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Stalin's death in 1953 was a psychological shock. The Soviet leadership was forced to understand that without Stalin, the USSR would never be the same. With the disappearance of the infallible warlord, a huge psychological change occurred in the empire. A “collective leadership” emerged as no one man could rule alone without a coalition. Now, each member of the collective leadership was free to serve his own self-interest, leading to warring factions and ideological uncertainty. This, in turn, increasingly weakened the totalitarian nature inherent in Soviet (and communist) power. In the end, the collective leadership sought new personality cults, but failed, often comically. The loss of Stalin doomed the system, and proved that Stalinism was the highest expression of modern socialism. All of this came to a head in the 1970s, the unknown decade in Soviet history. The early 1970s saw Soviet Jews starting to abandon the Soviet system, changing the empire's nature and hastening its demise.

The Leninist ruling class was heavily Jewish. This fact cannot be denied. Captain Montgomery Schuyler of the US Army wrote several reports on the situation in Russia from Omsk and Vladivostok. The first was sent from Omsk on March 1, 1918, where he makes it clear that “Russian Jews” dominate Soviet Marxism. The second was sent on June 9, 1919. He cites the British Journalist Robert Wilton, the Russia correspondent for the London Times, as saying that the number of high ranking “commissars” in the new USSR was 384 in total and, of that number, more than 300 were Jews. In the summer of 1918, the Petrograd Soviet was made up of 298 people, and of that, 271 were Jews. Even more, 265 of these 271 were brought by Trotsky from Brooklyn, New York along with his Wall Street millions.


Wilton went on to write in his (1920) The Last Days of the Romanovs, where he stated:

According to data furnished by the Soviet press, out of 556 important functionaries of the Bolshevik state, including the above-mentioned, in 1918-1919 there were: 17 Russians, two Ukrainians, eleven Armenians, 35 Letts [Latvians], 15 Germans, one Hungarian, ten Georgians, three Poles, three Finns, one Czech, one Karaim, and 457 Jews.


He lists 36 elite leaders of the Cheka, and of these, 23 were Jews and two were actual Russians. In the early Soviet Central Executive Committee, there were 61 members listed by Wilton. Of these, 41 were Jews and a mere five were Russians. In other words, Russia had no role in the revolution. Prior to 1900, no one denied that communism in its various guises was ethnically Jewish, with many Leftist meetings in Russia between 1900 and 1914 being conducted in Yiddish. Once this became well-known, Lenin decreed a 10 year sentence for any “antisemitic” statement, claiming that any anti-Jewish thought is by its very nature anti-Soviet, hence proving the connection. This law was never repealed.


David Francis, the American ambassador to Russia, warned in a 1918 report to Washington that: “The Bolshevik leaders here, most of whom are Jews and 90 percent of whom are returned exiles, care little for Russia or any other country but are internationalists and they are trying to start a worldwide social revolution.” As is commonly noted, Francis' Dutch counterpart, Willem Oudendyke, said not long afterwards: “Unless Bolshevism is nipped in the bud immediately, it is bound to spread in one form or another over Europe and the whole world as it is organized and worked by Jews who have no nationality, and whose one object is to destroy for their own ends the existing order of things” (all from Rappaport, 2017). This is a mere smattering of the evidence from this era. While inconvenient for many, these facts will not budge, and the mass murders, persecutions and tyranny of the Red forces are the responsibility of Russia's Jews more than anyone else.


It is obvious that when the Jewish element, which was omnipresent for the first 50 years of the Empire, dissociates itself from it, there will be radical change. This increased exponentially in the 1970s. Without Jewish backing, the USSR changed in almost every way, but it also began to fall behind in the high tech sectors that so animated the west. As far as I know, this paper is unique in English-language scholarship on the USSR, since, in the academy, these topics are strictly forbidden.

**

The new Program of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (1961) promised to see the USSR as the dominant world economic power and in the process, create “pure communism.” The deadline was 1980. For anyone who knows the works of Marx as well as Soviet history, the Program displays a complete and almost pathological disconnection from reality. It reads in part:

As socialist statehood develops, it will gradually become communist self-government of the people which will embrace the Soviets, trade unions, cooperatives and other mass organizations of the people. This process will represent a still greater development of democracy, ensuring the active participation of all members of society in the management of public affairs. Public functions similar to those performed by the state today in the sphere of economic and cultural management will be preserved under communism and will be modified and perfected as society develops, but the character of the functions and the ways in which they are carried out will be different from those under socialism. The bodies in charge of planning, accounting, economic management and cultural advancement, now government bodies, will lose their political character and will become organs of public self-government. Communist society will be a highly-organized community of working men. Universally recognized rules of the communist way of life will be established whose observance will become an organic need and habit with everyone (99).


Socialism, in this document, seems to be identical to the “dictatorship of the proletariat,” while “advanced communism” is the end result. However, at no point does this or any other similar document connect the two. This anticipation was dangerous in a society already feeling social strain, but in the Leftist mind, words are the same as reality. Ultimately, this comes down to the hypothetical conception that the USSR, once entirely cleansed of its enemies, can build a system where each member of society can, though these various organizations created by the Party, take over what was formerly a state function and use it on a voluntary and democratic basis. 


This mentality was reflected in the 1977 Brezhnev Constitution. Other than for rhetorical purposes, there was no movement towards this sort of thing at the time, though it was idiosyncratically attempted in Yugoslavia. The Program and many documents like it was an almost a schizophrenic rejection of reality. Concerning the nature of capital, the Program says:

The Party attaches prime importance to more effective investments, the choice of the most profitable and economical trends in capital construction, achievement of the maximum growth of output per invested ruble, and reduction of the time lapse between investment and return. It is necessary continuously to improve the structure of capital investments and to expand that portion of them which is spent on equipment, machinery and machine tools (79). 


How this was to be done outside a market came down to what the Party called “moral and material incentives.” Outside the market and with no private property, the Soviets struggled with the concept of incentives in general. It even goes so far as to say that “In the course of the advance to communism the importance of moral labor incentives, public recognition of achieved results and the sense of responsibility of each for the common cause will become continuously greater.” This would make some sense under a nationalist and Orthodox state where self-sacrifice is to the national family, but not within a socially atomized society where no foundation for sacrifice exists. There is some room for financial incentives and bonuses in this conception, but the Program errs in seeking market outcomes without the market. Seeing this absurdity over the following decade, as capital aged and the US and Israel became more prosperous, the Jews started jumping ship, changing the USSR completely.


For western elites, “communism” really meant an expanding “Russian empire,” not an ideology that threatened capitalist interests. Any war against Soviet expansionism is based on ethnicity, not ideology. While American investment in and trade with the Soviets was never interrupted, any empire growing that large would be a problem for Washington. Adding “Russia” to it made it far worse. The hate directed against Senator Joseph McCarthy proves that the Regime was anything but anticommunist, despite the fact that everything he said was later proven correct.


In 1959, Congress unanimously passed the Captive Nations Act (PL 86-90), which does not mention the Russian nation among those places enslaved by communism. It is possibly one of the most poorly written bills in US history. It bizarrely asserts that all the peoples of “Russia” – including non-existent places such as “Kazakia” and “Idel-Ural” as well as China and Tibet – were enslaved by “Russian communism.” Thus under American law, “Russian” and “communist” were the same. This also shows the abysmal level of understanding American elites had of the USSR or Russia in general.


General Maxwell Taylor, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff under JFK and LBJ, after retiring, explained to the Washington Post in 1982 the concept of an American nuclear strike. The American doctrine, he said, “to the extent possible. . . targets should be limited to areas with a predominantly ethnic Russian population in order to limit damage in the non-Russian republics. . . so that what remains will fall into the hands of hostile neighbors, revenge-hungry satellites, and non-Russian elements of the population.” The Captive Nations Act and the Taylor strategy, among many other things, show that the global cabal saw its main enemy in the Russian people, and hence, Russian nationalism.


Solzhenitsyn was one of the few that understood the true nature of the Cold War. He noticed the ignorant, anti-Russian tendency in American policy. He wrote several articles in this vein, the most famous being the (1980) “Misconceptions on Russia are a Threat to America” in Foreign Affairs. His basic criticism was that the west does not understand Marxism, focusing instead on “Russia,” which it also does not understand. He stated the increasingly obvious fact that the USSR could not function without the use of terror because, among other things, it is a faith accepted by a tiny minority, very few of whom are Russian. In that 1980 paper, he said “a hostile and distorted portrayal of old Russia had come to be taken for granted in American scholarship.” He added that there was an ulterior motive on the part of the liberal intellectuals who fostered it:

While communism was still the object of western infatuation, it was hailed as the indisputable dawning of a new era. But ever since communism has had to be condemned, it has been ingeniously ascribed to the age-old Russian slave mentality. This interpretation currently enjoys wide support, since it is so advantageous to many people: if the crimes and vices of communism are not inherent to it, but can be attributed entirely to the traditions of old Russia, then it follows that there exists no fundamental threat to the western world.


In other words, the defective “Russian character” caused the terrorism and GULag regime of Soviet socialism, not Marxism itself. If that's true, then Marxism was still a viable ideology. This is a facile argument still used in 2025. Those who claim that Soviet communism “wasn't real communism” refuse to offer an alternative to totalitarianism once the market and the profit motive are rejected. Communism “had to be condemned” now because powerful Jews left the country for Israel or the US. The Jewish followers of Trotsky in exile came to hate the USSR so much that they joined with “conservatives” in taking action against it. To them, the USSR was an “anti-Jewish” and “anti-Zionist” force that needed to be destroyed, so the foundation of neoconservatism was laid.


The neoconservative movement came to prominence precisely at this time, led by a group of New York and exclusively Jewish intellectuals, mostly academics and journalists, many of whom were concerned about the anti-Israel drift they detected among the ranks of the New Left and Black leaders who were gaining increasing power in the Democratic Party.


Among the major figures in the movement were former Trotskyites who studied in the 1930s and '1940s at the City College of New York, another center for Marxist activism. They included the infamous Irving Kristol, who in the 1950s launched an anti-Soviet CIA front, the International Congress for Cultural Freedom, Norman Podhoretz, the editor of the American Jewish Committee's monthly magazine Commentary, Nathan Glazer and Daniel Bell were also an early part of this movement. For some reason, Leo Strauss is occasionally mentioned in this context, but he had no connection to any of these writers. Strauss was a Platonist who could never have had a philosophical alliance with any sort of Leftism. Many others, even an occasional Gentile, were added as the years went on.


All the above were Leftists and part of the Democratic Party after breaking with Marxism entirely. McGovern and his supporters took over the party as the 1972 election loomed. This was a defeat; they formed the Coalition for a Democratic Majority (CDM) in 1973 in the hopes that anti-Soviet and pro-Israeli Democrats could be mobilized against McGovern. As a result, the neoconservatives moved to the Republicans.


Lazy journalists and historians repeat the word “stagnation” over and over again when describing the Soviet 1970s. While the nature of the Soviet system was irrational, the 1970s were anything but “stagnant.” The Soviets overtook the west in the total number of conventional and nuclear weapons. The picture of Soviet expansion was impressive, but the west in this era offered no resistance, giving up much of the Third World (more than twenty countries in total) and at the same time adopting a course of detente. Shocked by this, Solzhenitsyn, expelled from the USSR in 1974, called on the western world to defend itself and to see the enslaved Russian nation as its main ally in the struggle. This would never happen, as the western mind did not distinguish “Russian nationalism” from Soviet policy.


By the 1970s, the differences in the standard of living between the USSR and the western world had become too great to ignore. Therefore, detente might be used by the west as a way to buy time so that the middle strata of the nomenklatura will also abandon the USSR, possibly bringing it down or otherwise changing it radically.


The impoverished members of the socialist camp in Asia and Africa – rarely of importance to the west – were becoming a massive burden on the Soviet economy. The credit extended by the Soviets to these bankrupt countries amounted to 85.8 billion rubles in the 1970s (using 2020 values), with the ruble kept quite close to the dollar in value. The western oligarchy was just starting to control the Third World through the globalist credit system, that is, debt.


Soviet investments in the Third World became a major part of its financial burden, causing considerable strain. From 1955-1959, military supplies to their “allies” amounted to just under a billion dollars, but in the 1970s, it went up to $34 billion. Much of this aid was either free or on credit. The number of Soviet military specialists in these countries reached 16,000 by 1978. Economic assistance to such countries from 1955 to 1974 stood at around $10 billion, but in the four years from 1976 to 1980, such assistance came to $44 billion. In addition, the USSR sold them oil, gas, cotton and other important exports at between 30 and 50 percent below world prices, and purchased their products at prices between 40 and 50 percent above their global value. This alone amounted to a subsidy of at least $61 billion from 1974 to 1980.


Again here, the leadership of the Party saw detente as a tactical move, while continuing its expansion. The existing pro-Soviet regimes included Vietnam, Cuba, Laos, Iraq, Libya, Algeria and South Yemen. In the 1970s, the empire took Angola, Mozambique, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, Nicaragua, Zimbabwe and even tiny Grenada. As it turns out, this empire is what helped destroy Soviet finances.


The disposition of Soviet Jews was the most important variable in western elite circles. Given the magnitude of Soviet crimes throughout its existence, the western oligarchy had only one major moral problem that led to sanctions for the first time: Jewish emigration to Israel. The Jewish question was at the forefront of detente, and it took the form of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment, adopted in 1974. The amendment is named after its legislative sponsors, Henry Jackson (D-WA) in the Senate and Charles Vanik (D-OH) in the House. It erected certain vague trade barriers with the USSR until free Jewish emigration to Israel was permitted. No one bothered to ask how an alleged enemy was such a close economic partner in the first place such that a trade barrier would do damage.

Senator Jackson's aides, Richard Perle and Elliott Abrams, who later became major figures in the Reagan foreign policy team, attempted to torpedo any effort by the Nixon and Carter administrations to improve relations with the Soviet Union or to launch peace efforts in the Middle East. From Jackson's office, the two led the campaign to use the issue of Jewish immigration from the Soviet Union to sabotage detente between Washington and Moscow. The result was Jackson-sponsored legislation denying the Soviet Union “most favored nation” status unless it permitted increased Jewish emigration. Ironically, that move not only froze the Nixon-era detente, it also froze the emigration of Soviet Jews (Hadar, 1991).


Between 1948 and 1967, fewer than 7,000 Soviet Jews emigrated from the USSR. In 1972, it increased to 30,000 and by 1979, it reached 51,000. In 1972, the Soviets demanded an exit fee that covered the education paid for by the state. It was roughly between 3,000 to 9,000 rubles depending on their qualifications. In response, a storm of indignation erupted in elite circles in the USA, and that is when the Jackson-Vanik Amendment appeared. The mighty Soviet empire soon gave in.


Mark Tolts from the Hebrew University of Jerusalem writes:

The start of the first wave of large-scale Jewish emigration outside the Soviet Union occurred very close to the date of the 1970 Soviet census. Comparison of the data of this census with those of the 1989 Soviet census shows that in Georgia and Lithuania this emigration led to a dramatic decrease in the numbers of their Jewish populations: they were halved – by 55% and 47%, respectively. In the other parts of the Soviet Union with sizable Jewish populations the numerical decrease was less pronounced: 38% in Latvia, 37% in Ukraine, 33% in Moldova, 30% in Russia, 28% in Kazakhstan, 24% in Belarus and 19% in Azerbaijan, and even as low as 8% in Uzbekistan. In contrast, Tajikistan saw a slight increase (by 1%) of its Jewish population at this time due to migration of Bukharan Jews from Uzbekistan.


This had a massive impact on the economic and ideological climate in the USSR. As the Old Bolsheviks as well as the Stalinists had been substantially Jewish, their departure would lead to a radical change. Moreover, both Jewish national sentiments and “state antisemitism” were given a new impetus by Israel's victories over the Arabs in the wars of 1967 and 1973, in which Soviet Jews and the Soviet leadership were on opposing sides.


Moscow remained wary about training Jews in sophisticated and secret defense technology only to see them go to Israel, but even this reasonable objection was met with screams of “Soviet antisemitism.” This is how Soviet Jews slowly separated from the USSR both economically and ideologically, seeing in Postmodern capitalism a very similar, but more profitable, system. While modern academics cannot mention it, it was certainly a major factor in the decay of the empire.


Since then, Soviet Jews increasingly felt themselves to be part of the Jewish world in Israel and the USA (while a large number of Jews remained fanatically pro-Soviet). In his book about the Warburg banking dynasty, the Jewish ideologist Jacques Attali noted that Jews have much to gain in future serious socioeconomic changes, leaving countries doomed to decline in advance and moving to emerging new centers of economic strength. Thus, at the end of the Middle Ages, they exchanged the Mediterranean for Britain and the Netherlands, and eventually the USA. Something similar could be seen in the Jewish flight from the sinking ship of the communist regime in the 1970s or Israel in 2025.


The west sought, not military confrontation, but to encourage the acceptance of capitalist values by Soviet elites. The west did nothing to harm the USSR until the Reagan era, but the Soviets already suffered from growing national separatism and increasing popular perception of  the western standard of living. Explaining this away required a great deal of mental gymnastics that even Soviet propagandists couldn't pull off.


It was also increasingly obvious that the command economy was exhausted, but instead of changing it (which was impossible, since the command economy was the USSR), the Party spent hundreds of billions of rubles on massive and expensive “construction projects of the century,” including a manned mission to Mars, Palace of Concerts and Sports in Lithuania   reversing the direction of rivers, the project to illumine the earth artificially from space and the House of Soviets in Kaliningrad. This was copied in the rest of the Warsaw Pact states as well.


Regardless, the USSR became increasingly dependent on imports. Accordingly, the Soviet debt (in 2020 dollars) to elite western banks increased from $1.1 billion in 1971 to $23.7 billion 10 years later. This does not include the huge increases in defense spending. No one asks why elite western banks were extending credit to the USSR in the first place, if socialism was such a threat to them. Without western banks, the USSR could not function.


Already in the last years of Brezhnev's life, the shadow economy arose. State-owned enterprises started making products totally off the books, even selling them through state stores keeping two sets of books. In fact, double-entry bookkeeping became the norm in the USSR. In the southern republics such as Georgia, old Soviet factories began making things outside state sanction. The shadow economy is different from a “black market.” The former is an illegal economic structure making legal goods. This was an economy based on “private ownership” within a dying planned economy. By the end of the 1970s, around 10 percent of GDP came from such sources. Illegal business, showing great profits, began to connect with Party structures and even the state. On the other hand, a “black market” is not institutionalized by definition. It is simply the sale of stolen, fake or illegal goods directly to consumers on the street. In Soviet enterprises, theft at work became widespread. 


In the 1970s and 80s, the Soviet position on the Jewish question was determined by the influence of a few factors: the condition of her client states in the Mideast, the rise of Israel as a regional hegemon (after several major victories over the Arabs), and the number of Jews wishing to emigrate from the country. Despite being the main founder of the Jewish state in 1948, the Soviets helped pass the famous Resolution No. 247 in the UN Security Council, defining Israel as an aggressor country and demanding that it return to its 1967 borders.


Jewish emigration from the USSR was a huge problem for no other reason than it received the most attention from the western powers. On the one hand, the departure of a large number of people was certainly bad optics, but on the other, even Leftist parties became concerned with “official Soviet antisemitism.”


Jewish emigration began to be permitted as a result of internal pressure from within the country from thousands of Jews, as well as external pressure from western society. On June 10, 1968, a year after the severance of diplomatic relations with Israel, the Communist Party received a joint letter from the leadership of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the KGB, signed by Gromyko (who argued passionately for Israel's founding in 1948) and Andropov (who was a Jew), proposing to allow Soviet Jews to emigrate from the country.


To save face, the Party line was that the sole motivation for Jewish emigration was family reunification in Israel. It is important to understand that by the mid-1960s – the era of detente – the return of the mass-political repressions so characteristic of Lenin, Stalin and Khrushchev was also bad optics. Therefore, one could be fired from a job for asking to leave, but they were not shot for it.


In general, the Jewish movement to repatriate to Israel was much less vulnerable than, for example, the gentile dissident movement. The latter could be covered by articles of the RSFSR Criminal Code such as “Anti-Soviet Agitation and Propaganda” or “Dissemination of Fabrications Defaming the Soviet State and Social System.” Those wishing to leave were required to declare their loyalty to the USSR and say in public that they sought to leave because family members in Israel needed them. Here, no crime has been committed under “Soviet law.” The west cared nothing for gentile dissident movements.


An example might be the creation of the United Zionist Coordinating Committee in 1969. Jewish activists attempted to create a unified Zionist organization. On August 16-17, Jews from all major Soviet cities decided to establish an All-Union Coordinating Committee for this purpose. Soon, most of the members of this committee received permission to leave.


According to a letter from Gromyko and Andropov, a quota of up to 1,500 people per year was established, and it was decided to “allow the departure” only for “elderly persons who do not have higher or specialized education.” The Soviets began holding “press conferences,” using Jews who were selected by the Central Committee and the KGB, became widespread where they would denounce Zionism vehemently. The first such conference was held in March 1970. However, the very fact that the Soviets permitted emigration at any level only led to the number of Jews wishing to leave the USSR to grow exponentially from then on.


Interestingly, in 1974, Leonid Onikov, a consultant for the Propaganda Department of the CPSU Central Committee, independently conducted a study into the causes of the mass exodus of Jews and concluded that the causes included “the presence of gross errors that could be interpreted as antisemitic attacks in the official anti-Zionist publications of the state and a lack of confidence in the future for Soviet Jews.” In a genocidal state that had almost totally destroyed its Orthodox population, this is what outraged the west. To prevent emigration from getting too large, Onikov proposed the publication of books in Yiddish, the organization of Yiddish language studies, the opening of a Jewish theater and the creation of a “Soviet Committee to Combat Zionism.” These already existed, so it is difficult to tell what he was driving at other than appeasing the west. 


The Arabs became a new factor influencing the authorities' attitude towards the problem of emigration in the 1960s and 1970s. Representatives of Arab countries and the PLO strongly protested to the Soviet government regarding this new flood of Khazars into their land, since the mass arrival of repatriates from the USSR to Israel was upsetting the demographic balance in that region in favor of Jews (cf Morozov, 1998). Yet, Jews are more powerful than Arabs and they were rarely heeded. Depending on the level of pressure from Arab countries and the international situation, the quota for those leaving either increased or sharply decreased.


This was explained, first of all, by the easing of international tensions during this period and preparations for the signing of the Final Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe. In 1974, the United States granted its “enemy,” the USSR “most favored nation status,” which the Soviet authorities had long sought, but with an amendment from Senators Jackson and Vanik linking the granting of the status to the freedom of exit from the USSR for Jews. This is the nature of their infamous amendment. This alone shows the falsity of the “Cold War” concept.


Following the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and especially after Yuri Andropov's rise to power, things changed radically. The policy of detente seemingly ended, but trade never ceased. During this period, global public opinion (that is, media opinion) did not play a decisive role in the Soviet leadership's implementation emigration policy. Accordingly, emigration was reduced to nearly zero.


In the late 1970s, the KGB tried to destroy the so-called Helsinki Group. One activist was Nikolai Shcharansky, who in 1978 was sentenced to 13 years in prison on charges of espionage. In 1977, Hebrew teacher I. Begoun was sentenced to two years of exile. In 1978, Maria and Vladimir Slepak were convicted of participating in a demonstration on this issue. The Party line was that everyone who wanted to leave the country had already done so.


The primary regulation of Jewish emigration during these years was the so-called “denial of exit.” Reasons for refusal varied, but typically, especially in the 1970s, the Soviets objected to losing prominent scientists, high-level military specialists, and the like. The authorities' attempt to slow emigration by issuing ese “refusals” led to the emergence of the “refusal movement” as a political phenomenon. Refuseniks sought to emigrate to assist the Israelis or gain their fortunes in the US. The reader is supposed to get misty-eyed about their suffering.


The refuseniks ceased to be loyal citizens of the USSR who wanted to repatriate to Israel; now, they began to actively fight the authorities for their right to emigrate, actively using international public opinion, meaning the western media which was dominated by Jews. Soviet Jews, isolated from reality, still ruled much of the USSR. For decades, powerful communist Jews put millions to death, but when this occurred, they had no intellectual way of dealing with it. This was a minor inconvenience that outraged western governments, while the GULag was deemed acceptable. 


To make it more difficult to leave, the authorities introduced tuition fees and a fee for forced renunciation of Soviet citizenship, but this failed. The Dutch embassy in Moscow, which represented Israeli interests in the USSR, began paying the required sums to those who had received permission, so powerful was the Jewish lobby. Immediately, the west began talking about “slavery” in the USSR, as the authorities were effectively demanding “ransom for their release.”


The apogee of the refusal movement was the Airplane Case or “Operation Wedding.” Numerous refusals of exit visas led a group of Jewish fanatics to hijack a plane, as one does when one is inconvenienced. In 1970, a group of 16 refuseniks were organized by Edward Kuznetsov and plotted to buy all the seats on a small 12-man Antonov An-2, making a local flight from Leningrad to Priozersk, under the guise of a wedding trip. They planned to overpower the pilots before takeoff from an intermediate stop and fly to Sweden, as one of the participants, Mark Dymshits, had experience flying the An-2. Their final goal was Israel. On the morning of June 15, the group arrived together at Smolny Airport near Leningrad, only to be arrested by the KGB.


After their trial in December 1970, Dymshits and Kuznetsov were sentenced to death for treason, and five other participants received lengthy prison terms. In 1971, several more trials were held on this case, almost all leading to prison. The American elites went crazy, since the power of the Jews was so overwhelming. Senators and Congressmen demanded their freedom and formed organizations such as the “The Committee to Free the Leningrad Three,” headed by Colorado State Senator Tilman Bishop. Decades of Orthodox Russians starving in the GULag and slaughtered in prisons was met with silence, but a handful of Jews not permitted to leave for Israel led to an nationwide uproar. This fact alone shows the nature of American foreign policy. These trials provoked such a hysterical reaction that the authorities were forced to increase the emigration quota and even commuted the death sentences to 15 years in prison camps.


During the 1970s, the Soviet authorities used various methods to resolve the Jewish question within the country (characteristically, the problem itself was never mentioned officially). These included

1. the persecution of activists of the Jewish movement;

2. the issuance of permits to leave the country to the most “odious” participants of this movement, from the KGB's point of view;

3. the intensification of the so-called anti-Zionist activity (on March 23, 1983, by decision of the Politburo, the Anti-Zionist Committee of Soviet Public was created); and

4. attempts to recreate individual elements of Jewish culture under government control.


Soviet Zionists did not seek to change Soviet laws and liberalize the procedure for leaving the country, since this was too similar to dissident activity and was subject to prosecution. The main forms of such activity were demonstrations, the writing of appeals and open letters and everything else a western political movement might do. The key to the effectiveness of such activity was glasnost. Activists sought to make their every action and deed visible to the public, primarily to the international community (that is, the Jewish press) and to representatives of the legislative and executive branches of foreign countries, who in turn conveyed these demands to the Soviets as requests and demands. The general opinion was that Jews had no future in the Soviet Union, and therefore any development of cultural life would only disorient Soviet Jews and serve as a cover for the authorities' anti-Semitic policies.


Interestingly, the government's fundamental policy toward the Jewish languages had not changed. Yiddish was the only Jewish language backed by the state through Soviet history, but Hebrew was never tolerated. Lenin's national doctrine of the early 20th century was strictly enforced by Bolsheviks of all generations, largely because Hebrew was dying out by this time, but was artificially revived by the foundation of the state of Israel.


The chief rabbis of the country (not by position, but by importance) were Yehuda Leib Levin and, after his death, Adolf Shaevich. The Committee for Religious Affairs and the KGB pursued the same policy toward them as they did toward the state-sponsored Russian Orthodox Church (as the true church went into exile or underground). They were completely under state control, so when necessary, they condemned Israeli aggression, as did many communist Jews at the time. Consequently, the synagogue's influence was replaced by Zionist circles and Hebrew language study groups. It should be kept in mind that Jews were not molested during the slaughter of Christians throughout Soviet history. Jews did the slaughtering. Synagogues were never harmed.


In this era, the Soviet Union also suffered an ideological crisis. Its founding ideology, taken from both Marx and Lenin, was deceptive and incoherent. Those responsible for ideology in the Party, led by Mikhail Suslov, believed that any discussion or questioning of the basic ideals of communism would create instability, and he was likely correct. Yet those in western countries seemed to live better than those in the east. This was left unexplained.


Labor productivity began to steadily decline in the 1970s and 1980s. Workers were operating less efficiently as scientific and technological progress and labor organization were lagging behind the west. It was also telling that many factories in the Soviet Union were operating inefficiently and were no longer profitable, a clear motive behind the Jewish desire to leave. The Soviet economy was in decline. Shortages of goods became the norm; essential goods, including food, and in some places, the state enforced a rationing system by the late 1970s.


Finally, deflation emerged where the population had money but few goods. The authorities were hesitant to raise prices, thus leading to deflation and a devaluation of the money supply. Hidden unemployment also existed in the USSR where certain workers were officially registered at an enterprise, but never actually worked there. All these examples showed that there was an economic crisis in the USSR that started in the late 1960s, but none of it could be found in official statistics.


From the 1960s to the early 1980s, a technological and information revolution took place in western countries. While in the 1930s, heavy industry was the dominant force, from the 1960s on, high technology became the mark of Postmodern “prosperity.” In the USSR, high technology existed in the military-industrial complex and space exploration, but was absent in areas that would benefit ordinary citizens. The Soviets had virtually no computers; even in 1980, most factories still relied on manual assembly, while in the west, automation was taking over – for better or worse. The results of all this were highly contradictory. The GULag society at that time was the second most powerful, significant and influential country in the world, but much of this was on paper only.


By the late 1970s and early 1980s, military spending accounted for approximately 25 percent of the annual budget. If indirect costs such as social spending for service members,  military aid to allies, defense-related research and military intelligence are taken into account, the military-industrial complex absorbed around 40 percent of the state budget.


The main problem was the gap between cutting-edge aerospace and military systems and civilian production using outdated technologies. Military confrontation was growing, not in conventional terms, but the mutual deployment of medium-range missiles in Europe was the only edge the Soviets had. 


Yet, given social realities, thievery, crime and violence increased as the economy failed.

Those who administered a system based on materialism and violence were somehow shocked when moral behavior broke down among ordinary citizens. Theft increased every year. Smugglers, almost always Jews (as this was their occupation even in Tsarist times), became commonplace at factories (bypassing the gates, they carried home everything they could carry from the factory), while people of a higher rank smuggled workshops, entire factories, state farms, stores and warehouses from state control—in effect, they became private owners—creating the first Jewish oligarchs. Sometimes entire trains disappeared, as they were taken en route and emptied of their contents.


While the slogan of “stagnation” concerning the Soviet 1970s only applies to specific sectors, the 1970s saw the distorted growth of a command economy that was insecure about its own future. A command economy cannot use “market incentives” without destroying the foundations of that very system. For the most part, “reforms,” including the 1977 Constitution, were mere verbiage. It read in part: “the aims of the dictatorship of the proletariat having been fulfilled, the Soviet state has become the state of the whole people.” It claimed that advanced communism had been achieved, as the Program mentioned above “predicted.” The never-ending list of “reform” ideas in this era went nowhere because any sense of decentralization or market incentives would do nothing but rot away the rule of the Party. At the same time, the USSR was less and less Jewish.


The USSR had been based on the totalitarian dominance of a very Jewish Communist Party. By the 1970s, Jews were abandoning that very system for Israel and the US. Jews will forever be on the Left of the political spectrum, if that means anything, and they were the most fanatical parts of the revolutionary movement. 


While the auto-demolition of the Soviet state in 1990-1991 was, in theory, a great event, it had horrid results. The sudden collapse of the socialist system led, not to freedom of speech and assembly, but to oligarchy. There are no vacuums in politics, and the western world knew it. World Liberalism, embodied in such off-putting creatures as Yuri Gaidar in Russia and Andrei Shleifer in the US, convinced the world that the collapse of the USSR would lead to “freedom of investment” and the “marketplace of ideas.” When it did not, they blamed everyone else for their professional failures (though it had no effect on their professional standing). It certainly, howerver, enriched them and Jews took over Russia and Ukraine yet again, now in the slightly different guise of “entrepreneurs.”


Liberalism from the French Revolution to the Russia of the 1990s, is an ideology of destruction, it is a cancer that rots away the foundations of even basic morality and custom. While it deals solely in abstractions, the world it creates is concrete. Abstractions do not exist and they are no substitute for universals. Liberalism does not lead to “free thought,” since that is only rhetorical. As there are no vacuums in politics, it leads to the rise of plutocracy, which in the Soviet context, was comprised almost exclusively of Jews. 

Bibliography:
Wilton, Robert (1920) The Last Days of the Romanovs. Noontide Press

Rappaport, Helen (2017) Caught in the Revolution: Petrograd, Russia, 1917: A World on the Edge. St. Martin's

Hadar, Leon (1991) The Neocons: From the Cold War to the Global Intifada. Washington Report on Middle East Affairs

https://www.wrmea.org/1991-april/the-neocons-from-the-cold-war-to-the-global-intifada.html

Arnot, Bob (1988). Controlling Soviet Labor: Experimental Change from Brezhnev to Gorbachev. ME Sharpe
[The title should alert the reader to its contents]

Bacon, Edwin and M Sandle, eds. (2002). Brezhnev Reconsidered. Palgrave Macmillan
[Does away with the “stagnation” myth]
Brown, Archie (2009). The Rise and Fall of Communism. HarperCollins Publishers

Childs, David (2000). The Two Red Flags: European Social Democracy and Soviet Communism Since 1945. Routledge

Crump, Thomas (2013). Brezhnev and the Decline of the Soviet Union. Routledge
Hornsby, Robert (2023). The Soviet Sixties. Yale University Press

Hough, Jerry and M Fainsod (1979). How the Soviet Union Is Governed. Harvard University Press

Kotkin, Stephen (2008) Armageddon Averted: The Soviet Collapse, 1970-2000. Oxford: Oxford University Press

Murphy, Paul (1981). Brezhnev: Soviet Politician. McFarland and Company

Morozov, B (1998) Jewish Emigration in Light of New Documents. Tel Aviv

Pallot, Judith and D Shaw (1981). Planning in the Soviet Union. Taylor and Francis
[Excellent analysis of its decline in the 1970s]
Roeder, Philip (1993). Red Sunset: The Failure of Soviet Politics. Princeton University Press

Sakwa, Richard (1999). The Rise and Fall of the Soviet Union: 1917–1991. Routledge

Sandle, Mark (2002). Brezhnev and Developed Socialism: The Ideology of Zastoi? In Bacon, Edwin, ed. Brezhnev Reconsidered. Palgrave MacMillan Ltd. pp. 165–187
[zastoya means “stagnation.” Clever].
Schattenberg, Susanne (2021). Brezhnev: The Making of a Statesman. Bloomsbury Publishing
[One thing that Brezhnev was not was a statesman]
Solzhenitsyn, A (1980) Misconceptions on Russia are a Threat to America. Foreign Affairs, March

https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/russia-fsu/1980-03-01/misconceptions-about-russia-are-threat-america

CPSU (1961) Program of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. Foreign Languages Publishing House, Moscow

https://bannedthought.net/USSR/CPSU-CapitalistEra/ProgrammeOfTheCPSU-1961-Marked-OCR.pdf
Taubman, William (2003). Khrushchev: The Man and His Era. Norton 

Garbuzov, L (2005) A Struggle to Preserve Ethnic Identity: The Suppression of Jewish Culture by the Soviet Union's Emigration Policy between 1945-1985. Boston University International Law Review 23(159): 159-175
[As you might imagine, this is an essay that uses academic language to justify an indefensible point. As the USSR slaughtered millions of ethnic Russians, this man thinks restrictions on emigration are tantamount to genocide].
