EVGENY BELYAKOV

THE IMPACT OF THE SOVIET DISSIDENT MOVEMENT ON
THE ADOPTION OF THE JACKSON-VANIK AMENDMENT

What are we asking Sakharov is to teli us ... the
conditions under which he thinks we can agree to
move forward along the path of détente ... We
urgently need to know precisely what he thinks
about that question .... " 1

The role ancl place of the U.S. Jewish Commu11ity in pressuring the Soviet
govemme11t to allow atiyah is well-known ancl sufficie11tly researchecl. It is
mostly through the efforts of Jewish activists within the Unitecl States a11cl
through their lobbying groups in the U.S. Congress that the Jackson-Vanik
Amendment became possible. The amenclment supportecl the co11tinuation of
the customs' tariffs 011 Soviet exports to the Unitecl States, along with other
economic measures, unless the Soviet authorities allowecl for greater freeclom
of emigration. The acloption of the amenclment, which was in fact a specific
form of eco11omic sanctions, was more a symbolic gesture tha11 a viable
solutio11. The adoption was not meant to be a remecly or an answer for the
problems it explicitly addressecl. Regarclless of how the amenclment's initiators
saw its prospects, it raisecl questions about the necessity to incorporate
humanitarian concerns into the U.S. foreig11 policy. The humanitaria11 concerns
that we are talking about were expressed on both sicles of the Iron Curtai11, by
officials in the "West" and by ma11y clissidents and intellectuals in the "East."
The amendment lecl to significant clisagreements amo11g the U.S. officials who
had differe11t a11cl sometimes opposing views on the nature of Soviet-American
relations. l argue that the involvement of several outspoken ancl internationally
known Soviet dissiclents i11 the clebates over the Jackson-Va11ik Amendment
had a great impact 011 the official perception of the significance of Jewish
emigratio11 in the Unitecl State.s. The voices raised from within Soviet society
attractecl enormous attention in the West. Given tl1e moral.authority that
Western public opinio11 attributecl to the first-hancl witnesses and "victims of
the Soviet regime," l woulcl like to outline the different perspectives of the
Soviet clissiclents on the issue of Jewish emigration as well as clescribe the
efforts of the Soviet clissiclent movement to facilitate Jewish emigration by
attracting intemational attention.

1 Abraham Brnmberg, "Disscnt in Russia," l'oreig n Affairs Quly 1974): 798.
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The füst efforts to address the plight of the Soviet Jewry were originally
launched in the United States after the Second Word War. ln 1950, the
Americanjewish Yearbook mentioned the persecution oftheJews in Stalin's
Soviet Union for the füst time. 2 ln 1953, the U.S Senate passed a resolution
that condemned the ways in which the Soviet government and its "puppet
states" treated their religious rninorities, including the "increasing persecution
of the people of the Jewish faith. " At the same time, the American Jewish
Committee, the American Zionist Council and the Jewish Labor Committee
started a campaign aimed at raising awareness about the plight oftheJews in
the "East." These efforts made in the 1950s, however, constituted a disparate
set of protests rather than a comprehensive, organized strategy. At this stage,
attempts to appeal directly to the Soviet authorities regarding the concem over
the plight of SovietJews did not prove successful. As a result, beginning in the
late 1950s, American Jewish groups adopted the new strategy of pressuring the
U.S. government to influence the Kremlin directly.-~
The new era in the debates over the fate of Soviet Jewry began in August
1972 when the Presidium ofthe Supreme Soviet ofthe U.S.S.R. enacted a new
regulation according to which potential emigrants who had acquired free,
state-guaranteed higher education in the Soviet Union had to compensate the
state by paying the so-called "diploma tax. " The amount of this tax ranged from
4,000 to 25,000 mbles, which amounted to five to seven years of an average
engineer's salary, so the tax was impossible to pay without help from external
donors. 4 There is little doubt that this new Soviet regulation was primarily
directed against the increasing number of Jewish applicants, many of whom
had received higher education. The adoption of this new regulation prompted
the National Council on Soviet Jewry (NCSJ) to convene an emergency
meeting. At this meeting, Senator Henry "Scoop" Jackson ofWashington State
suggested a proposal that, as he argued, would pressure the Soviet authorities
to allow for freedom of emigration.5 The proposal was a response to the
ongoing trade negotiations between the U.S. and Soviet governments. One of
the points of negotiation was whether or not to grant the U.S.S.R. the status of
the Most-Favored-Nation (MFN). ln October of 1972, the United States and the
Soviet Union signed the trade agreement providing for reciprocal MFN

2 Gennady Kostyrchenko, V plenu u krasnogo Jaraona : p olitic/Jeskie pres/edoua11ila eureev
u SSSR II pos/ednee stalinskoe desiatiletie : dokumentafnoe issledovanie [ln Captivity of the Red
Pharaoh: Political p ersecutions of theJews in the U.S.S.R. during Stalin's last <lecade: documentary
researchj ( Moskva: Mezhdunaroclnye otnosheniia, 1994), 97.
3 For instanCl:, Khrushchev was direclly askecl about antbe mitism in the Soviet Un ion cluring
his trip to the United States in 1959. AJbert D. Chernin, "Making SovictJews an lssue" in Murr·a y
Friedman and AJbcrt D. Che rnin, ecls., A Second Exodus: tbe Amerícan Movem ent to Free Soviet
Jews (Hanovcr, NI 1: Brandcis University Press, University Press of New England, 1999), 22-28.
4 Colin Shindler, Hxit Visa: Detente, Human Rigbts and tbejewisb Emigralio11 Movemellf
in t/Je U.S.5'.R. ( London: Dachman & Turner, 1978), 36.
5 William Korey, "Jackson-Vanik. A 'Policy of Principle,'" Murry Friedman and AJbert D.
Chemin, cds., A Second Exodus: tbe American Movement to Free Soviet Jews (llanover, NH:
Brandeis University Press, Publis hecl hy University Prcss of New England, 1999), 97.
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treatment. Henry Kissinger, then national Security Advisor and one of the
major proponents of détente between the United States and the U.S.S.R. , was
convinced that trade with the Soviet Union would "leaven the autarchic
tendencies of the Soviet system. "6 Therefore, he was a major proponent of
granting MFN status to Soviet Union.
But Senator Jackson held different views. He proposed attaching an
amendment to the Trade Reform Act, which was supposed to regulate trade
relations between the U.S.S.R. and the U.S. 7 The essence of the proposal was
that MFN status would not be granted to non-market economies that restricted
the right of emigration. This proposal, supported by the NCSJ, was introduced
for the füst time in Congress on October 4, 1972, as an amendment to the
East-West Trade Relations Act. It was then re-introduced on March 15, 1973,
as an amendment to the new Trade Reform Act. The text of the amendment
did not specifically mention the Soviet Union, but in the context of the time,
there was no doubt to which state it was referring. The operative paragraph
stated:
[N]o non-marker economy country shall be eligible to receive mosr-favorednarion rrearment or to parricipate in any program of the Government of rhe
United Srares which extends credit or credit guarantees, directly or indirectly,
during the period beginning with the date on which the President of rhe United
Srares determines that such country
1. denies its citizens the righr or opporrunity to emigrare ro the country of rheir
choice;
2. imposes more rhan a nominal tax on emigration or on the visas or orher
documents required for emigracion, for any purpose wharsoever, or
3. imposes more chan nominal tax, levy, fine, fee, or orher charge on any cicizen as
a consequence of che desire of such cirizen to emigrace to che country o f his
choice ... 8

ln the House of Representatives, the major advocate of the amendment was
Charles Vanik of Ohio. Both the chambers of Congress welcomed the first
discussions about the proposed conditions under which the U.S.S.R. might
acquire MFN status. By March 1973, seventy-six Senators and 238
representatives agreed to become cosponsors of the future legislation. 9
However, the U.S. adrninistration stood in its way. President Richard Nixon
6 Henry L. Feingokl, Silent nu more: scwing tbejews of Russill. tbe A111erícanjewisb ejfort,
1967-1989 (Syracuse, N.Y. : Syracuse University Pre~s. 2007), 1 13.
7 Congressional Research Service Rcport for U.S. Congrcss, Tbejackson-Vanik Ame11d111e11t:
A Sun,ey, Update<l August 1, 2005. On the wehsite of the Federation of American Scie ntist~
[http://www.fas.org/search/index.html?cx=Ol l 272476961064978591 %3Alxl cammk60s&cof=F
ORID%3A l l&q=jackson+vanik+2005# J 149] (Accessc<l may 17, 2010).
8 Petrus Buwalcla, They Did Nut Dwe/1 Alone:Jewísb Emigratio11 /rom tbe S011iet l/11io11,
1967-1990 (Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 1997), 96.
9 William Korey, "Jackson-Vanik. A ' Policy of Principle·· A Second Ex odus: 77Je Americm,
.Muvement tv Free Soviet Jews, ed. Murray Frieclman and Albert D. Chemin (llanover, Nil :
Brandeis University Press, University Press of New Englan<l, 1999), 99.
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and National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger opposed the adoption of such
legislation on the grounds that it would impede the implementation of détente.
For them, détente was not a goal in itself. Contrary to the views ofthe Soviet
dissidents, who hoped that rapprochement between the "East" and "West"
might lead to a more just and peaceful future, the U.S. administration never had
a plan of tuming détente .i nto the new world order that would be based on
humanitarian concerns. Raymond Garthoff has claimed that Kissinger viewed
the entire concept of détente as an exercise in manipulating "incentives and
penalties. " 10 Their increasing cooperation would resuJt in the greater
involvement of the U.S.S.R. in agreements and negotiations with the United
States, and thus lead to increased inter-dependence. For the purpose of
introducing such penalties or incentives, in order to manipulate Soviet
behavior, the United States would demonstrate a unified, centralized position
on the issue of bilateral ties. As long as Congress had been issuing the nonbinding declarations, expressing concems over the violations of human rights
in the U.S.S.R., there was no threat to the implementation of détente in the way
that Nixon and Kissinger desired. When Congress unexpectedly decided to
adopt binding legislation that would link an important question of East-West
trade to the observance of human rights, Nixon and Kissinger saw this as an
obstacle to the prospect of détente and to America's central role in the world.
If the long-lasting, binding pressure on the Soviet Union was adopted there
would be less space for negotiations, and Kissinger's tactic of "quiet
diplomacy" conducted behind closed doors would be over.
On April 18, 1973, Nixon and Kissinger held a meeting with the principal
cosponsors of the amendment-Senators Henry "Scoop" Jackson, Abraham
Ribicoff, Jacob Javits, Mike Mansfield, Hugh Scott, and George Aiken-in order
to persuade them that "quiet diplomacy," i.e. negotiations behind "closed
doors" with the Soviet government, was more beneficial for the Jewish cause.
After reading the two unsigned communications with Moscow, in which thc
Kremlin allegedly agreed on the suspension of the "diploma tax" and on
keeping the level of emigration to no less than 35,000 a year, two of the
Senators-Mansfield and Scott-sided with the President. 11 ln order to
reinforce its first success in the battle against the amendment, the next day
Nixon and Kissinger held one more meeting regarding the issue, this time with
the leaders of the American Jewish community, major proponents of the
amendrnent. 12 This meeting was one of the crucial points in the debates over
the adoption of the amendment. The Nixon administration seemed to weaken
the firmness of the leaders of the American Jewish commwúty on the necessity
of the amendment. The major argument of the president's message, read to the
fifteen Jewish leaders by Kissinger, was that the Kremlin had agreed to fully
10 Raymond L. Garthotf, Détenle and confrontalion: American-Soviet re/ationsfmm Nixon
to Reagan (Washington , D.C.: Brookings lnstitution Press, 198;), 12.
11 William W . Orbach, 17Je Ametican Movement to Aid Sovietjews (Amherst: University of
Massachusetts Press, 1979), 139.
12 Korey, "Jackson-Vanik. A 'Policy of Principle,"' 102.
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rescind the tax on the would-be emigrants. Indeed, the "diploma tax" was
suspended in April 1973, 13 and the number of exit visas at least doubled in
1972 compared to the number of exit visas in 1971. 14 Given these positive
trends, some of the leaders of the American Jewish community were inclined
to agree that the Nixon Administration might manage the problem without
imposing sanctions on the Soviet Union. 15 As Rabbi Arthm- Hertzberg
recollected later that year, after this meeting "the AmericanJewish leadership
[decided that it] is not for the enactment of theJackson Amendment ... it will
result in the closing of doors of Russia. " 16 As a result, following the meeting in
the White House, the representatives of three leading Jewish organizations
represented at the meeting in the White House-the Conference of Presidents
of Major American Jewish Organizations, the National Conference on Soviet
Jewry and the Council of Jewish Federations and Welfare Funds-released a
statement that "asked the help of the president for the 100,000 Soviet Jews
who had been refused exit visas." Yet this statement failed to make any
reference to the proposed Amendment. Instead, the statement created an
uncertainty about whether the Jewish community would continue its support
of the amendment. The executive committee of NCSJ was supposed to clarify
its position during the meeting that had been scbeduled for April 26. 17 However,
several days prior to this meeting a heated debate erupted over the future of the
amendment, given the seeming reluctance of NCSJ to continue its support.
The first half of 1973 seemed to be tremendously successful for the Nixon
Administration in its struggle with Congress. The originally well-received idea
of Senator Jackson was losing popularity, in part due to the efforts of the Soviet
government itself. At this cruciaJ point one hundred Soviet Jewish activists
sent a letter to the U.S. Congress and the American Jewish leaders regarding
the adoption of sanctions against the Soviet Union. This letter was received
011 April 23, 1973, during the short period between Nixon's message to the
Jewish community and the meeting of the NCSJ, at which future support of the
amendment would be deci.ded. The signatories pointed to the fact that
emigration for individuals with higher education was still a difficult task:
ln shorc, che syscem of detenrion of Jews is based on the selectivity principle. The
authoricies explain chis selectivity co rhose outside che borders of rhe U.S.S.R. by
sracing that the emigraüon of che detained persons may, allegedly, harm the securi ty
of the state ... Yec, an unbiased analysis, which we have been demanding in vain, of
each concrete case of prevention from emigration would undoubtedly show th c

13 Leonar<l Schroeter, Tbe Last Exodus (New York: Universe 0ook5, 1974), 362.
14 Accor<ling to the <lata of the National Conference on Soviet Jewry, tbc number ofJewish
emigrants from the U.S.S.lt rose fonn 13, 022 in 1971 to 31 , 681 in 1972. Laurie P. Salitan, Polílics
cmd Nationalily ín Contemporary Soviet-jewisb Emigration (1968-89) (London: Macmillan,
1992), 108.
15 Joshua Rubcnstein, Soviet Dissidents: Tbeir Stmggle Jor Human Rigbts (Hoston, MA:
Beacon Press. 1980) , 179.
16 O rbach, Tbe American Mouement to Aid Souiet jeu>s, 140.
17 Korey, "Jackson-Vanik. A 'Policy of Principle,"' 103.
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complece noninvolvemenc of the decained persons in macters of scace securicy. Aside
from this, persons who have applied for an ex.ic visa are aucomacically excluded from
che life of the sociecy and become useless for rhe sociecy.
Whac is che real reason thac che auchoricies are issuing permanenc refusals and
decaining thousands of other people in the country for years and years? The real
aim of such a selective policy is co create a wide enough cacegory of the so-called
"refused ones." Their tragic fate is co serve as a frightening example for the many
thousands of Jews who wanc co, but do not dare co, start applying for emigration. 18

Some of the leading scholars in the field, including William Korey, William
W. Orbach and Henry L. Feingold, argue that this letter was the tuming point
in the debate preceding the April 26, NCSJ meeting. On that day, despite all the
tension between the different factions, NCSJ decided to continue its promotion
of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment. 19
However, the Nixon Administration did not give up and continued its
support for the expansion of trade with the U.S.S.R. as an instrumental tool in
the pursuit of détente. On September 10, 1973, during his testimony to the
Senate Foreign Affairs Committee regarding his nomination as Secretary of
State, Kissinger referred to the administration's efforts to influence the Soviet
treatment of the Jews through "quiet diplomacy. " 20 As he explained his
position later: "We can not accept the principle that our entire foreign policyor even an essential component of that policy such as normalization of our
trade relations-should be made dependent on the transformation of the
Soviet domestic structure .... "21 ln his understanding, détente between the
two superpowers did not necessarily imply domestic change in the Soviet
Union and would certainly not include negotiations on issues of human rights.
An opposing view was held by many of the participants of the Soviet
Democratic Movement. While the SovietJewish Movement in the U.S.S.R. was
pushing solely for the right to emigration, the activists of the Democratic
Movement insisted that trne détente could begin only if the right to ernigrate
for everyone-including the Jews-became a serious matter for international
attention, along with other issues of hum;m rights. ln this stand-off between
the Nixon Administration and Congress, the Soviet Jewish Movernent and the
Soviet Democratic Movement played a vital role by openly calling upon
Congress to continue its support of the amendment.
Along with the petition from leading Soviet dissidents to the U.S. Congress
and Jewish community, the views of Professor Andrei Sakharov represented
another authoritative voice from the Soviet Union that encouraged the
congressmen to continue their efforts. In July 1973, Sakharov gave an
interview to a correspondent from Swedish Radio in which he warned tbc
public of the dangers inherent in the way that détente was being implemented:
18 Schroeter, 11Je Last E.wdus, 364-365.
19 Korey, "Jackson-Vanik. A ' Policy of Principle,'" 104.
20 Colin Shindler, Exít Visa: Dete11te, Human Rigbt.s and t/JejewislJ Emigration Movement
ln t!Je U.S.SR. (London: Dachman & Turner, 1978), 80.
21 fbitl, 86.
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"Possibly the foreign world will soon accept our rules of the game. That wouJd
be very bad." When answering the question about what could be done in order
to avoid the repercussions of the contemporary state of affairs, Sakharov
pointed out that, füst of all, the Soviet system had to be changed and the most
important of these changes was ensuring the right to ernigration.22 ln late
August, the physicist expressed the same attitude in his interview with
Western media correspondents. Sakharov declared that the Jackson-Vanik
Amendment was aimed not only at the protection of the right to emigrate for
Jews, although this amendment is "often cited in the context of Jewish
ernigration." ln his view, the amendment was also "totally justified" since
Jewish cultural life, and the problems theJews had to face in the Soviet society,
were conditioned by many specific historic factors that were peculiar for
Jewish history, especially in the territory of the U.S.S.R..23
Sakharov offered a more elaborate vision of the necessity to promote the
right to ernigrate for Soviet citizens in his open letter to the U.S. Congress,
dated September 14, 1973, just four days after Kissinger's speech at the Senate
Foreign Affairs Comrnittee. This time Sakharov explicitly endorsed the
adoption ofJackson's proposal and repeatedly claimed that détente would only
become successful if human rights conditions in the Soviet Union were
improved. He mentioned that tens of thousands of Soviet citizens of different
nationalities had been seeking to leave the country for a long time. Among
them, the situation with theJews was particuJarly tragic. The failure to ensure
the right to emigrate, as Sakharov put it, would have destructive
"consequences ... for international confidence, détente, and the entire future
of mankind."24 This idea can be traced through all ofSakharov's statements on
the Jackson-Vanik Amendment. Contrary to Kissinger, he believed that
humanitarian questions should be solved as a part of détente and that this is the
only way in which the idea of détente could survive.
Such views were shared by some of the participants of the Jewish Movement
of the U.S.S.R., who were also actively involved in the Democratic Movement
and placed the issue of ernigration in the context of contemporary international
developments. But not all the dissidents had the same opinion. The dissident
Russian historian, Roy Medvedev, is a perfect example of a dissident who had
other ideas. ln a famous essay, "Problems of Democratization and Détente,"
written in October 1973, Medvedev opposed all the attempts by Soviet
dissidents and U.S. CongresS'to push the Soviet government for more freedom
of ernigration. The debate that sprung up in Soviet dissident circles following
that letter was thoroughly covered by the Western media. Despite the fact ,
Medvedev dedicated the largest part of his article to the issue of détente itself.
The replies from other dissidents, and the coverage of these replies in the West,
22 Sakharov interview with OUe Stenholm, Swedish Radio Correspondent Quly 3, 1973), in
Sakharov Speaks, ed. llarrison E. Salisbury (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1974), 175.
23 lntervicw with Western Correspondents, (August 21 , 1973) ln Sakharuv Speaks, ed.
Harrison E. Salisbury (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1974), 205.
24 Andrei Sakharov, "A letter to the U.S. Congress" (Septcmber 14, 1973) , ln Sakharov
Speaks, cd. Harrison E. Salisbury (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1974) , 21 3-21 4 .
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were mostly focused on the problem of Jewish emigration and U.S.
Congressional efforts to push the Soviets for more freedom of movement. This
focus and narrowing down of the debate to the issue of Jewish emigration
testifies to how crucial the future of]ackson's proposal was for both supporters
and critics of détente. The debate over this proposal was a symbolic
manifestation of the different attitudes towards détente.
ln November 1973, a new article by Sakharov appeared in a samizdat
publication. ln this article he stated that he could not agree with Medvedev's
downplaying of the importance of freedom of emigration: "l am convinced
that ... [freedom of emigration] is necessary not only for those leaving, but also
for those staying. "25 This rigid insistence on the primary importance of the
right of emigration, which was advocated by the Soviet dissidents with such
zeal, was later explained by Lyudmila Alekseeva-one of the allies of Sakharov,
and an active participant in the Soviet Democratic Movement As Alekseeva
reasoned, the right of emigration was a basic right for dissidents, since it
enabled all citizens who were not satisfied with domestic polices to leave the
country whenever they wanted. Once citizens could freely move out of the
country for good, they could be empowered to voice their criticism about the
government, and they would be able to escape persecution for political
reasons through emigration if they ever needed. 26
Sakharov's persistence in supporting the right to emigrate was supported by
some other outspoken Soviet activists, such as Mi.khail Agursky, an activist in
both the Soviet Democratic Movement and the Jewish Movement. Agursky
criticized Roy Medvedev's position, because it was opposed to congressional
efforts to adopt sanctions against the Soviet Union. Medvedev believed that
détente would ultimately lead to domestic change in the U.S.S.R. and that any
sanctions would on..ly bring negative results. From his perspective, extemal
pressure could bri.ng only limited benefits: "Pressure from outside can play
both a positive and a negative role. Tt may in some cases restrai.n our agencies
of power from certain deeds, and in other cases it may, on the contrary,
provoke them into undesirable action and thereby hinder the democratization
of Soviet society. " ln line with Kissinger's policy of "incentives and
punishments," Medvedev believed that the problem of emigration could be
negotiated "behind closed doors." He felt the bringing of this issue to public
attention would only put the Soviet government in the difficult situation of
not being able to make concessions anymore. Therefore, Sakharov's position
and his appeal to the U.S. Congress was described by Medvedev as "a mistaken
step, both tactically and substantively. "27
25 Sakharov's Statemcnt un Medvedev published as a samizdat publication, November 20,
1973.
26 Lyudmila AJexeeva, Spcec h at the Kennan lnstitutc's Conference "The Legacy and
Consequcnces of Jackson-Vanik: Rcassessing Human Rights ín 2 1st Ccn tury Russia," February
2010, accessed May 12, 2010. fhttp://www.wilsoncenter.org/ondemand/index.cfm?fuscaction=
home.play&mediaid= 1 B6BBBDD-B6A7-0BF l-7D64BDFF41751 23C]
27 Roy Medvedev, "Problems of Democratization and Détente," New Lejt Review 1/83 (1974)
accessed May 13, 2010. fhttp://www.newleftreview.org/?page=article&view=965]
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Mikhail Agursky, in his article in the Russian émigré periodical, Russkaya
Misi' (Russian Thought), denounced Medvedev's arguments, claiming that the
domestic policies of the U.S.S.R. did not depend on bilateral rapprochement
with the United States. Western public opinion was one of the few deterrent
factors that could still influence the inner life of Soviet society as well as the
K.remlin's policies. The "Soviet opposition" should attract Western attention to
the injustices of the Soviet system, not only for the sake of its own goals, but
as a warning to the rest of the world. ln Agursky's view, the issue of emigration
was one of the most salient domestic Soviet challenges of the time and
represented a great opportunity to reach out to the West. ln this regard, he
argued, the American opponents of Jackson's amendment were working
against the traditions of the United States. ln line with Sakharov, Agursky
argued that it was essential to push for the right far everybody to emigrate, but
he also speci.fically mentioned that one can not take away the "Jewish" context
of the amendment: "It would be a great good far both the U.S.S.R. and the
Soviet Jewry if the Jews would not be prevented from emigration .... "28
As mentioned earlier, within the Soviet dissident circles, the debate over
détente and Jackson's amendment caused significant interest in Western
media. On November 25, 1973, the International Herald Tribune published
an article that outlined a "quarrel" between leading dissidents. While
highlighting the points of both sides of the debate, the author of the article
devoted much more space to Sakharov's argument, which was supported by
Agursky. The article did not miss the opportunity to state that the debate was
connected to the contemporary efforts of Congress to impose sanctions on
trade with the Soviet Union, and that Sakharov and Agursky were in favor of
such sanctions. 19
Thc internal and external pressure on the U.S. Congress led to the passing
of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment on December 11, 1973. A large majority
passed the amendment-319 votes to 80 votes. Although Nixon sent a lastminute letter to the Speaker of the House, Tip O 'Neil, advocating for the
rejection of the amendment, Kissinger and Nixon's efforts did not succeed.
Their defeat was accompanied by the large-scale campaign launched by Soviet
dissidents and American activists in order to promote the adoption of the
amendment. The most authoritative periodicals- such as France's L'Express,
West Germany's Der Schpiegel, US-based International Herald Tribune and
The New York Times, and Swt;den's Dagens Nyheter-conducted interviews
with Sakharov and other dissidents, or republished such stories from other
sources. 30 ln 1974, after the House of Representatives already approved the

28 Liliia Belcnkaia, Boris Zinger, Naperekor: evreiskoe natsionahwe dvizhenie v SSSR i ego
ideologiia (1945-l976gg.) [Despite: theJcwish Movement in the U.S.S.R. and its ideology ( 19451976)] (Minsk: Met. 2004), 3 12.
29 "Sakharov, Me<lvcdev Quarrele<l over the U.S. lnfluence on Russia" in lntemational llera/d
Tribune (November 24, 1973). HU OSA 300-80-7. Box 286.
30 See, for example, Andrei Sakharov, Pro et Contra (Moscow: lndependent Publishing House
PIK, 1991).
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amendment, Foreign Affairs published an eighteen-page article with a
summary of the development of the Soviet dissident movement and the
commotion over the Jackson-Vanik Amendment. Abraham Brumberg, the
author of the article, gave his interpretation of why Sakharov had been
advocating far the amendment: first, "the Jackson's amendment serves as a
symbol of the kind of policy Sakharov believes that the West must follow;"
second, freedom of movement is a basic human right; third, the "abandonment
of the policy of principle" and rejection of Jackson's proposal would be "a
betrayal of the thousand of Jews and non-Jews;" fourth, the most crucial
argument in favor of the amendment is that "the untrammeled right to
emigrate would eventually force the Soviet Union to adopt measures that
would discourage the desire of Soviet citizens to leave their country-that is,
to reform the system in the direction of greater freedom and material
welfare." 31 Regarding the position of Medvedev, the author claimed that he
had brought some "closely reasoned arguments. " These arguments, however,
were not welcomed by a large number of the dissidents. Even Aleksandr
Solzhenitsyn, who had previously kept silent on the issue ofJewish emigration,
was quoted in the article as siding with Sakharov and encouraging external
pressure on the Soviet authorities. 32 Without taking sides, the article raised an
ímportant q uestion that resonated with the concerns of Soviet activists: at what
price should détente be pursued? And the answer was suggested by a passage
in which Brumberg quoted a famous Polish-born, American Jewish activist,
Samuel Pisar, who had been advocating far a new type of relations with the
East, while continuing the protection and advocacy of human rights in the
Communist camp: "What are we asking Sakharov is to tel1 us? ... the conditions
under which he thinks we can agree to move forward along the path of
détente ... We urgently need to know precisely what he thinks about that
question.... "33 Sakharov's position was clear. So was the position of the
participants in the Soviet Jewish Movement.
The adoption of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment in 1975, and the future of
the amendment, probably did not have the precise impact that its architects
and advocates intended. But it became a significant milestone in the Cold War,
and in international relations in general. Jewish emigration from the Soviet
Union became an issue that helped mobilize "Western" a11d "Eastern" Jews,
the dissident moveme11t of the U.S.S.R. and the officials in the U.S. to work 011
the same goal. Far the Soviet dissident movement, the issue of aliyah Oewish
emigratio11 to Israel) was a part of a larger problem. The focus 011 Jewish
emigration provided them with a window of opportunity to bring intemational
attention to the Soviet human rights situation, as well as push the U.S. to adopt
humanitarian concerns as a part of its foreign policy agenda.

31 Abraham Brumberg, "Dissent in Russia," ín Foreign Affairs Quly 1974): 792. ITTJ OSA 3008-7. Box 292.
32 Ibid, 793.
33Abrnham Brumberg, "Disscnt ín Russia," 798.

