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The Kazakh Genocide of 1930-1933 was a famine during which approximately two million starved in the Kazakh Autonomous Socialist Soviet Republic (ASSR), then part of the USSR, of whom 1.3 million were ethnic Kazakhs. An estimated 38 to 42 percent of all Kazakhs died, the highest percentage of any ethnic group subject to the artificial Soviet famine of 1930-1933. Other research estimates that as many as 2.3 million were killed as a direct result of Party policy. A committee created by the Kazakh parliament concluded that the famine was “a manifestation of the politics of genocide” with a consensus number of 1.75 million victims at a minimum.


The famine began in the winter of 1930, a full year before the Holodomor began in Russia and Ukraine, which was at its worst during the years 1931-1933. The famine made Kazakhs a minority in the Kazakh ASSR; it caused the deaths or migration of large numbers of people, and it was not until the 1990s, after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, that the Kazakhs became a majority in Kazakhstan again. Stalin and his Jewish henchmen were at war with majority ethnicities in the empire, and the case in Kazakhstan is particular heinous.


Before the famine, around 60 percent of the republic's residents were ethnic Kazakhs (a branch of the Turkic people, a term related to “Cossack”), a proportion greatly reduced to around 38 percent after the famine and other political killings. This is genocide and was the very purpose of Soviet policy, not an accident or an “error.” The famine was part of the wider implementation of collectivization and its creation of the Soviet famine of 1932-1933, among several others. Soviet authorities engaged in repressive policies during the famine such as “blacklisting” entire districts from trading with other areas and shooting thousands of Kazakhs fleeing into China and elsewhere.


This paper describes the methods used to destroy the Old Kazakhstani economy and society. It was based on a violent, revolutionary ideology seeking the destruction of all traditional cultures to benefit and enrich an oligarchic ruling class far away, seeing these countries as mere raw material for their global revolution. Leftist policy is at war with nationalism of all types because it is an identity that serves as a locus of revolt. A great part of this was found in the Marxist practice of collectivization, and is responsible for the deaths of tens of millions. 


What is collectivization? The term is often used but not always properly defined. Collectivization is the forcible gathering of farmers in a specific area into large, artificial and industrial farming units. During the period of “War Communism” introduced during the Civil War, the policy of prodrazvyorstka was imposed by the Reds, a term meaning that the peasantry was obligated to surrender any surplus produce for a fixed price, usually a very low one. Soon, this led to wholesale confiscation of wheat and farm animals all over the empire, Kazakhstan included. When the Civil War ended, the economy partly recovered with the New Economic Policy (NEP) and specifically, with the replacement of prodrazvyorstka with a less drastic food tax, but this was not to last, as it enriched the enemies of Soviet power (largely because the NEP was successful). An even more harsh form of prodrazvyorstka followed.

The old Russian communes – destroyed by the Reds – formed a local, traditional unit of power and identity beyond the control of the Soviet government. Although the gap between “rich” and poor farmers did grow under the New Economic Policy, it remained very slight, but despite this, the Bolsheviks used this to justify its violent crusade against the kulaks, peasants with enough land and money to own several animals and hire a few laborers during harvest. In reality, the term was assigned any anti-Soviet family. These would be considered “middle class” peasants and were the backbone of the food supply, but none were “rich” by western standards. The same war on the kulak occurred in the Kazakh ASSR.


Kulaks were blamed for withholding their own agricultural produce. The punitive detachments sent from the cities were to steal as much food as possible in order to feed Party cadres or sell abroad. Clearly identifying this group was difficult, though, since only about one percent of the peasantry employed any sort of labor and around 85-90 percent of the country's population were peasant-owners. According to Robert Conquest, the definition of kulak also varied depending on who was using it: “peasants with a couple of cows or five or six acres more than their neighbors were labeled kulaks” in Stalin's first Five Year Plan. Like most Marxist terms, it had no fixed definition and served only the Party's immediate drive for more power. 


This oppression of the peasantry resulted in food shortages. The grain harvest at prewar production levels was done through peasant proprietors along with communal farming, but these institutions were gone. Not interested in acquiring money to purchase overpriced manufactured goods, the peasants chose to consume their produce rather than sell it to urban Party activists. As a result, city dwellers (that is, the Party elite) only saw less than half the grain that had been available before the war.


The Party had never been happy with private agriculture and saw collectivization as the best remedy for the problem. All major Marxist leaders agreed with it in principle. Lenin claimed, “Small-scale production gives birth to capitalism and the bourgeoisie constantly, daily, hourly, with elemental force, and in vast proportions.” In no way could he have believed production would increase when this was eliminated. Apart from ideological goals, Stalin also sought rapid heavy industrialization which required larger surpluses to be extracted from the agricultural sector in order to feed a growing industrial workforce and to pay for imports of machinery (by exporting grain) from the “anti-communist” west.


Social and ideological goals would also be served through the “mobilization of the peasants” in the collective farms. Russia already had a communal structure for the peasantry, just not one under Party control. Not only was collectivization meant to fund industrialization, but it was also a way for the Bolsheviks to systematically exterminate the most productive peasants, proving that famine was the goal after all. Stalin was incredibly suspicious of the peasants – and rightly so – viewing them as a major threat to socialism. Stalin's use of the collectivization process served to bring the peasants under direct Party supervision, so for the typical peasant, it was either rebel or starve, and the USSR was regularly wracked with peasant revolt.


Faced with the refusal by the peasants to hand over their grain to the Party, a plenary session of the Central Committee in November 1929 decided to embark on a nationwide program of collectivization. The Committee decided to implement accelerated collectivization in the form of kolkhozy and sovkhozy (the difference being the levels of state ownership, with the latter having farmers granted a small salary just like factory workers, while the former had peasants granted a part of the produce). Each kolkhoz was comprised of anywhere from 100 to 500 families, and it regulated every detail of the peasant's life. It was a totalitarian enterprise.


Peasants willing to join the kolkhozy were rewarded with higher quality land and tax benefits, but peasants unwilling to join were punished by increased taxes – if they were lucky. The Soviets had little knowledge of the countryside, and no peasant was permitted to be an owner of anything.


In a kolkhoz, a member received a share of the farm's production, but in practice, most kolkhozy did not pay at all. In 1946, 30 percent of kolkhozy paid no cash for labor at all and the share of the produce granted was minimal. The kolkhoz was required to sell its products to the state at fixed prices, always very low. In a relationship of classic exploitation, the difference between the state payment and what it charged consumers was plowed into industrialization (cf Leonard, 1939 and Laird, 1958). Peasant production was fairly low (since they had no desire to work), and 12 hour days were the norm. The old Russian peasant had more than 100 days off for religious seasons and holidays, while days off were rare in the collective farm.


Stalin had many labeled as kulaks transported to collective farms in distant places that functioned like agricultural prison camps, breaking peasant solidarity and forms of production. There was no distinction between the collective farm and the labor camps in practice. In response to this, many peasants began to resist, often arming themselves against the often Jewish activists sent from the cities. As a form of protest, many peasants preferred to slaughter their animals for food rather than give them over to collective farms, which produced a major reduction in livestock. Collectivization had been encouraged since the revolution (and was part of official Soviet doctrine), but in 1928, only about one percent of farmland was collectivized due to this resistance.


The situation changed quickly in the autumn of 1929 to the winter of 1930. Between September and December 1929, collectivization increased from 7.4 percent to 15 percent of the total, but in the first two months of 1930, 11 million households were forcibly joined to collectivized farms, pushing the total to nearly 60 percent, which also brought food production to a crisis. To assist collectivization, the Party decided to send 25,000 “socially conscious workers” to the countryside, Party activists with little knowledge of the working class. This was accomplished from 1929 to 1933, and these workers have become known as 25,000-ers (dvadtsat'pyat'tysyachniki). Soviet officials hoped that by sending the 25,000-ers to the countryside, they would be able to produce grain more rapidly. Their hopes were that key areas in the North Caucasus and Volga regions would be collectivized by 1931, and the rest within a year or two. The truth was that the USSR was heading towards mass starvation, but were being kept afloat by food aid from the “anti-communist” western corporate barons.


Even Stalin admitted in his “Work in the Countryside,” a speech delivered on January 11, 1933, that: 

In actual practice we see that quite a number of district and regional Party organizations are divorced from the life of the collective farms and from their requirements. People sit in offices, where they complacently indulge in pen-pushing, and fail to see that the development of the collective farms is going on independently of bureaucratic offices.


In other words, his agricultural policy was being run by those knowing nothing about agrarian life; Marxism was ostensibly aimed at industrial workers, not “backward” farmers. While Stalin decries this, he offers no solution. The Party, especially in the 1920s, was heavily Jewish, urban and from the upper classes of the old system in Russia, Belarus, Ukraine and Poland. Many more were brought by Trotsky to the US from Brooklyn. Later in that same speech, he says: “Collective farms, as a socialist form of economic organization, may perform miracles of economic construction if they are headed by real revolutionaries, Bolsheviks, Communists.” In other words, economic success is based upon ideological fanaticism. Whether Stalin accepted these production statistics is another matter, but they were never close to being correct. Rather than blame his policy for the collapse of these economies, in Kazakhstan, Stalin blamed local cadres too “dizzy with success” to see the consequences of their actions.


Collectivization allegedly sought to modernize agriculture, consolidating the land into parcels that could be farmed by modern equipment using the latest “scientific methods” of agriculture. In reality, it was simply a form of control. It was to thin out the peasantry, rightfully seen as the main force against the Bolsheviks.


In Kazakhstan, this policy was enforced by Filipp Goloshchyokin, who was the First Secretary of the Communist Party in the Kazakh ASSR. He was Jewish and had exactly zero knowledge of agriculture, meaning the point of this was to break the back of the peasants, secure that the west would feed the country in the interim. A revolutionary since 1903 and a founding member of the Bolshevik party, Goloshchyokin was a participant in the Revolution of 1905 and the October Revolution. During the Russian Civil War he was a major figure in the establishment of Soviet power in the Urals and Siberia, acting as the People's Commissar for Military Affairs for the Ural Region, and a member of the Ural Soviet, among other things. He was also one of the primary perpetrators of the killing of the Romanov family, so his role in a broader genocide should not be surprising.


Following the establishment of the Soviet Union in 1922, he held many offices in the state (usually those involved in the repression of revolt), but most importantly, on February 19, 1925, he was appointed First Secretary of the Communist Party in the newly created Kazakh ASSR and from there, genocide followed. Thus, he was directly responsible – along with a handful of others – for the tens of millions killed by various means in the early history of the USSR. This is also why few have heard of him.


From 1925 to 1933, he ran the Kazakh ASSR as a local dictator with virtually no outside interference; it was a pure and personal dictatorship. He played a prominent part in the construction of the Turkestan-Siberia railway, which was constructed to take Kazakhstan's mineral wealth to buttress the Party elsewhere. After Stalin ordered the forced collectivization of agriculture throughout the country, Goloshchyokin in turn ordered that Kazakhstan's largely nomadic population be forced into collective farms.


The historical context of this was shaped by demographic changes and traditional nomadic practices in Central Asia, particularly centered around their meat and dairy-based diet. The nomadic lifestyle of Kazakhs involved the seasonal movement of herds across the expanses of the steppe due to the unpredictable availability of grazing resources, driven by the region's harsh climate and varied terrain. As a result, the reliance on meat from livestock, especially during the long and harsh winters, became a fundamental aspect of survival in the Kazakh steppe. The traditional practices of raising animals and consuming their meat were intricately linked to cultural norms and historical traditions of Kazakhstan. As far as the Party was concerned, it was a threat.


Russian authorities before the revolution introduced changes that included the auctioning fertile land to lure Russian peasants to the region. This alteration in land use and economic activities disrupted the equilibrium that had been maintained by Kazakh nomads for millennia, resulting in decreased nomadic mobility and the increased consumption of grain. These changes set the stage for far worse disruptions after the October Revolution, as the region had been damaged by the Civil War. This however, is a minor change compared with the ideological and violent overthrow of this nomadic lifestyle by the Reds. The situation was exacerbated by the policy of Prodraz-vyorstka adopted by the Bolshevik government, coupled with the already challenging effects of severe intermittent drought, which led to the first Kazakh famine of 1919-1922, with an estimated 400,000 to two million people dying in this a decade before Stalin's agenda was imposed.


Signs of the second Kazakh famine began emerging in the late 1920s, rising to a crescendo from 1927 to 1928, when the Soviets began a collectivization campaign used to confiscate cattle from “middle-income” Kazakhs called bai (the local version of the kulak), in a revolutionary drive called “Little October.” The confiscation campaign was carried out by the Party against Kazakhs, and it was up to those few local Party members to decide who was a bai and how much to confiscate from them. Those few Kazakhs involved in the Party were westernized bureaucrats educated elsewhere and had various ideological backgrounds. They were Kazakh in name only.


While a handful of natives who assisted the Soviet state helped carry out these policies, they operated strictly under Party rules. The famine was preceded by a series of purges, first in 1928 and then again in 1930, which removed dozens of prominent native cadres, many of them former Alash members (a nationalist political movement), from positions of authority. This is important since the Left tries to blame the famine on local, native Party members rather than Marxism or the state's Jewish leadership. Though these purges did not target Kazakh cadres exclusively, they affected them disproportionately, particularly as the number of high-ranking Kazakh cadres was so small. Hence, by the time the famine began, Stalin had very little local help. The Party was a completely alien entity, and as a result, had no sympathy with or understanding of Kazakh life.


The nomadic Kazakhs were forcefully placed in collective farms which resulted in the collapse of their economy. Collectivization meant the doom of Kazakhstan, since these large collective farms never had the land available to graze thousands of cattle or sheep. The Party had to have been aware of this elementary problem, but it is possible their ignorance ran that deep. More than 10,000 bais may have been deported. Arrests of former members of the Alash Party began and traditional religious authorities were murdered. Kazakhstan's livestock and grain were largely gone between 1929 and 1932, with a third of the republic's cereals being requisitioned and more than a million tons confiscated in 1930 to provide food for the cities. Collectivization was a declaration of war against the ethnicities of the new empire and is inherent to Marxist ideology.


A full third of Kazakh livestock was confiscated between 1930 and 1931. The livestock was transferred to Moscow and Leningrad, showing that Kazakhs were consciously sacrificed to the Party hierarchy. Some Kazakhs were expelled from their land to make room for 200,000 “special settlers” and GULag prisoners, and some of the remaining food supply in Kazakhstan went to such people. This was a deliberate attempt to dilute any Kazakh nationalism in the area, proving the Soviet fear of it (Cameron, 2018: 76). 


The process of determining exactly who was a bai involved many different levels of the Party apparatus. Cameron says: “Officials with the secret police assembled profiles of potential candidates for confiscation, listing their activities, affiliations, and economic assets.” From this, the local Party committee compiled a list of individuals who would be targeted. This list was forwarded on to provincial party committees. Once the list was drawn up, more than a thousand armed members were sent out into the districts to oversee the confiscation.


Once labeled as a bai, an individual and his family would be stripped of the vast majority of their livestock and property, with these goods earmarked for distribution to members of the collective farms, though it likely went to Party coffers. More than 75 bai and their family members were slated to be exiled outside the republic, while the remaining bai would be sent to provinces within Kazakhstan far from their place of origin, a strategy that ensured that these families would be cut off from the networks of kin members who could assist them. The point of this was to break traditional society and destroy any source of opposition. This was a prerequisite for the acceptance of the regime, since there would be no one else to rule. The bai were not wealthy by any means, and often were opposition party leaders or nationalists. Since most were nomadic, concentrations of wealth were impossible regardless, as “wealth” was restricted to whatever can be easily moved. 


Food aid to the Kazakhs was selectively distributed to eliminate the enemies of Soviet power, so many Kazakhs were denied food aid as they were considered counter-revolutionary, and food aid was provided to newly settled foreigners instead. Despite this, the Kazakhs received some measure of emergency food assistance from the state, though much of it did not arrive or was delayed by both incompetence and malice. Everything was a political weapon in the Soviet mind.


However, Kazakh victims of the famine were expelled from virtually every sector of Kazakhstan's society, as was the case among Russians in their own country. Soviet authorities referred to Kazakhs in private memos as “two-legged wolves,” a typically Jewish insult. As famine raged, Soviet authorities continued to take grain from the Kazakhs, with Stalin explicitly advocating a “repressive track” in the collection process due to procurement having “undergone sharp declines.” In 1932, 32 out of the fewer than 200 districts in Kazakhstan that did not meet grain production quotas were blacklisted, meaning that they were prohibited from trading with other villages. It was their death warrant, one dutifully sought by the Jewish dictator. Beginning in 1930, the information department of the OGPU provided many reports of mass emigration and rising mortality among nomadic groups. In 1931, however, Goloshchyokin arrogantly declared:

The Kazakh, who has never once left his aoul [village, also aul], who did not know the roads except for those of his nomadic itineraries, now travels from one region to another in the interior of Kazakhstan, integrates himself into Russian and Ukrainian kolkhozy, changes employment, leaves to work on construction sites in the Volga or Siberia.


This pomposity proves the mentality of Kazakhstan's new rulers; all of this was for “the best,” since it “civilized” them. His mentality helped create the famine, and he often voiced contempt for the nomadic Kazakh society, whose “retardation” had been the target of his policies since 1925. These families were truly goyim in Goloshchyokin's mind. He also stated “The old aoul is now breaking apart, it is moving toward settled life, toward the use of hay fields, toward land cultivation; it is moving from worse land to better land, to state farms, to industry, to collective farm construction.” Using the passive voice is another propaganda technique, as it was Soviet policy that directly destroyed these communities, and he knew it. Goloshchyokin knew nothing about the agriculture of the area (let alone the nomads), and neither did the rest of his compatriots. He was at war with any local tradition, and understood it entirely by caricature, filtered through his undisguised hate. 


The spread of the famine was made possible by the chaos created by Soviet rule that caused the flight of the population, the dismantling of agricultural production, popular political opposition, forced industrialization and a growing population of settlers, prisoners and displaced citizens. All of these were policies of the Soviet state, and all were enforced, if not created, by Goloshchyokin. Ultimately, all of this benefited the Party, since its members never starved. 


Under such extreme conditions, tensions worsened in 1932 within the Kazakh Party that ultimately led to the denunciations of the catastrophe. The first outcry came from the president of the Council of the People's Commissars of Kazakhstan named by Goloshchyokin, the Kazakh Uraz Isaev, in several letters addressed to Stalin. Of course, Goloshchyokin would take responsibility for nothing. This was followed by other protests, such as from the vice-president of the Russian SSR, the Kazakh Turar Ryskulov, between August and September 1932. The recognition of these facts by the Party in Moscow was unavoidable, as they were primarily concerned by the endless protests, leading to Goloshchyokin's resignation.


In 1933, Goloshchyokin was replaced by Levon Isiavich Mirzoyan, an Armenian Jew, who differed in no real way from his predecessor, gleefully denying food aid to areas which requested it using, in his own words, “teary telegrams.” He showed his (and the Party's) utter hatred of the peasants and tribesmen of Kazakhstan. Shortly after his arrival, Mirzoyan – who also had no agricultural experience – announced that those who fled or stole grain were enemies of the Soviet Union, and that the state would take violent measures against them. Mirzoyan's tenure benefited from good luck, as there was excellent weather alongside a better harvest in 1934 which marked the end of the famine, though this was despite Soviet policy.


During the Great Purge, Mirzoyan took the initiative in uncovering what he alleged were “counter-revolutionary right wing and Trotskyist organizations” at work in Kazakhstan. On July 1937, he sent a telegram to Stalin blaming the nominal President of Kazakhstan Uzakbay Kulumbetov as a leader of this conspiracy, seeking permission to have him arrested, which was granted. Kulumbetov was shot. This again, shows the Jewish refusal to take any responsibility for their crimes, blaming their own creatures instead, which is likely why they tended to use native Kazakhs. In the summer of 1938, Mirzoyan's luck ran out, as he was arrested and sent to Lefortovo Prison in Moscow and was shot shortly thereafter.


For the Communists in Moscow, however, many elements of the “Little October” were naturally perceived as “successful.” The campaign achieved a partial “social revolution” in Kazakh society, neutralizing the resistance of “enemies” such as Alash Party and leading members of the old nomadic society. The ranks of the Soviet bureaucracy began to fill with locals who had nowhere else to turn, but they were hardly Party cadres, and many later took part in the rebellions against the USSR. Through the confiscation campaign, Moscow began the first steps to assemble a native party and state bureaucracy that would be needed to carry out further repression. In other words, the whole purpose of this was the destruction of an anti-Soviet society and the liquidation of the Kazakh ethnos.

Kazakh Party members were extremely alienated from their own society as thousands of Kazakhs violently resisted the collectivization campaign with eight major rebellions occurring in 1930 alone. This destroys the argument that this revolution was mostly a Kazakh affair. In the Mangyshlak Peninsula, 15,000 rebels resisted between 1929 and 1931, though this is almost entirely unknown outside of Russia, since the western world actively repressed such information, concerning itself only with the “antisemitism” of the rebels. In one rebellion, Kazakhs took over the city of Suzak in Irgiz, returning confiscated property and destroying imported Soviet equipment. Other Kazakhs in the rebellions fought to reopen closed mosques and free detained religious leaders.


There were fifteen separate armed conflicts in the peninsula from 1929 to 1931. As fighting continued, the peninsula began to empty out, as thousands of Kazakhs fled to Turkmenistan. Across the region, the spread of unrest was marked by a dramatic escalation in the use of violence by the Party. Most of the uprisings in the republic originated in nomadic areas, which endured some of the harshest grain and livestock requisitions during the first wave of collectivization.


The results of the Little October were predictable. In James Richter's Famine, Memory and Politics in the Post-Soviet Space: Contrasting Echoes of Collectivization in Ukraine and Kazakhstan, many testimonies from survivors are documented. One example:

My first memory is of the moon. It was autumn, cold and we were on the tramp somewhere. Wrapped up, the cart swayed beneath me. A sudden stop, and I saw in the black sky this enormous moon. It was full, round and shone brightly. I lay on my back and couldn't tear myself from the sight for a long time. Turning over, I could clearly see on the ground some kind of thickets with stretched-out, crooked branches; there were a lot of them on both sides of the road: they were people. Stiff and silent they lay on the ground. It was '31 and we were then moving from a ramshackle aul to Turgai.

Kazakhstan included some of the regions affected severely by famine, although more people were killed in the repressions in Soviet Ukraine. In addition to the Kazakh famine of 1919-1922, Kazakhstan lost more than half of its population due to the actions of their new rulers. The two Soviet censuses indicated that the number of actual Kazakhs in Kazakhstan dropped from 3,637,612 in 1926 to 2,181,520 in 1937. Ethnic minorities in Kazakhstan were also significantly affected. The Ukrainian population in Kazakhstan also decreased from 859,396 to 549,859 (a reduction of almost 36 percent) while other ethnic minorities in Kazakhstan lost 12 to 30 percent of their populations.


Due to this mass starvation, between 665,000 and 1.1 million Kazakhs fled the famine with their cattle to China, Mongolia, Afghanistan, Iran, Turkey and the Soviet republics of Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, Tajikistan and Russia in search of relief. These refugees took an estimated 900,000 head of cattle with them.


Kazakhs who tried to escape, as mentioned above, were classified as state enemies and shot. The Soviet government also worked to repatriate emigrants back to Soviet territory, leading to their rapid execution. This repatriation process could be brutal, as Kazakh homes were broken into with both refugee and non-refugee Kazakhs being forcibly expelled onto train cars. More than 30 percent of the refugees died due to epidemics and hunger. Refugees that were repatriated were forced into collective farms where many were too weak to work. In one factory in Semipalatinsk, half the refugees were fired within a few days while the other half were denied food rations. Professor KM Abzhanov, Director of the Institute of History and Ethnology of the Kazakhstan Academy of Sciences, stated that “One-sixth of the indigenous population left their historical homeland forever.”


The flight of refugees was framed by the Soviets as a progressive movement, as nomads were “moving away” from their “primitive lifestyle” towards a “glorious Soviet future,” a common propaganda trope used to rationalize collectivization. A majority of the Kazakh survivors of the famine were successfully settled due to the 80 percent reduction of their herds and the impossibility of resuming pastoral activity in the post-famine environment. This, in addition to the repatriation and resettlement program undertaken by Soviet authorities, rendered the country broken and bleeding. Despite this, Niccolo Pianciola says that the Soviet campaign to destroy nomadism was quickly rejected after the famine, and that nomadism even experienced a resurgence during World War II after the transfer of livestock from German-held territories. In other words, it was only the German invasion which ended these tactics, at least for a time. 


There is no doubt that this Jewish assault on Kazakhstan is the responsibility of the Left in general, as well as Lenin, Stalin and, significantly, Judaism. The nomads were even lower than goyim to these Jewish communists, but anyone saying this in academia will see their career terminated. The Jewish nature of this genocide is the reason why so few have heard of it.
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