve their lives if they confessed their guilt. (p. 6; emphasis
added)

But Frinovsky did not say anything like this. Instead he confirmed the guilt of Bukharin and
Rykov as participants in a Right conspiracy, while also confirming that Yezhov and he himself
were also involved in a similar and related conspiracy.

Before the arrest of Bukharin and Rykov Yezhov, speaking with me openly,
started to talk about the plans for Chekist work in connection with the current
situation and the imminent arrests of Bukharin and Rykov. Yezhov said that this
would be a great loss to the Rights, after that regardless of our own wishes, upon
the instructions of the Central Committee large-scale measures might be taken
against the cadres of the Right, and that in connection with this his and my main
task must be to direct the investigation in such a way so that, as much as possible,
to preserve the Rightist cadre. (p. 42; emphasis added)

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

An active participant in investigations generally, YEZHOV kept himself aloof from
the preparation of this trial. Before the trial there took pace the face-to-face
confrontations of the suspects, interrogations, and refining, in which YEZHOV
did not participate. He spoke for a long time with YAGODA, and that talk
concerned, in the main, of assuring YAGODA that he would not be shot.

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

YEZHOV had one conversation with BULANOV, and began this conversation in
the presence of the investigator and myself, and finished the conversation one on
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one, having asked us to leave ... What the conversation was about YEZHOV did
not say. When he asked us to enter again he said: "Behave yourself well at the
trial — I will ask that you not be shot." After the trial YEZHOV always expressed
regret about BULANOV. At the time of the executions YEZHOV suggested
shooting BULANOV first and he himself did not enter the building where the
shootings took place.

Here YEZHOV unquestionably was ruled by the necessity of covering up his own
ties with the arrested leaders of the Right who were going into the public trial .\

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

The Rehabilitation Decree seriously distorts Frinovsky’s statement to make it appear to
support a position opposite from the one it in fact supports. It falsely claims that Frinovsky’s
statement admitted that there was no such conspiracy. In reality Frinovsky repeatedly confirmed
the existence of the conspiracy.

We have established that the Rehabilitation Decree, and therefore the Soviet Supreme
Court, falsified its summary of the case against Bukharin. We can’t know for certain why it did
so. But it is possible to make some informed conjectures.

The year 2004 saw the publication of the transcript of the session of the Politburo
commission charged with reviewing the “repressions that took place during the 30s, 40s and
beginning of the 50s” and which preceded the Rehabilitation Decree. This “blue-ribbon”
commission included two full members of the Politburo of the CPSU, V.M. Chebrikov and M.S.
Solomentsev; two candidate members of the Politburo, A.l. Lukyanov and P.N. Demichev; the
Chairman of the Supreme Court, V.I. Terebilov; the General Prosecutor of the USSR, equivalent
to the Attorney General in the United States A.M. Rekunkov; and the vice-chairman of the KGB,
V.P. Pirozhkov. '3

Two of these men (Terebilov and Rekunkov) are named at the head of the Rehabilitation
Decree as having been responsible for drawing it up; one of them (Terebilov) signed it. It’s clear
that this is the commission whose work resulted in the Rehabilitation Decree under study here.

At the January 5, 1988, meeting commission member Chebrikov revealed that a very
large amount of documentation relating to the Bukharin case file (delo) existed. In addition to the
Trial transcript, decisions, and appeals, this delo would normally contain all the investigative

12 Frinovsky, pp. 47-48; emphasis added.

13 Russians are commonly identified in print by initials and last name only, a practice unfamiliar in the English-
speaking world. I am taking this information from the “Immenoi Kommentariy,” or “Commentary on Proper
Names” Reabilitatsia. Kak Eto Bylo, vol. 3, pp. 630-676.
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materials including transcripts of interrogations, face-to-face confrontations (ochnye stavki)
between the various defendants, and other evidence. Only a fraction of this material has been
published.

Com/[rade] Chebrikov: ... Today we will review the case file of Bukharin. The
case file of Bukharin and all of his group consists of 276 volumes. If we are to
make this broadly public then it will be necessary to permit a reporter to read all
276 volumes. Is this necessary? What good will this do? Is there only one way of
approaching this? It will be 200 or 300 volumes — is it necessary to publish them?

I am of the following opinion — after the commission [is finished — G.F.]
we should publish the Decree [“postanovlenie” — G.F.] of the court.!* (RKEB 3,
33)

This high-level commission had full access to all documents in Soviet archives along with the
research facilities (archivists, secretaries, etc.) to obtain them. At the same meeting commission
member Terebilov said that all the voluminous Bukharin materials had been, or would be,
studied.

We went through all the archives around Moscow and obtained all the prosecution
documents. On this Bukharin case we have everything. We need to do everything
so that no one tells us that we missed anything. (RKEB 3, 35)

In light of these statements it is significant that the commission did not produce any genuine
statements from any source to support their contention that Bukharin and the other defendants
were innocent victims of a frameup. The only document of substance the commission produced
is the Rehabilitation Decree.!> This is consistent with the hypothesis, also suggested by the
Rehabilitation Decree itself, that the commission could not locate any evidence exculpating
Bukharin or, for that matter, any of the other defendants at the 1938 Trial.

The transcript of the Politburo commission’s meeting of January 5, 1988 hints that the
commission members were troubled by the lack of any indication of Bukharin’s innocence.

Commission member Solomentsev wondered:

I have the following question. Upon looking through the court case, Bukharin
confessed himself guilty [on all points], with the exception of participation in
espionage and of terrorist acts against Menzhinsky, Dzerzhinsky, Gorky, and
Peshkov. Do we have any documents at all that show in what manner his
confession about admitting their own guilt was obtained. And why at the court
session they did not [sic] deny a part of the accusations, and confessed to the rest?
39)

' For some reason this was never done.
15 A number of the procedural documents relating to this commission are published in RKEB 3.
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As Solomentsev appears to suggest here, it is hard to square Bukharin’s partial confessions,
which were also coupled with partial denials of guilt, with any theory that Bukharin’s
confessions were made under compulsion. For if they were, why wouldn’t he have confessed to
everything?

Commission member Pirozhkov had this response:

We have materials about how impermissible means of influence were employed
in the course of the investigation, after which, as a rule, confessions in which they
made admissions appeared ... (39)

Pirozhkov must have had Frinovsky’s statement in mind, for no other such “material” is quoted
either in this volume or in the Rehabilitation Decree. But as we have already seen Frinovsky
specifically did not apply these remarks to the Bukharin case. Frinovsky did admit to very large
numbers of “frame-ups” involving coerced confessions and other falsifications — but not in the
case of the 1938 Trial. And anyway, compulsion would not seem to account for Bukharin’s
confessions to some charges but denial of others.

Another commission member, Chebrikov, added:

(We must add that there exist confessions of some comrades that they were
promised their lives in return for it. We have the names of people who assert this.)
(p. 39; parentheses in the original, G.F.)

This is, apparently, another indirect reference to Frinovsky’s statement. For if other such
“confessions” existed and had any relevance to the Bukharin case, why would they not also have
been cited, as Frinovsky’s was? As we have already shown, Frinovsky did nof claim that Yezhov
promised to see that Yagoda, Bukharin and Bulanov were spared execution in return for falsely
confessing. Rather, Yezhov asked them not to mention his name at the Trial in order to preserve
the conspiracy and, as Frinovsky himself surmises, his own (Yezhov’s) skin.

Refusing to be placated by these excuses for the lack of evidence Solomentsev repeated
his previous question:

Then why did Bukharin reject certain accusations, but not others? How can we
evaluate this? — RKEB 3, 39.

But the Commission members were not able to find any solution to this problem. They
simply had no evidence that Bukharin’s confessions were not honest. At length Pirozhkov
concluded:

We will analyze the 270 volumes. — RKEB 3, 42.
Assuming that these 270 volumes of the Bukharin delo were exhaustively studied, it follows that

this large task of research produced no evidence that pointed towards Bukharin’s innocence. For
surely had any such evidence been found there would be some allusion to it in the Rehabilitation
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Decree. Instead, in order to justify its decision to declare Bukharin “rehabilitated” the Supreme
Court falsified Frinovsky’s statement by claiming it supported Bukharin’s innocence whereas in
reality it strongly confirmed his guilt.

How can we account for this deception? An obvious explanation is that the Soviet
Supreme Court had been given a political, rather than a legal, task. Their real job — or so we are
compelled to surmise — was not to determine whether Bukharin had been unjustly convicted.
Rather, they had been assigned the task of providing plausible arguments, sustained by
convincing-looking “evidence,” to support the preconceived conclusion that Bukharin was
innocent. The evidence they found did not support Bukharin’s innocence, so false evidence had
to be concocted, a process whose result is the document under consideration here.

Thanks to the publication of the Rehabilitation commission’s sessions we know that no
evidence proving the innocence of Bukharin and his co-defendants could be located in the Soviet
archives, despite diligent research by experts with the means and archival access to search very
thoroughly. Therefore a second, more important, conclusion is equally inescapable: No evidence
of Bukharin’s innocence exists.

To say that there is no evidence pointing towards Bukharin’s innocence means that all the
evidence we do have points towards his guilt. Insofar as human agency can establish the fact,
therefore, we must draw the only possible conclusion: Bukharin was guilty of what he confessed
to, and perhaps even of those charges to which he refused to confess but of which he was
nevertheless convicted.

An apothegm of historical methodology counsels that “lack of evidence is not evidence
of lack.” Theoretically, the possibility exists, and will always exist, that at some future date some
researcher may somewhere discover some evidence that proves the defendants in the 1938 Trial
were innocent. That is true, but it is always true, in any investigation or in research on any topic.
The corollary is also true: until such time as evidence to the contrary comes to light, we must
draw conclusions on the basis of the evidence we have.

It is nonetheless very significant that the Soviet government could not discover any
exculpatory evidence in 1988. For some reason the Politburo commission wanted so badly to
find Bukharin innocent that, when they could not find any evidence to support his innocence but
instead found further evidence of his guilt — the Frinovsky statement — the commission lied about
it and claimed it said the opposite.

It follows that the Gorbachev-era Soviet government was indifferent as to whether
Bukharin and the rest had really been guilty or not. Soviet governmental authorities on the
highest level had, apparently decided that Bukharin must be declared innocent, that is,
“rehabilitated,” regardless of what the evidence showed. They must have had compelling reasons
to act as they did. And it is logical to assume that these reasons were related to the political
conjuncture in the USSR in the period after 1987.

Bukharin’s “Rehabilitation” was one of the central events of the plan by Mikhail
Gorbachev to introduce market-oriented reforms into the Soviet economy. Such reforms — for so
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they were called — would inevitably sharpen economic inequalities and function to undermine the
Soviet welfare state, through which many necessities were provided at highly subsidized rates
and were, consequently, extremely expensive for the State to provide.!®

Bukharin had been an advocate of the New Economic Policy of the 1920s. He appears to
have proposed something like a continuation of the NEP as against Stalin’s plan for
collectivization and industrialization. This is the kind of policy described by both prosecutors
and defense at the 1938 Moscow Trial as a “restoration of capitalism.”

As such a plan would necessarily entail a much longer time before industrialization, and
consequently military modernization, would be possible, some accommodation with the more
aggressively anti-Soviet states like Nazi Germany and militarist Japan would be necessary — or
so ran the testimony at the 1938 Trial. So Bukharin’s “alternative” to Stalin’s program was
indelibly associated with betrayal of the Revolution and the USSR itself to the very enemy that
wrought such enormous destruction during the war.

For the Gorbachev government to adopt a “Bukharinist” economic program, one that
would be unpopular both for the inevitable decline in workers’ living standards and for its
association with treason to the fascists, it had to be uncoupled from the Moscow Trial
convictions. Bukharin would have to be found “not guilty”, victim of a frame-up, for the
Gorbachev economic policy to be acceptable.

By the same stroke Stalin’s collectivization and industrialization could be compromised
as a distortion of socialism. Meanwhile, Bukharin’s plan could be assimilated to Lenin, for Lenin
had outlined the NEP in the years before his illness removed him from political life. And Lenin
had called Bukharin the “party’s favorite” (lyubimets)."”

This is the way events unfolded. We have no firm proof that it was all planned in
advance, short of an outright confession by Gorbachev and other high-ranking figures. Or
perhaps one of the lowly researchers who did the spade work of digging into the archives and
drafting the falsifications in these important documents may someday dare to publish his or her
memoirs or become a “whistle-blower” and “tell all.”

The implications of Bukharin’s guilt for our understanding of Soviet history during the
Stalin period and afterwards would be hard to overestimate, and at least as hard to summarize.
Leaving this analysis to future works, we note here only the most immediately obvious
conclusion: Khrushchev- and post-Khrushchev-era “rehabilitations” cannot be accepted as
historically truthful.!®

16 A detailed study of the role of Bukharin’s rehabilitation in the development of Gorbachev’s political economy is
Marc Junge, Bucharins Rehabilitierung. Historisches Geddchtnis in der Sowjetunion 1953-1991. Berlin:
BasisDruck, 1999.

17 There is evidence that the document in which “Lenin” wrote this about Bukharin is not genuine. Whether it is or
not, the same sentence states that Bukharin can hardly be considered a Marxist, so the term lyubimets partii is
“damning with faint praise.” For a thorough discussion of this fascinating question see Furr, The Fraud of the
‘Testament of Lenin’. Kettering, OH: Erythrés Press & Media, LLC, 2022.

18 See Furr, Khrushchev Lied, Chapter 11: “The Results of Khrushchev’s ‘Revelations’: Falsified Rehabilitations.”
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We have established beyond any doubt that the Soviet Supreme Court Rehabilitation
Decree deliberately falsified the evidence in the case of Bukharin. This means that no evidence
of Bukharin’s innocence exists. There is no reason not to accept Bukharin’s confessions before
and at trial, and in his post-trial appeal, in all of which Bukharin insisted on his guilt. !°

The fact that, in this important case, the Gorbachev-era Soviet government falsified an
important rehabilitation means, at a minimum, that no Gorbachev-era studies of the Stalin era
should be accepted at face value. Deliberate, calculated falsification in the case of Bukharin
opens the door to the possibility that there may be other examples.?® The fact that the
Rehabilitation Decree was discovered only by accident and remains unpublished by Russian
authorities suggests that other revelations, devastating to current paradigms of Soviet history in
the Stalin era, may await those who gain access to still-classified archives.
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bukharinappeals.html.

20 Some less momentous falsifications are already known. For example, according to the transcript of the
Commission of the Central Committee Plenum of February 27, 1937 to make recommendations on the case of
Bukharin and Rykov, all voted to expel these two from the Party and turn them over to the court (i.e. to trial). Some
voted to recommend the court sentence them to be shot, others recommended “without recommendation of
shooting.” All — except Stalin. Stalin alone voted that they not be turned over to the court, but instead “exiled”
(vysiat’). Four of the members who followed Stalin’s vote simply stated “For Comrade Stalin’s proposal.”

Stalin’s recommendation in the typed transcript was then changed by hand (probably that of Anastas Mikoian,
Chairman of the commission) from “exile” to “turn over their case to the NKVD.” This was evidently (a) as a
compromise — Stalin was a “minority of one,” with by far the most lenient recommendation; and (b) so that the
commission members could vote unanimously “for Comrade Stalin’s proposal.”

However, the text reprinted in Izvestiia TsK KPSS No. 5, 1989, p. 80 does not mention Stalin’s original proposal.
Curiously enough, it is clearly visible on the photocopy of the transcript reproduced on page 82, which thus gives
the lie to the printed text. Obviously the decision to reproduce the transcript was not coordinated with the editing of
the text! Even so, the final recommendation as passed was far milder than any of those made by any of the other
commission members.

For a good discussion of this issue see Arch Getty, “The politics of repression revisited,” in Chris Ward ed., The
Stalinist Dictatorship. London: Arnold, 1998, p. 133 and n. 77, p. 141; also Getty and Oleg V. Naumov, The Road
to Terror. Stalin and the Self-Destruction of the Bolsheviks, 1932-1939. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1999,
pp- 411-418.



Appendix
(Eds. note: The document below is a copy of the original decree on the rehabilitation of Nicolai
Bukharin in the Volkogonov Archives, on microfilm at the Library of Congress. It bears the title

“Decree of the Plenum of the Supreme Court of the USSR of 4 February 1988.” An English
translation of the document, by Grover Furr, follows the original Russian.)

MOCTAHOBJIEHUE Ne 10-88_
NMJIEHYMA BEPXOBHOTO CYJ{A CCCP

or « 4 »... ¢eBpans.... 1988 r.

IInenym BepxoBHoro Cyna CCCP nox npecenaTesnbcTBOM

[Ipencenarens Bepxosuoro Cyga CCCP --- B.U. Tepebunosa
C yyacTueM

I'enepanbuoro Ilpoxypopa CCCP --- A.M. PexynkoBa
IIpu cexperape Ilnenyma,

Unene Bepxosunoro Cyma CCCP --- C.b. Poma3zune

Paccmorpen

IIporect I'enepanproro npokypopa CCCP no neny byxapuna
H.N., PrixoBa A.1., Po3enronsua A.Il., YepnoBa M.A., bynaHnoBa
ILII., Jlepuna JI.I'., Kazakosa 11.H., MakcumoBa-I[UKOBCKOTO
B.A., Kprouxosa ILII. u Pakosckoro X.I'.

ITo npurosopy Boennoii konnerun Bepxosnoro Cyna CCCP ot 13 mapra 1938 r. o neny,
paccmoreHHoMy 2-13 mapra 1938 1. nox npencenarensctBoMm B.B. Yibpuxa, ¢ yuactuem
[Ipoxypopa CCCP A.4. Beimmnackoro ocyxaeHb K

BYXAPUH Huxomnait IBanoBuy, 1888 roga poxaeHus, ypoxkeHell T.
Mockssl, pycckuid, rpaxaannd CCCP. Unen KoMMyHucTHUECKON TapTUN
¢ 1906 r., unen [Homur6ropo LIK BKII(6) 1924-1929 r.r., uzbupapmuiics
Ha XVII cwe3ne BKII(0) kanaunatom B wiensl [IK BKII(0), uckmtoueH u3
naptuu B 1937 r., neiicrBurensHblii wieH Axkagemuun Hayk CCCP 1929-
1937 r.r., no apecta 27 ¢epansg 1937 r. [ maBHbIN perakTop ra3eTsl
«H3BecTus»;

PBIKOB Anexceit IBanoBuu, 1881 rona poxxaeHus, ypoxeHel T.
Caparosa, pycckui, rpaxxganud CCCP. Unen KommyHucTHYECKOM
naptuu ¢ 1898 r., unen [Momur6ropo LIK BKII(6) 1923-1930 r.r.,
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IIpencenarens CoBera Haponubix komuccapos CCCP 1924-1930 r.r.,
nzbupasmmuiics Ha XVYII cee3ne BKII(0) kanaumarom B uiensl LK
BKII(6), ucxmrouen u3 naptuu B 1937 1., 1o apecra 27 despans 1937 r.
Haponnsiii komuccap cssazu CCCP;

3EHI"OJIBL] Apkanuii ITaBinosuuy, 1889 rona poxaeHus, ypoxkeHel I.
Burebcka, epeit, rpaxnanud CCCP. Unen KoMMyHucTHUECKOM TApTHH ©
1905 r., u3bupapmuiics Ha XVYII cwezne BKII(0) kannuaaToM B 4ieHBI
UK BKII(6), ucknrouen u3 naptuu B 1937 r., 1o apecra 7 oktsa6ps 1937 r.
HayanpHUK ynpasiaeHus Hapkomara BHemnel Toprosiaun CCCP;

UEPHOB Muxaun Anekcannposud, 1891 roga poxaeHusi, ypoxeHell
Koctpomckoii ry6epuun, pycckuii, rpaxnanua CCCP, unen
Kommynuctuyeckoit maptuu ¢ 1920 r., uzdbupasmmuiics na XYII cvesne
BKII(6) unenam LIK BKII(0), uckmtouen u3 naptuu B 1937 ., 1o apecra 7
Hos10ps 1937 r. Hapoausiit komuccap 3emnenenuss CCCP;

BYJIAHOB Ilagen [lerpoBuy, 1895 roaga poxaeHus, ypoxxeHer|
Tepputopun HeiHenHe Mopnosckoit ACCP, pycckuil, rpakJaHUH
CCCP, Ynen KommyHnuctuueckoit naptuu ¢ 1918 r., uckiroueH us naptuu
B 1937 r., no apecra 29 mapra 1937 r. corpyanuk cekperapuata HKB/]
CCCP;

JIEBUH Jles I'puropesuy, 1870 rona poxaenus, ypoxenen r. Oneccsl,
eBpeilt, rpaxxaanud CCCP, 6ecnapTHIHBIHN, JOKTOp MEIUIIMHCKUX HAYK,
1o apecta 2 nexabps 1937 r. Bpau-KoHCYyNTaHT jeucanaynpa Kpems;

KA3AKOB Urnaruit Hukonaesuy, 1891 1891 roxa poxieHus, ypoxeHer
cena TBapauna beccapaOckoii ryoepuun, 6onrapus, rpaxnanua CCCP,
OecnaptuiiHblii, 10 apecta 14 nekadps 1937 r. nupekrop
["ocynapcTBEHHOT0 HayYHO-UCCIIEI0BATEIbCKOI0 HHCTUTYTa OOMEHa
BELIECTB U SHAOKPUHHBIX paccTpoiicTtB Hapkomsnpasa CCCP;

MAKCHUMOB-JIMKOBCKUI bennamus AxamMoBud (Abpamosuu), 1900
rojia po>kJeHus1, ypoxeHeln r. Batku, espeit, rpaxnanun CCCP, unen
Kommynuctuueckoit maptuu ¢ 1920 r., 1o apecra 11 nexabps 1937 r.
HavyaneHUK oTaena Hapkomara myteit coobuienus CCCP;

KPIOYKOB Iletp IlerpoBuy, 1889 rona poxnenus, ypoxenen r. Ilepma,
pycckuii, rpaxnanud CCCP, 6ecniapTuiinblii, 10 apecta 5 okTs16ps 1937 1.
nupektop Mysesd A.M. I'oppkoro;

Ha OCHOBaHUH CT. cT. 58.1.a, 58.2, 58.7, 58.9, 58.11 YK PC®CP (B pepakuuu 1926 .) -
KQKIBINA K paccTpeny, ¢ KoH(UCKAIMel BCero TMYHO MPUHAANIEKABIIIETO UM UMYIIECTBA;
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PAKOBCKMI Xpucrnau I'eopruesny, 1873 roga poxieHus, ypoxkeHeI
r.Koren (bonrapus), 6onrapun, rpaxxaanud CCCP, unen
Kommynuctrueckoit maptuu ¢ 1918 r., MCKIIOYEH U3 TAPTHH B CBSI3U C
HACTOAILMM JI€JIOM, 10 apecta 27 ssHBaps 1937 r. HauanbHUK YIIpaBIeHUS
Hapxomara 3npaBoxpannnus PCOCP;

, Ha OCHOBaHUHU CT. cT. 58.1.a, 58.2, 58.7, 58.8, 58.9, 58.11 YK PCOCP (B penakuuu 1926 r.) k
TIOPEMHOMY 3aKjroueHuto Ha 20 JieT, ¢ KoH(pUCKaueil Bcero JIMYHO eMy MPUHAIeKABIIETO
MMYLIECTBA U IOPAKEHUEM B ITIOJIUTHYECKUX MpaBax Ha 5 yieT. [1o3xke 1o npurosopy BoenHoi
koserun Bepxosuoro Cyna CCCP ot 8 centsiopst 1941 r. Ha ocHOBaHuM 4. 2 ct. 58.10 YK
PCOCP Pakosckuit X.I'. ocykJieH K paccTpeny.

3)

[Ipurosop 1o 3TomMy K€ ey B OTHOLIEHUH OCykIeHHbIX B.®. [llapanrosuua, nepsoro
cekperaps LIK KII(6) benopyccun; A. UkpamoBa, nepBoro cekperapst LIK KI1(6) Y36ekucrana;
®. Xomxkaesa, npencenarens CHK Y36ekckoit CCP; B.M. MBanos, Hapognoro komuccapa
necnoit npomsinuieHHOCTH CCCP; I'.®. I'punbko, Hapoanoro komuccapa ¢punancos CCCP;
H.H. Kpectunckoro, nepsoro 3amectutens HapogHoro komuccapa semneaenus CCCP; MLA.
3enenckoro, npencenarens Lienrpocoroza CCCP; C.A. becconoBa, COBETHUKA MOIIPEICTBA
CCCP B I'epmanuu; I./1. [TnetHeBa, npodeccopa MHcTUTYTA PYyHKHOHATIBHON THArHOCTUKY, B
paznoe BpeMsi BepxoBabiM Cynom CCCP ObuT OTMEHEH, a IeJI0 TPEKPAIEHO 32 OTCYTCTBUEM B
UX JIEHCTBUAX COCTaBa MPECTYIIJICHUS.

[To nanHOMY Z1€Ty OCYKICH TaKkKe ObIBIIMK HApKOM BHYTpeHHHUX jien Arona I'.I'., mpurosop B
OTHOLIEHUU KOTOPOI'O HE OIPOTECTOBAH.

H.N. byxapun, A.W. PeikoB, M.A. UepnoB u A.Il. Po3eHromnsn npu3HaHbl BAHOBHBIMU B TOM,
gto B 1932 - 1933 1T. 1o 3ananuio Bpaxaeoupx CCCP nHOCTpaHHBIX TOCYAapCTB OPraHU30BAIN
MPECTYITHYIO TPYIIILY 3arOBOPILIMKOB, B COCTaB KOTOpou Bxoauiu Takxke X.I'. Pakosckui, I1.I1.
bynaunos, JL.I'. Jleun, U.H. Kazakos, B.A. Makcumos-/{uxoBckuii, I1.I1. KptoukoB u apyrue.
Ota rpynma, IMeHyeMas B OOBUHUTEIHHOM 3aKIIOUEHUH U B IPUTOBOPE “NPABO-TPOLIKUCTCKHUMA
6710K”, IOCTaBMIIa CBOEH 11eJIbI0 TUKBUAanHUI0 cyniecTBytomero B CCCP obuiecTBeHHOTO U
rOCYJapCTBEHHOTO CTPOSI, PECTaBPAIIMIO KallUTAJIM3Ma, BOCCTAHOBIIEHUE BIACTU OypKyas3HH.
OcCy1IecTBUTh 3TU LENIN IPEAIO0JIArajloch IyTEM IITMOHCKON, AMBEPCUOHHOM, BPEIUTENIBCKON U
TEPPOPUCTUUECKOH NI TENbHOCTH, HAIIPABICHHON Ha MOAPBIB YKOHOMHYECKONW U 0O0POHHOM
Mo Coserckoro Coro3a.

VY4acTHUKM NPECTYITHOM IPyNIbl, YTBEPKAAETCS B IPUTOBOPE, ABIAACH ar€HTaMU MHOCTPaHHbBIX
pa3BelIOK, 3aHUMAJIMCh HA MPOTSHDKEHUN MHOTHUX JIET INITMOHCKOMN AESITENbHOCTHIO, BEU
IIEPETOBOPHI € NPEICTABUTENIIMA HHOCTPAHHBIX I'OCYJapCTB O BOOPYKEHHOM IIOMOIIH B
cBepxenun Coserckoil BiacTtu, 00 ycnoBusix pacuieHeHuss CCCP u 00 oTTOp)KEHUH OT HEro
VYkpaunsl, benopyccun, [Ipumopss, pecriyonuk Cpeaneit A3un u 3akaBka3sbsi. B npurosope, B
4aCTHOCTH, yKa3aHo, yTo D.I1. Pozenronsn u X.I'. PakoBCckui, BCTYIIUB B HENIOCPEACTBECHHBIC
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CHOIIEHUS ¢ npeactaBuressiMu BpaxaeoHsix CCCP rocyaapcTs, Benu neperoBopsl 00 OKa3aHUU
UM oMo B ciydae Hanazgenus Ha CoBerckuit Coro3. H.M. byxapun u A.1. PoikoB Obun
IIOJIHOCTBIO OCBEJOMJIEUBI O IIITMOHCKON JAESITENIbHOCTH COYYaCTHUKOB, MTOOLIPSIIN paCIIMPEHUE
UX MIPECTYIHBIX CBS3€H U aBaiM yKa3zaHHs (popcupoBaTh MOATOTOBKY HHOCTPAHHOM
MHTEPBEHIINH.

Ha psine npOMBIIUIEHHBIX, CEIbCKOXO03IUCTBEHHBIX, TPAHCIIOPTHBIX U TOPIOBBIX IIPEANPUATHN
M0 JUPEKTHUBAM MHOCTPAHHBIX CIIEICITYKO ydacTHHUKaMHU “0J10ka” ObUIM OPTaHU30BaHbI
JTMBEPCHOHHBIC M BPEIUTEILCKUE TPYIIIBI C TEM, YTOOBI AKTUBHOM MPECTYIHOM eI TeIbHOCTHIO
Iapaju30BaTh

4

XO3AUCTBEHHYIO )KU3Hb CTPaHBI M CII0OCOOCTBOBATH ociabienuto oboponocnocoonoctu CCCP.
Kak yka3zaHo cyJj0oM, 10 33/1aHUIO SITOHCKOTO pa3BelopraHa Ha cTaHIuu BomouaeBka
YYaCTHHKaMH ““‘0J10Ka” ObLTO OpPraHU30BaHO KPYIICHHUE 1T0E3/a C BOUHCKUM I'Py30M, a Ha
neperone Xop - JlopMHIOHTOBKA - TACCAXKUPCKOTO MOE3/1a; COBEPIICHO HECKOJIBKO AUBEPCUNA Ha
maxtax B Cy4yane. Bce 3TH TuBepcuu MOBJIEKIN YeloBeuecKue kepTBbl. Ha ocHOBe croBopa ¢
MPEJCTaBUTENISIMU HHOCTPAHHBIX TocyaapcTB A.I1. PozeHronbi npoBoauI BpeAUTEIbCKYIO
paboty B cucteme Hapkomara Buemneit Toprosiau CCCP.

Kak yTBeprk1aeTcst B IpuroBope, Mo 3alaHni0 FepMaHCKOIo pa3Beoprana u ykazanusm A.1.
PrikoBa M.A. UepHOB opraHu30BaJl psii BpEAUTEIbCKUX AKTOB, HAIIPABJICHHBIX HA CHUYKEHUE
YPOXKANHOCTH CEJILCKOXO3AMCTBEHHBIX KYJIBTYP, COKpPAICHUE IIOT0JIOBbS CKOTA U IIOPYY
CeNbCKOXO035ICTBEHHBIX MOOMIIM3AIIMOHHBIX 3aracoB. Tak, B 1936 r. BciencTBUE YMBIIIICHHOTO
pacrpocTpaHeHus Snu300THH B Boctounoii Cubupu nasno okono 25 teicay nomanaeid. H..
ByxapuH pyKoBOJIHII BpeIUTEILCKON paboTOM B lecHOM X03siicTBe CeBepHOro kpas, a A.M.
PBIKOB - Ha IPOMBILIEHHBIX U CEJIbCKOXO03SMCTBEHHBIX NpeAnpusatusax bemnopyccun,
V36ekucrana, B psne oonacteit PCOCP. I1o ux 3agaHnio oCyIEeCTBISAIOCH BPEAUTEIbCTBO B
Haponnom komuccapuare ¢punanco CCCP u ero opranax Ha MecTax, a TaKXKe B CHCTEME
NOTPEOUTENHCKON KOOTIEPAIIUH.

VY4acTHUKaMM IPECTYITHOW I'PyIIIbI IO 3a/1aHNI0 HHOCTPAHHBIX Pa3BelOK, YKa3aHO B IIPUTOBOPE,
ObUT OPTaHU30BaH PsIJl TEPPOPUCTHUECKUX aKTOB NMPOTUB pykoBoauteneir BKII(6) u CoBerckoro
npasutenscTBa. B 1934 r. AWM. PoikoB co3man rpyniy s HOATOTOBKY M COBEPILIEHUS
TeppopucTUUYecKux akToB B oTHomeHuu M.B. Cranuna, B.M. Monotosa, JI.M. Karanosuua u
K.E. Bopommnosa. B asrycre 1934 r. A.Il. Po3enromnsiy nodusancs npuema y M.B. Cranuna ¢
LIEJIBI0 COBEPLICHUS B OTHOLLIEHUH €ro Teppopuctudeckoro akra. Ilo 3amanuro H.M. byxapuna,
A.U. PrixoBa, A.IIl. Pozenronsia u M.A. UepHoBa Ob110 coBepiieno youiictso C.M. Kupoga,
A.M. T'opskoro, B.P. Memxunckoro, B.B. KyiiosimeBa, M.A. [lenrkoBa; moAroTaBiInBaics
TEPPOPUCTUYECKUN aKT POTUB ExoBa. B coBeplIeHNN dTUX TEPPOPUCTUUECKUX AKTOB
yuactBoBanu [LII. Kproukos, B.A. Makcumos-/lukoBckuit, [1.I1. Bynanos, a taxxe Bpauu JL.I.
Jlesun u N.H. Kazaxos, npumenssmue k A.M. ['opekomy, B.P. Menxunckomy, B.B.
KyiiObimeBy u M.A. IlenkoBy “BpeAUTENbCKUE METOBI JICUCHUS .
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B npurosope ormeuaercs, uto emie B 1918 r. H.M. byxapun u Bo3riasiseMas UM rpymnmna
“J1eBBIX KOMMYHHUCTOB” OpraHU30BaJId 3aroBop NpoTuB COBETCKOI0 rOCyAAPCTBA C LIETIBIO
copBaTth 3akitoueHue ¢ ['epmanueit bpecrckoro MupHoro 1orosopa, cBepruytb CoBeTcKoe
MIPaBUTENILCTBO, apecToBaTh 1 youts B.1. Jlenuna, .B. Cranuna, .M. CBepioBa u
chopMUPOBaTh HOBOE, KOAIUIIMOHHOE, MPAaBUTENHCTBO. B utose 1918 r. neBbie scepsl ¢ Benoma
u cornacusa H.W. Byxapuna nonHsanu B MockBe MATEX € Lieblo cBepkeHus1 COBETCKOToO
npasurenscTBa. [IpsaMeim pesynbsratoM crosopa H.M. byxapuna ¢ acepamu sBUIIOCH
cosepuieHHoe Kamnan 30 aBrycra 1918 r. nokymenue Ha xu3Hb B.W. Jlennna. B 1930 r. H.U.
Byxapun goroBopuiics ¢ acepomM-60eBUKOM CeMEHOBBIM O CO3JIaHUH MPECTYMHBIX TPYII [T
COBEpIIICHHS TEPPOPUCTUIECKUX aKTOB IPOTUB pykoBoaureneit BKII(6) u CoBeTckoro
IIpaBurenscTBa.

)

B npotecre 'enepanbhoro npokypopa CCCP craButcs Bonpoc 00 oTMeHe mpuroBopa Boennoii
kosuternu Bepxosaoro Cyna CCCP ot 13 mapra 1938 r. B otHomenun H.M. byxapuna, A.U.
PrikoBa, A.Il. Pozenronbiia, M.A. Yepnosa, X.I'. Pakosckoro, I1.I1. Bynanosa, JI.I'. JleBuna,
N.H. Kazakosa, B.A. Makcumosa-/lukosckoro u ILI1. KptoukoBa, a Takxke npurosopa Boennoit
koserun Bepxosuoro Cyna CCCP ot 8 centsi6ps 1941 r. B orHomennn X.I'. PakoBckoro u
IIPEKPALLEHUH JIeJ1a 3a OTCYTCTBUEM B UX JEHCTBHUAX COCTAaBA NIPECTYILICHHUS.

PaccMoTtpeB MaTepuansl Aena, 3aciymas fokian wieHa Bepxosnoro Cyna CCCP M.A. Maposa
u BeicTyIuieHue I'enepanbHoro npokypopa CCCP A .M. PexyHkoBa, moaaep3aBIIero NpoTecT,
IInenym BepxoBHoro Cyna CCCP HaxoauT npuBjeUEeHNE HA3BAHHBIX JIUL K YTOJIOBHOM
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH U UX OCY3/I€HUE HEOJOCHOBAHHBIM.

OOBHUHUTENBHBIN TPUTOBOP B COOTBETCTBHHU C TPEOOBAHUAMU 3aKOHA MOKET OBITH OCHOBAH
JMIIB HA COBOKYITHOCTH JI0Ka3aTeNIbCTB, JIOCTOBEPHOCTh KOTOPhIX COMHEHUI HE BHI3BIBAET.
Kaxoe 13 3THX 10Ka3aTeNbCTB TOHKHO OBITH TIIATEILHO MPOBEPEHO B Ipoliecce cyAe0HOro
pa3buparenbcTBa U 0ObEKTUBHO OLIEHEHO B IIPUTOBOPE.

Boennas xonnerus BepxoBaoro Cyna CCCP B HapylieHMe 3aKOHA B IPUTOBOPE 10 JAHHOMY
JieJly He NIPUBEJIa KOHKPETHBIX JT0Ka3areiabcTB BUHOBHOCTH H.W. byxapuna, A 1. Prikosa, A.Il.
Pozenronsia, M.A. Yepnosa, X.I'. Pakosckoro, [1.I1. Bynanosa, JI.I'. Jlesuna, .H. Ka3zakoga,
B.A. Makcumosa-JlukoBckoro u IL.I1. KproukoBa B coBepiIeHHH 0c000 OMAaCHBIX
rOCYJapCTBEHHBIX MIPECTYIUICHUH, COUTs JOCTATOUYHBIMU UX IIOKa3aHUs HA NIPEIBAPUTEIILHOM
CJICZICTBUU U B CYyJI€, B KOTOPBIX OHU B 00IIeH (popMe MpU3HABAIM CBOIO BUHY B IIPECTYIHOM
nesrenbHoCTH. [Ipy oLieHKe 3TUX MOKa3aHUKM OpPraHaMHU CIIEACTBUSA U CyJOM UTHOPUPOBAHO
Ba)XKHEHIIIee TpeOOBaHUE 3aKOHA O TOM, YTO HUKAaKUe JO0Ka3aTeIbCTBA, B TOM YHUCIIE U IIPU3HAHNE
OOBUHSEMBIM BHHBI, HE UMEIOT 3apaHee YCTAHOBJIEHHON CHIIBI M MOTYT OBITh ITOJIO)KEHBI B
OCHOBY OOBHUHHTEJIBHOTO NPUTOBOPA JIHIIb MPH MMOATBEPKACHUU COBOKYITHOCTBIO IPYTHX
¢dakTHueckux JaHHbIX. [1o TaHHOMY e Jeny moka3aHust OOBUHSEMBIX HE MOTJIU OBbITH
IIOJIOXKEHBI CYJIOM B OCHOBY IIPUTOBOpPA IIOTOMY, YTO OHU IIPOTUBOPEYUBBI, HE COOTBETCTBYIOT
(haKkTHUECKUM 0OCTOSTEIHCTBAM JI€JIa U IOJTYUYEHBI B pe3yJIbTaTe TpyObIX HApyIICHHUH
3aKOHHOCTH B IIpoIiecce MpeaABAPUTEIHHOTO CIEACTBUS U CyIeOHOTO pa30oupaTeabCTBa.
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Ha nepsonauaneneix gonpocax H.W. byxapun, A.W. PsikoB, A.Il. Pozenronsn, X.I'. PakoBckuii,
[LI1. BynaHoB, B Te4eHHE HECKOJIBKUX MECAIIEB HE3aKOHHO COCpKABIIIHECS MO CTpakel 06e3
IpeIbsBICHUS] 0OBUHEHUS U 0€3 MPOJICHUS CPOKA COAEPKAHUS MO CTpaXkKeil, BAHOBHBIMH Ce0sI
B IIIIUOHCKOH, BPEAUTEIIBCKOM, TUBEPCUOHHON U TEPPOPUCTUYECKON JEATEIBHOCTH HE
IIPU3HABAJIA U YTBEPKAAIU, YTO HUKAKUX MPECTYIUICHUHI IIPOTUB CBOEH POIMHBI U COBETCKOrO
HapoJa He coepiianu. H.M. byxapuH, B 4aCTHOCTH, [TOKa3aJ1, YTO XOTSI U UMEII

(6)

0c00YI0 MO3UIHIO 110 KOHKPETHBIM MOJUTHYECKUM U SKOHOMHUYECKUM BOIIPOCAM, HO HUKaKOH
IIPOTUBO3aKOHHOM AEATENBHOCTBIO HE 3aHUMalICA. [IpoTokonsl atux nonpocos H.M. byxapuna k
7eny puoOIIeHbl He ObUT 1 0OHapy>keHbl Juib B 1961 1. B Marepuanax aena OTCyTCTBYIOT
npoTokouibl JorpocoB A M. PeikoBa 3a nepuon ¢ 27 despanst no 7 urons 1937 r., ILI1. Bynanosa
- ¢ 29 mapra no 25 ampenst 1937 r., XOTs1 yCTaHOBIIEHO, YTO B 3TO BPEMSI OHU HEOJJHOKPATHO
JOTIPAIIMBAIIUCH U OTPULIATIHN CBOIO BUHY B IPECTYIMHBIX JEHCTBUSIX.

N3y4yeHne MaTepuaioB Jieia JaeT OCHOBAHHUE CAEJIaTh BBIBOJI, YTO HEKOTOPBIE IIPOTOKOJIBI
JIONIPOCOB, B TOM YHUCJIE IOIIPOCOB HAa OYHBIX CTaBKaX, (GaibCUUIIMPOBAIUCEH; K Ty
MPHOOIIATICH 3apaHee COCTABICHHBIE IPOTOKOIIBI JOMPOCOB C “TIPU3HAHUEM ™ OOBHUHSEMBIMH
cBoeil BUHBI. CaMOOTOBOD K€ JOCTHraJICs IIyTeM 0OMaHa, IaHTa)xa, ICUXUYECKOro U
¢usnueckoro Hacuus. beiBInii 3amecturens HapkoMa BHyTpeHHUX aen CCCP @puHoBckwHii B
cBoeM 3asBieHuu ot 11 anpenst 1939 r. npusnain, uro padorauku HKB/[ CCCP “rotoBunu”
apecTOBaHHBIX K I0IIPOCaM Ha OYHBIX CTABKAX, HABS3bIBAs UM BO3MOYKHBIE BOIIPOCHI U OTBETHI
Ha Hux. C gompammBaeMbIM Hepeako 6ecenoBan ExoB. Eciau apecToBaHHBIN OTKa3bIBAICS OT
CBOMX MMOKa3aHUM, CIEA0BATEIIO IaBAIUCh YKa3aHUA ‘“‘BOCCTAHOBUTH apECTOBAHHOIO, TO €CTh
JOOUTHCS OT HETO MPEKHUX JIOKHBIX MOKa3aHuid. ExxoB, 1o mokazanusM OpUHOBCKOTO,
HeoHOKpaTHO Oecenoan ¢ H.U. Byxapunbsim, A.W. PeikoBbiM, I1.I1. BynaHoBbIM 1 Apyrumu
OOBUHIEMBIMH; KXKIO0T0 M3 HUX OH YOeX/1aj, 4TO Cy/l COXPaHUT UM >KU3Hb, €CITH OHH MPU3HAIOT
CBOIO BUHY.

Kak moxasan 6s1Bimii corpyaank HKBJ[ CCCP LepnenTo, yqacTBOBaBIINi B pacciie0BaHUH
3TOTO JIeNa, CIeA0BATENsIM pa3peranoch hanbcuuIpoBaTh NOKa3aHU apeCTOBAHHBIX.

Csugerens ['muakuna 3.®. Ha nonpoce B 1939 r. nokazana, 4uro cislmana, kak Exon
pacckasbiBan @puHoBckoMy 00 uzduenuu B Jlepoprosckuii Troppme HKB/I Posenromnsia u
JPYTUX apeCTOBAHHBIX.

Honpomennas B 1956 r. ceunerens Pozen6miom A.A., pabotasmas B 1937-1939 r.r.
HavaJIbHUKOM CaHUTOpHOI yactu JlehopToBKOH TIOpbMH, pacckasalia, YTO B CAHYACTH OHA
BUJIeNIa MHOTUX apPECTOBAHHBIX B TSHKEJIOM COCTOSIHUM TOCIIE UX u30uenus. B yactHoctu, oHa
coobmmia: «KpecTHHCKOro ¢ 1ompoca J0CTaBUIM K HaM B CAHYACTh B O€CCO3HATETLHOM
cocTossHUU. OH OBLT TSHKENIO U30UT...».

O npumenenun padoraukamu HKBJ[ CCCP He3akOHHBIX METO/IOB BEJCHHS CIIEACTBHsI, 0OMaHa,
MICUXHYECKOTO ¥ (PU3UIECKOTO HACHITHSI 3asIBUIT ITOCJIC BEIHECEHUSI OOBHHHUTEILHOTO MIPUTOBOPA
1o panHoMy aeny ocyxaeHusiit [[.J1. [lnernes. B cBoux nucbmax B 1940 - 1941 rr. on
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YTBEPKJall, B YACTHOCTH, YTO HUKAKUX IIPECTYIJICHUI HUKOTa He coBeplian. B mponecce
NPEBApUTENILHOTO CIEJCTBUA U B Cy1I€0HOM 3acelaHMH OTOBOPHII ce€0s1 B CBSI3HM C IPUMEHEHUEM
K HeMY (PU3UYECKOTO U ICUXUYECKOTO HACHIIHUSI.

(7

ITo mokazanusm gonpoiieHHoro B 1956 r. 6siBiiero corpyanuka HKBJ/] Aponcona,
HaXOJUBIINICA B TIOppME OCy>kJIeHHbIH X.I'. PakoBckuii B Mae 1941 r. Takxke 3as8BUI €My O
¢banbcupuKay MaTepUaIOB YTOJIOBHOTO JIela ¥ O HE3aKOHHOM OCYXKJICHUH.

beiemme paborauku HKBJI CCCP ®@punosckwii, ArpanoB, Hukonaes, JImutpues, Llepnenro,
VYurakos, Yucros, [Taccos, Koran, ['ep3on, ['me6oB, JIynos u apyrue, npuHAMAaBIITHE
HEMOCPEACTBEHHOE YYaCTHE B PaCcClICJOBAHUH JAHHOTO YTOJIOBHOTO JIeJa, BIIOCIEICTBUU ObLIH
OCY’KJICHBI 32 HE3aKOHHBIE apecThl, (hanbCu(UKAIUIO T0KA3aTeNbCTB U ApyTHe rpyoeiimme
HapyIIeHUs 3aKOHHOCTH.

CynebHoe pa30oupaTenbCTBO 10 JaHHOMY JelTy OBLJIO POBEIEHO C IPyObIMH HAPYIICHUSMH
3akoHa. [Ipu paccmoTpeHunu ena HapymeHo IpaBo o0BUHsAEMBIX Ha 3amuty. H.M. ByxapuH,
A.N. Poikos, A.Il. Pozenronsi, M.A. Yepnos, X.I'. Pakosckuii, [1.I1. Bynanos, B.A. MakcumoB-
JuxoBckuid, [LI1. KproukoB, nuieHHble KBATU(UIMPOBAHHON IOPHINYECKOM TOMOIIIH,
BBIHY>KJICHBI ObLTH B35Th 3aIlUTY CBOUX MHTEPECOB Ha ce0s. Bce oHM He MpUHUMAaNK y4yacTus B
CyZeOHBIX MPEHUAX, TOCKOIBbKY UM OBIJIO MPEJIOKEHO COBMECTHTD 3alIUTUTEIIEHYIO PEUb C
IIOCJIEIHUM CJIOBOM.

CyneGHoe pa30upaTenbCTBO BEJIOCH C IBHBIM OOBUHHUTEIBHBIM YKIOHOM. [ToacyaumbiM
pa3pemanoch TOILKO OTBEYATh Ha BOMPOCKHI TOCYAapCTBEHHOTO 00BUHMTENS. 3asBneHHoe H.U.
ByxapuHbiM 000CHOBaHHOE X0OAAaTaliCTBO O IPEOCTABICHUN €My BO3MOKHOCTH JIaTh
CBOOOIHBIE, pa3BEPHYTHIE OOBSICHEHHUS 110 MPEABSIBICHHOMY OOBHHEHHUIO OBLIIO HE3aKOHHO
OTKJIOHEHO.

B cBoem nocnennem ciose H.W. ByxapuH, 3asBuB B 00111eii (hopme 0 mpu3HaHUM CBOEH BUHBI,
(aKTHUECKU TaK U3JI0KUII OOCTOSATENILCTBA JIE)Ia, YTO OHU CBUJIETEIILCTBOBAIIM O HEBUHOBHOCTH
KaK €ro caMoro, Tak M JpyruxX IPUBJIECYEHHBIX K YTOJIOBHON OTBETCTBEHHOCTH L. OqHAKO Cy ]
HE NMPHUHSJI BO BHUMAaHUE 3T O0CTOSTENBCTBA, UMEIOIUE CYIIECTBEHHOE 3HAYCHHE IS
[IPaBUJILHOTO PA3PEILCHUs ei1a

B c¢Bsi3u ¢ rpyOBIMU HApYIICHUSIMH 3aKOHA HA TIPEIBAPUTEIHLHOM CIICJICTBUU U B TIPOIIECCE
CyIeOHOTO pa3dupaTeNIbCTBa MOKA3aHUsI OOBHHIEMBIX HE MOTYT OBITh MOJIOKEHBI B OCHOBY
BBIBOJIa 00 MX BHHOBHOCTH. JIpyTHX K€ JOCTOBEPHBIX JOKA3aTEIbCTB COBEPIICHUS HMH 0CO00
OITACHBIX TOCYIaPCTBEHHBIX MPECTYIICHHUH B JIEJI€ HE COJEPIKUTCSI.

B nene orcyrcTBytoT nokaszarenbcrBa BuHbl X.I'. PakoBckoro, M.A. Uepnosa u A.I1.
Poszenronsna B mmnuonaxe, a H.M. byxapuna u A.J. PrikoBa B pyKOBO/CTBE HIIMOHCKOMN
JESITEIBHOCTBIO YKa3aHHBIX

®)
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BBIIIIC JIUIT. HpOBGIICHHBIMI/I KOMIICTCHTHBIMU OpraHaMiu IMPOBCPKaMH YCTAHOBJICHO, YTO
CBC,Z[GHI/Iﬁ 0 CBSI3U KOT'0-JIHM00 M3 OCYXKXJICHHBIX C THOCTPAHHBIMHA cneucnyxcGaMH HEC UMCCTCA.

Oo6Bunenune H.U. bByxapuna u A.W1. PrikoBa B co3nanun Ha CeBepnom KaBkase, Ykpaune, B
Cubupu, benopyccun, Y3bekucrane u apyrux mectHoctsix CoBerckoro Coro3a MpecTynHbIX
rpyni ais 6opeOb1 ¢ COBETCKON BIIACTHIO TAK)KE HUYEM HE MOATBEepkaeHO. 1o BeIBOaM cyaa,
oty pesrensHocTh H.U. Byxapun u AWM. PBIKOB OCYIIECTBIISIN AKOOBI IPH YYaCTHUH OBIBIIMX
nepBoro cekpetaps LIK KI1(0) benopyccuu B.®. [llapanroBuya, nepsoro cekperapst LIK KII(6)
V36ekucrana A. Ukpamona, [Ipeacenarens CHK V36ekckoit CCP ®@. XomxkaeBa, OCYKICHHBIX
0 ATOMY Xke Jieny. Bee yka3anHble nuia ObUTH OCY/IeHbl HEOOOCHOBAHHO U BepXOBHBIM
Cynom CCCP noiHOCTBIO peaOMINTHPOBAHBI.

BbIBO/1 0 BUHOBHOCTH OCY’KJEHHBIX B OPraHU3aLUN JUBEPCUOHHBIX U BPEAUTEIbCKUX aKIUI
MPOTHBOPEUYUT (PAKTUIECKUM OOCTOSATENLCTBAM JIe]Ia M TO3TOMY SIBJISIETCSI HEOOOCHOBAHHBIM.

Y CcTaHOBIIEHO, B YACTHOCTH, YTO KO BPEMEHHU KPYILLIEHUS 0e3/1a Ha rneperoHe Xop -
HopmunontoBka H.M. bByxapun u A.W. PpIkoB HaxoIMIKCh YK€ B TEUEHHE HECKOIBKUX MECSLIEB
nox apecroM. CamMu KpyLIEHHs SBUJINCH CIIEJCTBUEM aBapUHHOTO COCTOSIHUS
KEJIE3HOOPOKHOTro ydacTka. [1o nenam o B3peiBax Ha maxrax CydaHa, IPOMCXOAUBIINX
BCJIE/ICTBHE TPyOOro HapyIICHUS MTPABIII TEXHUKH Oe30macHoCTH, B 1937 r. Obu1a ocyk1eHa
rpyMIa pyKOBOASIINX U MHKEHEPHO-TEXHUYECKUX paOOTHUKOB. B Marepuanax nena Het
HUKAKUX JAHHBIX O IPUYACTHOCTH K B3PbIBAM KOT0-JINOO M3 OCYXACHHBIX 110 TAaHHOMY JETy.

Marepuanamu Jena noATBepkaaeTcs, uTo B Hayase 30-X roJ0B B OTAEIbHBIX PETUOHAX CTPAHBI
UMENUCh (PAKThl CHUKEHUS YPOKAMHOCTH CENTbCKOXO3SHCTBEHHBIX KYJIBTYP, TIOPYHU MPOTYKIIUU
MIOJICBOJICTBA, TaJIea CKOTa; JOMYCKAJINCh HEJOCTATKU B CHCTEME MOTPEOUTENHCKOM
KOOIIEPaLMH, OIIMOKH B JESTEILHOCTH HapKOMaTOB BHelHel Toprosiu u ¢punancos CCCP.
OnHako KakuXx-I1100 0OOBEKTUBHBIX JaHHBIX, YTO BCE ITO SIBUJIOCH CIEICTBHEM BPEIUTEIbCTBA,
opranuzoBanHoro H.M. byxapuneim, A.1. PeikoBbiM, M.A. UepHoBbiMm u A.I1. Po3enronblem, B
MaTepuaax Jejia He UIMEeTCs.

B Marepuanax nena He COAEPKUTCS HUKAKUX OOBEKTUBHBIX JI0Ka3aTenbCTB 0OBUHEHUsT H.1.
byxapuna, A.W. PeikoBa 1 Jpyrux oCy>KI€HHBIX, B OTHOILIEHUU KOTOPBIX BHECEH IIPOTECT, B
TeppopucTHYecKuX akTax. [IpyyacTHOCTh KOro-11b0 n3 HUX K youiictsy C.M. Kuposa He
YCTaHOBJIEHA, PaBHO Kak He ycTaHoBjieHa BuHa H.M. byxapuna B noaroroske B 1918 r.
youiicrsa B.U. Jlenuna, N.B. Ctanuna u SI.M. Csepa-

©)
JIOBa, a TAKX€E €ro MPUYAaCTHOCTH K MOKYIIEeHUIO 3cepku Karutan Ha »xu3Hb B.U. Jlenuna.

Kakux-m100 00beKTHBHBIX JT0Ka3aTeabcTB 0 co3panuu H.W. bByxapunsim B 1930 r. mo croBopy ¢
scepoM CeMEHOBBIM IIPECTYITHON I'PYMNIIbI JIsl IOATOTOBKU M COBEPIIEHUS TEPPOPUCTUUECKUX
akToB npoTuB pykoBoauteneit BKII(0) u CoBeTckoro npaBuTeNbCTBa B MaTepraliax Jeia TakKe
HE UMEETCS.
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OpranaMu npeaBapUTEIHLHOTO CIEACTBUS U CyJIOM HE TOOBITO T0Ka3aTeIbCTB BUHBI A.U.
PrikoBa B moaroroske nokyuienust Ha M.B. Cranuna, B.M. Monotosa, JI.M. Karanosuua u K.E.
Bopommnosa. Uro kacaercs Toro ¢akra, uto A.IL. Po3enromnsiy nodusasncs npuema y 1.B.
CrasnnHa, TO 3TO 0OCTOSTENHCTBO CAMO 110 ce0e HEMb3s PACIICHUBAThH KaK MOMBITKY COBEPIINTD
TEPPOPUCTUIECCKUI aKT, MOCKOJIbKY HE JI0Ka3aHo, uTo, JoOuBasich mpuema, A.I1. PozeHromsiy
HamepeBaiics mumuTh 1.B. Cranuna xxusnu. K tomy e, npusznasas A.Il. Po3enrosbua
BUHOBHBIM B COBEPIIICHUH 3TUX ACUCTBUI, Cy/I BBILIET 32 MPEEeNbl NPEeIbIBICHHOTO OOBUHEHHUS,
MOCKOJIBbKY Takoe oOBuHeHue A.Il. Po3eHronbily He IpeabsBIsioCh.

Tax Ha3pIBaeMBbI “TEPPOPUCTHUECKUIN aKT B OTHOIIEHUH E>k0Ba”, Kak 3TO TeNepb yCTAaHOBJIEHO,
ObU1 canbCUPUIMPOBAH UM CaMUM U ObIBIIMM HavanbHuKOM oTnena HKB/l CCCP
HuxonaessiM. 13 nokazanuit Hukonaesa cnenyer, uro padotnuk HKB/] CCCP Caomnaiinen B
pe3ybTaTe CUCTEMAaTUYeCKOro N30MEHus “‘co3HaICs” B MOATOTOBKE OTpaBiieHus ExxoBa pTyThio.
[Tocne apecra CaBosaiiHeHa B TIOJIBE3]] €0 JoMa Oblia MoA0poIIeHa 6aHKa ¢ PTYThIO, KOTOPYIO
3aTeM “00Hapy UM~ U MPUOOIIMIH K JIelly B Ka4yeCTBE BEIIECTBEHHOTO JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBA.

Oo6Bunenwne JI.I'. Jlesuna, I1.I1. bBynanoga, I1.I1. KproukoBa, B.A. MakcumoBa-/[MKOBCKOTO U
W.H. KazakoBa B opranuzanuu youiicrsa A.M. I'opskoro, B.P. Memxunckoro, B.B.
KyiiopimeBa, M.A. IlemkoBa Takxke onpoBepraercsi Marepuaiamu aesna. CorjaacHo 3aKII0OUYCHHIO
MOBTOPHOM KOMHCCHOHHOM Cy/1eOHO-MeIUIMHCKOM sKkcnepTu3sl B.P. Memxunckuii, B.B.
KyiiObimeB 1 A.M. ['opbkuii yMepiu OT TSXKENIBIX XPOHUUECKUX 3a0oaeBaHuid. Jleuenue ux
MIPOBOJIMIIOCH B JIOCTATOYHO MOJTHOM 00BEME U COOTBETCTBOBAJIO YPOBHIO HAYUHBIX JIOCTHKECHUN
toro BpeMeHu. OcyKIeHHBIH 1o 3ToMy *Ke aeny rnpogeccop [./1. [IneTnes 3a sikoObI
coBepuieHHOe youiictBo A.M. I'oppkoro BepxoBueiM Cynom CCCP peabunutupoBan. Kakux-
1100 JaHHBIX 00 YMBIIUIEHHOM yMepiBieHud M.A. [lemkoBa B Marepuasiax jena TaKxke He
COJIEPIKUTCSL.

X.I'. PakoBckwii, kpome Toro, o npurosopy Boennoii komteruu Bepxosaoro Cyga CCCP ot 8
ceHts10ps 1941 r. npu3HaH BUHOBHBIM B TOM, YTO B NIEPUOJ OTOBIBAHUS HAKa3aHUS “TIPOBOIAMI
CpeaH JIMILI, HAXOJUBIINXCS B MECTAX 3aKIIOUCHHSI, aHTUCOBETCKYIO aruTalMIO U PacpOCTPaHsI
KJIEBETHUYECKHE U3MBILUIEHUSI O COBETCKOM IEHCTBUTEIILHOCTH .

(10)

ITo sTomy neny X.I'. PakoBckuii ocyskieH 6e3 Mporu3BOACTBA MPEABAPUTEIHLHOTO CICACTBUS U
cyneOHoro pa3duparenbcTBa. B Matepuanax nenna oTCyTCTBYIOT Kakue Obl TO HU ObUTO JaHHBIE O
COBEpPILEHIHY BMEHEHHBIX €My T10 IIPUTOBOPY MPECTYIUICHUH, B CBS3M C YeM M JaHHBIH IPUTOBOP
HEJIb3sI TPU3HATH 3aKOHHBIM.

Kak Bunno u3 matepuanos nena, H.M. bByxapun u A.W. PeIkoB paHO NIPUMKHYJIN K
PEBOIIOLIMOHHOMY JIBUKEHHUIO, [I0JIBEPraJINCh PEIPECCUAM CO CTOPOHBI LIAPCKOTO
MIPAaBUTENIbCTBA, IPUHUMAIIN HETIOCPEACTBEHHOE yyacTue B Benukoit OKTa0pbcKoit
COLIMAJIMCTHYECKON peBotolinu. Ha pa3HbIX 3Tanmax peBOJIIOLIMOHHOTO OOHOBIICHUS CTPAHBI
H.U. byxapun u A./W. PbikoB 3aHMManu HHOT/Ia 0COOBIE TO3HUIIUU B OLIEHKE MOJIUTHYECKOTO
MOMEHTA, PACCTAHOBKHU KJIACCOBBIX CUJI, ITyTeH cTpouTenbeTBa conuanuzma B CCCP.
HexoTtopbie u3 uX B3IIIAI0B, a B pAJE CIIy4aeB U MPaKTHYECKas IeATeNbHOCTh, ObUIH PACLIEHEHBI
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pykoBosmmu opranamu BKII(6) kak ommbo4nble u HenpaBuiibHbIe. OJTHAKO 3TH OIINOKH,
npu3HaHHbIE B cBoe BpeMsi H.W. ByxapuHbIM 1 €ro CTOpOHHUKAaMHU, CaMu 110 ce0e He 00pa3yIoT
COCTaBa MIPECTYIUICHUS.

Ha ocHOBaHUM M3710KEHHOTO U pyKoBoAcTBYysics 1.1 cT.18 3akona o Bepxosnom Cyne CCCP,
IInenym BepxoBnoro Cyna CCCP

HOCTAHOBIACT

npuroBop Boennoii kosmnernu Bepxosaoro Cyna CCCP ot 13 mapta 1938 r. B oTHOLIEHUHN
byxapuna Huxonas MiBanoBuua, PeixoBa Anekces ViBanoBuya, PozeHronsia Apkanus
ITaBnoBuua, YepnoBa Muxanna Anexcanaposuda, Pakosckoro Xpucruana I'eopruesnya,
bynanosa I1aBna IlerpoBuua, JleBuna JIbBa I'puropreBuua, Kazakosa Uruarus Hukomnaesuua,
MaxkcumoBa-/lukoBckoro Bennamuna Anamosuua (Ab6pamosuya), Kproukona Ilerpa
[TerpoBuua, a Taxxe npuroBop Boennoii koserun Bepxosroro Cyna CCCP ot 8 centsiops
1941 r. B otHOmIeHnn PakoBckoro Xpucruana I'eoprueBndya OTMEHWII U I€TI0 IPEKPATHI 32
OTCYTCTBHEM B UX JIEHCTBUSAX COCTaBa IPECTYIICHUS.

[Ipencenarens BepxoBHOro (moarmHeb)

Cyna Coroza CCP B.U. Tepebunos
Cexkpertaps [Inenyma, unen (moamHCb)
Bepxosroro Cyna CCP

(English translation by Grover Furr)

Bukharin — Sov. Sup. Ct. rehabilitation 1988, fm Volkogonov Archives ENG 05.31.25 ff.docx
RESOLUTION No. 10-88

of the PLENUM OF THE SUPREME COURT of the USSR

from “4”. . . February . ... 1988

Plenum of the Supreme Court of the USSR presided over by
Chairman of the Supreme Court of the USSR --- V.I. Terebilov

with the participation of
Prosecutor General of the USSR --- A.M. Rekunkov

with the Secretary of the Plenum,
Member of the Supreme Court of the USSR --- S.B. Romazin
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Considered

the Protest of the Prosecutor General of the USSR in the case of Bukharin N.I., Rykov A.L,
Rozengol’ts A.P., Chernov M.A., Bulanov P.P., Levin L.G., Kazakov I.N., Maksimov-Dikovsky
V.A., Kryuchkov P.P. and Rakovsky Kh.G.

By the verdict of the Military Collegium of the Supreme Court of the USSR of March 13, 1938,
in the case considered from March 2 to 13, 1938 under the chairmanship of V.V. Ul’rikh, with
the participation of the USSR Prosecutor A.Ya. Vyshinsky, the following were convicted:

BUKHARIN Nikolai Ivanovich, born in 1888, native of Moscow, Russian, citizen of the USSR.
Member of the Communist Party since 1906, member of the Politburo of the Central Committee
of the All-Union Communist Party (bolshevik) 1924-1929, elected at the 17th Congress of the
All-Union Communist Party (bolshevik) as a candidate member of the Central Committee of the
All-Union Communist Party (bolshevik), expelled from the party in 1937, full member of the
USSR Academy of Sciences 1929-1937, until his arrest on February 27, 1937, editor-in-chief of
the newspaper Izvestia;

RYKOV Aleksey Ivanovich, born in 1881, native of Saratov, Russian, citizen of the USSR.
Member of the Communist Party since 1898, member of the Politburo of the Central Committee
of the All-Union Communist Party (bolshevik) 1923-1930, Chairman of the Council of People's
Commissars of the USSR 1924-1930, elected at the 17th Congress of the All-Union Communist
Party (bolshevik) as a candidate member of the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist
Party (bolshevik), expelled from the party in 1937, before his arrest on February 27, 1937.
People's Commissar of Communications of the USSR;

ROZENGOL’TS Arkady Pavlovich, born in 1889, native of Vitebsk, Jewish, citizen of the
USSR. Member of the Communist Party since 1905, elected at the 17th Congress of the All-
Union Communist Party (bolshevik) as a candidate member of the Central Committee of the All-
Union Communist Party (bolshevik), expelled from the party in 1937, before his arrest on
October 7, 1937, head of the department of the People's Commissariat of Foreign Trade of the
USSR;

)

CHERNOV Mikhail Aleksandrovich, born in 1891, native of Kostroma province, Russian,
citizen of the USSR, member of the Communist Party since 1920, elected at the 17th Congress of
the All-Union Communist Party (bolshevik) to the Central Committee of the All-Union
Communist Party (bolshevik), expelled from the party in 1937, before his arrest on November 7,
1937. People's Commissar of Agriculture of the USSR;

BULANOV Pavel Petrovich, born in 1895, native of the territory of the present-day Mordovian
ASSR, Russian, citizen of the USSR, Member of the Communist Party since 1918, expelled from
the party in 1937, before his arrest on March 29, 1937, employee of the Secretariat of the NKVD
of the USSR;
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LEVIN Lev Grigorevich, born in 1870, native of Odessa, Jewish, citizen of the USSR, non-party
member, doctor of medical sciences, before his arrest on December 2, 1937, consulting physician
of the Kremlin medical department;

KAZAKOV Ignatiy Nikolaevich, born in 1891, native of the village of Tvarditsa in the
Bessarabian province, Bulgarian, citizen of the USSR, non-party member, before his arrest on
December 14, 1937, director of the State Research Institute of Metabolism and Endocrine
Disorders of the USSR People's Commissariat of Health;

MAXIMOV-DIKOVSKY Benjamin Adamovich (Abramovich), born in 1900, native of Vyatka,
Jewish, citizen of the USSR, member of the Communist Party since 1920, head of department of
the USSR People's Commissariat of Railways until his arrest on December 11, 1937;

KRYUCHKOYV Petr Petrovich, born in 1889, native of Perm, Russian, citizen of the USSR, non-
party member, director of the A.M. Gorky Museum until his arrest on October 5, 1937;

on the basis of Articles 58.1.a, 58.2, 58.7, 58.9, 58.11 of the Criminal Code of the RSFSR (as
amended in 1926) — each to be shot, with confiscation of all property personally belonging to
them,;

RAKOVSKY Khristian Georgievich, born in 1873, native of the city of Kotel (Bulgaria),
Bulgarian, citizen of the USSR, member of the Communist Party since 1918, expelled from the
party in connection with the present case, until his arrest on January 27, 1937, head of the
directorate of the People's Commissariat of Health of the RSFSR;

, on the basis of Art. Art. 58.1.a, 58.2, 58.7, 58.8, 58.9, 58.11 of the Criminal Code of the RSFSR
(as amended in 1926) to imprisonment for 20 years, with confiscation of all property personally
belonging to him and deprivation of political rights for 5 years. Later, by the verdict of the
Military Collegium of the Supreme Court of the USSR of September 8, 1941, on the basis of Part
2 of Art. 58.10 of the Criminal Code of the RSFSR, Rakovsky Kh.G. was sentenced to death by
firing squad.

3)

The verdict in the same case against the convicted V.F. Sharangovich, First Secretary of the
Central Committee of the Communist Party (bolshevik) of Byelorussia; A. Ikramov, First
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party (bolshevik) of Uzbekistan; F.
Khodzhaev, Chairman of the Council of People's Commissars of the Uzbek SSR; V.I. Ivanov,
People's Commissar of the Forestry Industry of the USSR; G.F. Grinko, People's Commissar of
Finance of the USSR; N.N. Krestinsky, First Deputy People's Commissar of Agriculture of the
USSR; [LA. Zelensky, Chairman of the Central Union of the USSR; S.A. Bessonov, Advisor to
the Plenipotentiary Mission of the USSR in Germany; D.D. Pletnev, Professor of the Institute of
Functional Diagnostics, were overturned at various times by the Supreme Court of the USSR,
and the case was closed due to the absence of corpus delicti in their actions.
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Former People's Commissar of Internal Affairs Yagoda G.G. was also convicted in this case, but
his sentence was not appealed.

N.I. Bukharin, A.I. Rykov, M.A. Chernov and A.P. Rozengol’ts were found guilty of organizing
a criminal group of conspirators in 1932-1933 on the instructions of foreign states hostile to the
USSR, which also included Kh.G. Rakovsky, P.P. Bulanov, L.G. Levin, [.N. Kazakov, V.A.
Maksimov-Dikovsky, P.P. Kryuchkov and others. This group, called in the indictment and in the
verdict the “Right-Trotskyist bloc”, set as its goal the liquidation of the existing social and state
system in the USSR, the restoration of capitalism, and the restoration of the power of the
bourgeoisie. These goals were supposed to be achieved through espionage, sabotage, wrecking
and terrorist activities aimed at undermining the economic and defensive might of the Soviet
Union.

The members of the criminal group, the verdict states, being agents of foreign intelligence
services, were engaged in espionage activities for many years, negotiated with representatives of
foreign states about armed assistance in the overthrow of Soviet power, about the conditions for
the dismemberment of the USSR and the separation of Ukraine, Byelorussia, Primorye, the
republics of Central Asia and Transcaucasia from it. The verdict, in particular, states that F.P.
Rozengol’ts and Kh.G. Rakovsky, having entered into direct relations with representatives of
states hostile to the USSR, negotiated about providing them with assistance in the event of an
attack on the Soviet Union. N.I. Bukharin and A.I. Rykov were fully aware of the espionage
activities of their accomplices, encouraged the expansion of their criminal connections and gave
instructions to speed up the preparation of foreign intervention.

At a number of industrial, agricultural, transport and trade enterprises, on the instructions of
foreign intelligence services, the members of the “bloc” organized sabotage and wrecking groups
in order to paralyze with active criminal activity

4

the economic life of the country and contribute to the weakening of the defense capability of the
USSR. As stated by the court, on the orders of the Japanese intelligence agency at the
Volochayevka station, the members of the “bloc” organized the derailment of a train with
military cargo, and on the Khor-Dormidontovka section — a passenger train; several acts of
sabotage were committed in the mines in Suchan. All these acts of sabotage resulted in human
casualties. Based on collusion with representatives of foreign states, A.P. Rozengol’ts carried out
sabotage work in the system of the People's Commissariat of Foreign Trade of the USSR.

As stated in the verdict, on the orders of the German intelligence agency and the instructions of
A.L. Rykov, M.A. Chernov organized a number of sabotage acts aimed at reducing the yield of
agricultural crops, reducing the livestock population and spoiling agricultural mobilization
reserves. Thus, in 1936, as a result of the deliberate spread of an epizootic in Eastern Siberia,
about 25 thousand horses died. N.I. Bukharin supervised sabotage work in the forestry of the
Northern Territory, and A.L. Rykov — at industrial and agricultural enterprises in Byelorussia,
Uzbekistan, and in a number of regions of the RSFSR. On their instructions, sabotage was
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carried out in the People's Commissariat of Finance of the USSR and its local bodies, as well as
in the consumer cooperative system.

The members of the criminal group, on instructions from foreign intelligence services, as stated
in the verdict, organized a number of terrorist acts against the leaders of the All-Union
Communist Party (bolshevik) and the Soviet government. In 1934, A.I. Rykov created a group to
prepare and commit terrorist acts against J.V. Stalin, V.M. Molotov, L.M. Kaganovich and K.Ye.
Voroshilov. In August 1934, A.P. Rozengol’ts sought an audience with J.V. Stalin with the aim
of committing a terrorist act against him. On the orders of N.I. Bukharin, A.I. Rykov, A.P.
Rozengol’ts and M.A. Chernov, the murders of S.M. Kirov, A.M. Gorky, V.R. Menzhinsky,
V.V. Kuibyshev and M.A. Peshkov were committed; a terrorist act against Yezhov was being
prepared. P.P. Kryuchkov, V.A. Maksimov-Dikovsky, P.P. Bulanov, and doctors L.G. Levin and
I.N. Kazakov, who used “harmful methods of treatment” on A.M. Gorky, V.R. Menzhinsky,
V.V. Kuibyshev and M.A. Peshkov, participated in committing these terrorist acts.

The verdict notes that back in 1918, N.I. Bukharin and the group of “left communists” he headed
organized a conspiracy against the Soviet state with the aim of disrupting the conclusion of the
Brest Peace Treaty with Germany, overthrowing the Soviet government, arresting and killing V.
L. Lenin, I. V. Stalin, Ya. M. Sverdlov and forming a new coalition government. In July 1918, the
Left Socialist Revolutionaries, with the knowledge and consent of N. I. Bukharin, raised a
rebellion in Moscow with the aim of overthrowing the Soviet government. The direct result of N.
I. Bukharin's conspiracy with the Socialist Revolutionaries was the attempt on the life of V. L.
Lenin made by Kaplan on August 30, 1918. In 1930, N. I. Bukharin agreed with the Socialist
Revolutionary militant Semenov to create criminal groups to commit terrorist acts against the
leaders of the All-Union Communist Party (bolshevik) and the Soviet Government.

)

The protest of the Prosecutor General of the USSR raises the issue of overturning the verdict of
the Military Collegium of the Supreme Court of the USSR of March 13, 1938 in relation to N.I.
Bukharin, A.I. Rykov, A.P. Rozengol’ts, M.A. Chernov, Kh.G. Rakovsky, P.P. Bulanov, L.G.
Levin, I.N. Kazakov, V.A. Maksimov-Dikovsky and P.P. Kryuchkov, as well as the verdict of
the Military Collegium of the Supreme Court of the USSR of September 8, 1941 in relation to
Kh.G. Rakovsky and terminating the case due to the absence of corpus delicti in their actions.

Having examined the case materials, having heard the report of member of the Supreme Court of
the USSR M.A. Marov and the presentation by Prosecutor General of the USSR A.M.
Rekunkov, who supported the protest, the Plenum of the Supreme Court of the USSR finds the
prosecution of the named persons and their conviction unfounded.

A guilty verdict in accordance with the requirements of the law can only be based on a body of
evidence, the reliability of which is beyond doubt. Each of this evidence must be carefully
verified during the trial and objectively assessed in the verdict.

The Military Collegium of the Supreme Court of the USSR, in violation of the law, did not
provide specific evidence of the guilt of N.I. Bukharin, A.I. Rykov, A.P. Rozengol’ts, M.A.
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Chernov, Kh.G. Rakovsky, P.P. Bulanov, L.G. Levin, L.N. Kazakov, V.A. Maksimov-Dikovsky
and P.P. Kryuchkov in committing especially dangerous state crimes, considering their testimony
during the preliminary investigation and in court, in which they generally admitted their guilt in
criminal activity, to be sufficient. In assessing this testimony, the investigative bodies and the
court ignored the most important requirement of the law that no evidence, including the
admission of guilt by the accused, has a pre-established force and can be used as the basis for a
guilty verdict only if confirmed by a combination of other factual data. In this case, the testimony
of the accused could not be used by the court as the basis for the verdict because it is
contradictory, does not correspond to the factual circumstances of the case and was obtained as a
result of gross violations of the law during the preliminary investigation and trial.

During the initial interrogations, N.I. Bukharin, A.I. Rykov, A.P. Rozengol’ts, Kh.G. Rakovsky,
P.P. Bulanov, who were illegally detained for several months without charge and without an
extension of their detention, did not admit guilt in espionage, sabotage, subversive and terrorist
activities and claimed that they had not committed any crimes against their homeland and the
Soviet people. N.I. Bukharin, in particular, testified that although he had a

(6)

special position on specific political and economic issues, he was not involved in any illegal
activities. The minutes of these interrogations of N.I. Bukharin were not included in the case and
were discovered only in 1961. The case materials do not contain the minutes of interrogations of
A.L Rykov for the period from February 27 to June 7, 1937, P.P. Bulanov — from March 29 to
April 25, 1937, although it was established that during this time they were repeatedly
interrogated and denied their guilt in criminal acts.

An examination of the case materials gives grounds to conclude that some interrogation reports,
including interrogations at face-to-face confrontations, were falsified; interrogation reports with
“confessions” of guilt by the accused that had been drawn up in advance were attached to the
case. Self-incrimination was achieved through deception, blackmail, and mental and physical
violence. Former Deputy People's Commissar of Internal Affairs of the USSR Frinovsky
admitted in his statement of April 11, 1939, that NKVD employees of the USSR “prepared”
those arrested for interrogations at face-to-face confrontations, imposing possible questions and
answers on them. Yezhov often interviewed those being interrogated. If the arrested person
retracted his testimony, the investigator was instructed to “reinstate” the arrested person, that is,
to obtain his previous false testimony from him. According to Frinovsky's testimony, Yezhov
repeatedly interviewed N.I. Bukharin, A.I. Rykov, P.P. Bulanov and other accused; he convinced
each of them that the court would spare their lives if they admitted their guilt.

As former NKVD employee Tserpento, who participated in the investigation of this case,
testified, investigators were allowed to falsify the testimony of those arrested.

Witness Glinkina Z.F. testified during interrogation in 1939 that she heard Yezhov tell Frinovsky
about the beating of Rozengol’ts and other arrested people in the Lefortovo NKVD prison.
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Witness Rosenblum A.A., who worked as the head of the Lefortovo prison medical unit in 1937-
1939 and was interrogated in 1956, said that in the medical unit she saw many arrested people in
serious condition after their beating. In particular, she reported: “Krestinsky was brought to our
medical unit from interrogation in an unconscious state. He was severely beaten ...”

The use of illegal methods of investigation, deception, mental and physical violence by the
NKVD USSR employees was reported by the convicted D.D. Pletnev after the guilty verdict was
passed in this case. In his letters in 1940-1941, he claimed, in particular, that he had never
committed any crimes. During the preliminary investigation and in court, he incriminated
himself in connection with the use of physical and mental violence against him.

(7

According to the testimony of former NKVD employee Aronson, who was interrogated in 1956,
the convicted Kh.G. Rakovsky, who was in prison, also reported to him in May 1941 about the
falsification of the materials of the criminal case and about the illegal conviction.

Former employees of the NKVD of the USSR Frinovsky, Agranov, Nikolaev, Dmitriev,
Tserpento, Ushakov, Chistov, Passov, Kogan, Gerzon, Glebov, Lulov and others, who took
direct part in the investigation of this criminal case, were subsequently convicted of illegal
arrests, falsification of evidence and other gross violations of the law.

The trial of this case was conducted with gross violations of the law. During the consideration of
the case, the defendants' right to defense was violated. N.I. Bukharin, A.I. Rykov, A.P.
Rozengol’ts, M.A. Chernov, Kh.G. Rakovsky, P.P. Bulanov, V.A. Maksimov-Dikovsky, P.P.
Kryuchkov, deprived of qualified legal assistance, were forced to take the defense of their
interests upon themselves. None of them took part in the judicial debate, since they were asked to
combine their defense speech with the last word.

The trial was conducted with a clear accusatory bias. The defendants were only allowed to
answer the questions of the state prosecutor. N. I. Bukharin's well-founded motion to be given
the opportunity to give free, detailed explanations on the charges brought against him was
unlawfully rejected.

In his final statement, N. I. Bukharin, having stated in general terms his admission of guilt,
actually presented the circumstances of the case in such a way that they testified to the innocence
of both himself and the other persons brought to criminal responsibility. However, the court did
not take into account these circumstances, which were essential for the correct resolution of the
case

In connection with the gross violations of the law during the preliminary investigation and during
the trial, the testimony of the accused cannot be used as a basis for concluding their guilt. The
case does not contain any other reliable evidence of their commission of especially dangerous
state crimes.
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The case does not contain evidence of the guilt of Kh. G. Rakovsky, M. A. Chernov and A. P.
Rozengol’ts in espionage, and of N. I. Bukharin and A. I. Rykov in directing the espionage
activities of the above-mentioned

®)

persons. The investigations conducted by the competent authorities established that there is no
information about the connection of any of the convicted persons with foreign special services.

The accusation against N. I. Bukharin and A. 1. Rykov of creating criminal groups in the North
Caucasus, Ukraine, Siberia, Byelorussia, Uzbekistan and other areas of the Soviet Union to fight
Soviet power is also not supported by anything. According to the court's findings, N. I. Bukharin
and A. 1. Rykov allegedly carried out this activity with the participation of the former First
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party (bolshevik) of Byelorussia V. F.
Sharangovich, First Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party (bolshevik) of
Uzbekistan A. Ikramov, Chairman of the Council of People's Commissars of the Uzbek SSR F.
Khodzhaev, who were convicted in the same case. All of the above individuals were convicted
without justification and have been fully rehabilitated by the Supreme Court of the USSR.

The conclusion about the guilt of those convicted of organizing sabotage and wrecking actions
contradicts the factual circumstances of the case and is therefore unfounded. It was established,
in particular, that by the time of the train crash on the Khor-Dormidontovka section, N. I.
Bukharin and A. I. Rykov had already been under arrest for several months. The crashes
themselves were the result of the emergency condition of the railway section. In the cases of
explosions in the Suchan mines, which occurred as a result of gross violations of safety
regulations, a group of management and engineering and technical workers were convicted in
1937. There is no information in the case materials about the involvement of any of those
convicted in this case in the explosions.

The case materials confirm that in the early 1930s, in certain regions of the country, there were
instances of a decline in agricultural crop yields, spoilage of crop products, and loss of livestock;
there were shortcomings in the consumer cooperative system, and mistakes in the activities of
the USSR People's Commissariats of Foreign Trade and Finance. However, the case materials do
not contain any objective data that all of this was a consequence of sabotage organized by N.I.
Bukharin, A.I. Rykov, M.A. Chernov, and A.P. Rozengol’ts.

The case materials do not contain any objective evidence to accuse N.I. Bukharin, A.I. Rykov,
and other convicted persons, against whom a protest was filed, of terrorist acts. The involvement
of any of them in the murder of S.M. Kirov has not been established, just as N.I. Bukharin's guilt
in preparing the murders of V.I. Lenin, J.V. Stalin, and Ya.M. Sverd-

©)

lov, in 1918 has not been established. as well as his involvement in the Socialist Revolutionary
Kaplan’s attempt on the life of V.I. Lenin.
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There is also no objective evidence in the case materials about the creation by N.I. Bukharin in
1930, in collusion with the Socialist Revolutionary Semenov, of a criminal group for the
preparation and commission of terrorist acts against the leaders of the All-Union Communist
Party (bolshevik) and the Soviet government.

The preliminary investigation bodies and the court did not obtain evidence of A.I. Rykov’s guilt
in preparing an assassination attempt on J.V. Stalin, V.M. Molotov, L.M. Kaganovich and K.E.
Voroshilov. As for the fact that A.P. Rozengol’ts sought an audience with J.V. Stalin, this
circumstance in itself cannot be regarded as an attempt to commit a terrorist act, since it has not
been proven that, in seeking an audience, A.P. Rozengol’ts intended to take J.V. Stalin’s life.
Moreover, by recognizing A.P. Rozengol’ts guilty of committing these acts, the court went
beyond the limits of the charges brought against him, since such charges were not brought
against A.P. Rozengol’ts.

The so-called “terrorist act against Yezhov”, as has now been established, was falsified by him
and the former head of the NKVD department of the USSR Nikolayev. From Nikolayev's
testimony it follows that the NKVD employee of the USSR Savolainen, as a result of systematic
beatings, “confessed” to preparing to poison Yezhov with mercury. After Savolainen's arrest, a
jar of mercury was planted in the entrance of his house, which was then “discovered” and added
to the case as material evidence.

The accusation against L.G. Levin, P.P. Bulanov, P.P. Kryuchkov, V.A. Maksimov-Dikovsky
and [.N. Kazakov of organizing the murder of A.M. Gorky, V.R. Menzhinsky, V.V. Kuibyshev
and M.A. Peshkov is also refuted by the case materials. According to the conclusion of the
repeated commission forensic medical examination, V.R. Menzhinsky, V.V. Kuibyshev and
A.M. Gorky died of severe chronic diseases. Their treatment was carried out in a fairly complete
volume and corresponded to the level of scientific achievements of that time. Professor D.D.
Pletnev, convicted in the same case for the alleged murder of A.M. Gorky, was rehabilitated by

the Supreme Court of the USSR. The case materials also do not contain any information about
the deliberate killing of M.A. Peshkov.

Kh.G. Rakovsky, in addition, was found guilty by the verdict of the Military Collegium of the
Supreme Court of the USSR on September 8, 1941, of the fact that during his sentence he
“conducted anti-Soviet agitation among persons in places of detention and disseminated
slanderous fabrications about Soviet reality.”

(10)

In this case, Kh. G. Rakovsky was convicted without preliminary investigation or trial. The case
materials do not contain any information about the commission of the crimes imputed to him by
the sentence, and therefore this sentence cannot be considered legal.

As can be seen from the case materials, N. I. Bukharin and A. 1. Rykov joined the revolutionary

movement early on, were subjected to repression by the tsarist government, and took direct part

in the Great October Socialist Revolution. At different stages of the revolutionary renewal of the
country, N. I. Bukharin and A. I. Rykov sometimes occupied special positions in assessing the
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political moment, the alignment of class forces, and the paths of building socialism in the USSR.
Some of their views, and in a number of cases their practical activities, were assessed by the
governing bodies of the All-Union Communist Party (bolshevik) as erroneous and incorrect.
However, these errors, recognized at the time by N. I. Bukharin and his supporters, do not in
themselves constitute a crime.

Based on the above and guided by paragraph 1 of Article 18 of the Law on the Supreme Court of
the USSR, the Plenum of the Supreme Court of the USSR

DECREES

That the verdict of the Military Collegium of the Supreme Court of the USSR of March 13, 1938
against Bukharin Nikolai Ivanovich, Rykov Aleksei Ivanovich, Rozengol’ts Arkady Pavlovich,
Chernov Mikhail Aleksandrovich, Rakovsky Khristian Georgievich, Bulanov Pavel Petrovich,
Levin Lev Grigorievich, Kazakov Ignatiy Nikolaevich, Maksimov-Dikovsky Veniamin
Adamovich (Abramovich), Kryuchkov Petr Petrovich, as well as the verdict of the Military
Collegium of the Supreme Court of the USSR of September 8, 1941 against Rakovsky Khristian
Georgievich was overturned and the case was terminated due to the absence of corpus delicti in
their actions.

Chairman of the Supreme (signed)
Court of the USSR V.I. Terebilov

Secretary of the Plenum, member (signed)
of the Supreme Court of the USSR S.B. Romazin



