









































It is not out of the question that what we are
building today will have to be rebuilt too.
Such is the lot of any trailblazing country.

cause in practice they may prove very
different from what they seem.

We should remember that perestroi-
ka is a social battle. And as such, it is a
confrontation of opposing forces. One
may have the best scenario for a battle,
but the adversary will have a scenario
of his own. And when your plan of
action comes up against that of your
adversary, you have to make adjust-
ments right on the spot.

When and under what circum-
stances did we deviate from the path
charted by the October 1917 Revolu-
tion? That path should have led us to
the ultimate goal—building a just so-
cialist society. In 1917 not a soul in the
world could predict the specific way of
reaching this goal. No one, even in the
most difficult time for the October 1917
Revolution, could imagine that the
path we did choose would lead to the
establishment of Stalin’s repressive to-
talitarian regime, which suppressed ev-
ery human right.

All that was alien to the goals set by
Lenin and his party. Lenin believed
that when we had overcome the grim
stage of the civil war, we would start
building a just socialist society. He
thought we could accomplish this
within 30 to 40 years. But in 30 or 40
years we had a different kind of soci-
ety. This happened because the guar-
antees of our development had not
been elaborated to a sufficient degree.
The forces capable of leading our coun-
try along Lenin’s road turned out to be
weaker than the forces opposing it.

And still, the ideals of the October
1917 Revolution have not been lost.
The wholesome ideological impera-
tive, the fundamental socialist goals,
lived on in people’s minds and were
inculcated in the country’s young peo-
ple. Even Stalin had at least to talk

about allegiance to some of the goals
and tasks of the October 1917 Revolu-
tion. It would be wrong to say that we
turned back and built something that
was the opposite of Lenin’s idea of a
socialist state.

Was there an alternative to the com-
mand-style system of administration,
or was that system predetermined by a
combination of objective and subjec-
tive factors?

There is always an alternative at any
point in history, including the present
stage. The command-style system of
administration was created during the
civil war. At that time, both society and
the party were structured according to
the rigid principle of management by
injunction. This was necessary to pro-
tect the gains of the Revolution. In the
subsequent period our country began
developing toward greater economic
and political democracy. But it failed to
go all the way.

In the late 1920s there were alterna-
tive forces to the command-style sys-
tem of administration that Stalin had
created. Nikolai Bukharin, for one, rep-
resented such alternative forces. He
supported Lenin’s New Economic Pol-
icy, broader development of various
forms of cooperation and democratic
principles. But Stalin managed to gain
the upper hand.

What did we build after all? We be-
gan socialist construction in 1917. But
its development proceeded in a very
complicated way after Lenin’s death in
1924. We continued developing, but at
the same time we were losing certain
socialist gains and allowing elements
of pseudosocialism to enter our life.
The relations that existed in the agrar-
ian sector could be characterized as
virtually feudal relations with manifes-
tations of slave labor—the people who

were imprisoned under Stalin were
slaves by all social standards.

Nevertheless, elements of socialism
remained even under Stalin. They
manifested themselves in education
and in the economy and became the
basis for Khrushchev’s reforms. Under
Khrushchev, certain positive changes
took place in agriculture and in the life
of the urban population (workers, for
instance, were allowed to change jobs
if they wished). The elements of
pseudosocialism began to disappear,
but they did not disappear altogether.
Many of them were again restored un-
der Brezhnev.

We have not yet completed the
building of socialism and have not
reached the socialist ideal. We have
laid the groundwork—the important
elements of socialist society that allow
us to call the Soviet Union a socialist
country. When Gorbachev calls for
more democracy and more socialism,
he thereby makes it clear that we have
socialism but we should have more of
it. We can achieve this by developing
democracy and the economy, improv-
ing the quality of life and carrying out a
true cultural revolution. In other
words, we want the ideals and tasks of
the October 1917 Revolution imple-
mented in full measure. And not only
this. We should proceed from the cur-
rent state of our society. The October
1917 Revolution had to deal with the
regime that existed under czarism. Our
present social structure has nothing in
common with the system that existed
in 1917. We must shape a new ideal of
a fair society, proceeding from the cur-
rent social and economic realities. We
must determine new tasks that will
enrich and focus the tasks that were
advanced in the most general form by
the October 1917 Revolution. =
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agency supervising commercial space
ventures, is seen today as part of the
Soviet effort to sell know-how and
technology.

It seems that the Soviet offer will
not go unanswered. According to the
chairperson of the board of Messer-
schmitt-Boelkow-Blohm, a West Ger-
man aircraft and missile production
concern, the Germans are looking
forward to closer cooperation with
the Soviets in future space ventures.

It's no use trying to figure out if 50
joint ventures are too many or too
few. The number is not what really
matters. Here is one sobering indi-
cator: Only a few of the registered
joint ventures, small and insignificant
as they are, are beginning to put
their products on the market. Are our
Western partners too slow? No, we
must admit frankly that the joint
venture drive is not floundering be-
cause of the Western companies in-
volved. Other things are to blame,
such as our imperfect and contradic-
tory legislation on joint ventures, red
tape and conditions that discourage
investors. To say that joint ventures
in this country have won a place in
the sun would be an exaggeration.

According to current Soviet legisla-
tion, the share of foreign. partners in
the statutory capital of joint ventures
must not exceed 49 per cent. This re-
striction is not justified. We should
watch more closely the experience of
other socialist countries that have es-
tablished a more flexible arrange-
ment, creating no difficulties about
the transfer of profits and imposing
lower taxes on partners.

It is hardly worth trying to draw
parallels between domestic economic
and foreign trade policies. And yet,
speaking about the negative reaction
of Western business operators to the
rigidly fixed limitation on the foreign
share of statutory capital, I cannot
help recalling the recent uproar
among the deputies to the Supreme
Soviet who vetoed an attempt by the
Ministry of Finance to impose a mur-
derous tax on members of our newly
emerging cooperatives.

Without trying to anticipate future
decisions on foreign trade, I can only
hope that the joint venture drive will
stop teetering and start moving
ahead at a faster pace.

Western business representatives
unanimously agree that the chief dis-
advantage of the Soviet joint venture
legislation is a clause that allows
Western entrepreneurs to transfer
their profit abroad in dollars only un-
der the condition that their factories
turn out exportable goods and that
these goods are actually exported.
Because the Soviet ruble remains as
inconvertible as ever, this provision
effectively bars Western firms from
participating in joint ventures with
access to the hungry Soviet market,
the consumer goods market above
all. Don’t we need consumer goods
on our market? We do, badly.

According to some Western busi-
ness people, “though the legal incon-
sistencies have not paralyzed the
joint venture drive, they have slowed
it down considerably.” Moreover,
fears that joint ventures will find
themselves totally dependent on
their suppliers, or on ordinary Soviet
factories, have resulted in endless ne-
gotiations, as the firms try to com-
pensate for the lack of commercial
rights to buy capital goods. Frankly,
such complaints are well justified
and reflect the real situation. As the
newspaper Izvestia aptly noted re-
cently, joint venture managers often
find it easier to negotiate for hard-
ware supplies worth millions of ru-
bles from a Western company than to
have Gossnab (the Soviet agency in
charge of state supplies) provide two
machine tools.

Other hurdles include ridiculous
trifles. It took a whole year for the
bureaucrats at one newly created
joint venture to have a rubber stamp
made. In pursuit of hard currency,
authorities charge foreigners rent in
dollars, not in rubles. As a result, it
costs more to rent an ordinary apart-
ment than to live in a luxury hotel.

Addressing the Nineteenth Party
Conference, a delegate complained
that fighting the bureaucrats was
hard work indeed. He said there was
no point in trying to prevent an ava-
lanche of official papers and instruc-
tions; it's easier “simply to kill their
authors.” Judging by everything, our
potential partners in joint ventures
are going to act firmly. Several
American corporations have recently
set up a trade consortium in an at-

tempt to evade the bureaucratic ob-
stacles preventing Western compa-
nies from doing business in the
USSR. The New York Times said So-
viet membership in the consortium
indicated Mikhail Gorbachev’s firm
intention to ensure a better climate
for Western investors in his country.

Similar steps have been taken by
the general managers of joint ven-
tures. Trying to facilitate decision
making and management, they have
set up a Soviet Joint Venture Associa-
tion under the aegis of the USSR
Chamber of Commerce and Industry.

Soviet business contacts with the
West have improved dramatically
over the past 18 months. The drive
for joint ventures is still on, though
it’s not as dynamic as we would like
it to be. A recent poll among more
than a hundred American multina-
tional corporations doing business
with the USSR indicated that our
country ranked high as a trade part-
ner. Over half of those polled said
the Soviet Union was at the top of
their list of foreign customers, and 87
per cent indicated their preparedness
to continue to trade with the Soviet
Union. This is the position of the
U.S. business community.

But we, for our part, should over-
come the stereotypes of economic
thinking. Experience proves that
some economic officials and manag-
ers are still trying to use old methods
to deal with the new issues facing
the Soviet economy. And some have
failed to use their vast new rights to
advantage because of a lack of eco-
nomic knowledge and competence.
We must, therefore, improve our
plans for training personnel for the
joint ventures. Our primary goal is to
prevent this new progressive form of
foreign trade from being discredited
by shoddy work and incompetence.

We are fully aware that training is
not only our affair We will, there-
fore, have to use Western managerial
experience. It is gratifying in this
connection that the Harvard School
of Business Administration has of-
fered to collaborate with the USSR
Research Institute under the State
Foreign Economic Commission of the
USSR Council of Ministers to work
out the basics of management tech-
nique for joint ventures. u
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‘“Stalin is my idol!”’ says
World War II veteran A. Guzov
in Sotsialisticbeskaya indus-
tria (Socialist Industry). ‘1
keep his portrait, along with
Lenin’s, on the wall of my
room.”

It is common knowledge that
the price of victory is the sole
yardstick for assessing the art
of a military leader. But as
early as 1941-1945, Stalin was
laboriously camouflaging the
real losses sustained by Russia
and overstating German losses.

‘‘Historians grudge human
losses,”” writes pensioner K.
Albegov, a ‘‘party, Komsomol
and war veteran” from the
town of Terek in the Northern
Caucasus. “But are there wars
without victims? Are there
norms and limits for losses at
all? What are they? True, plenty
of people perished in this war,
but they believed in Stalin.”

But is worshiping an idol
worth millions of human lives?
Many letters treat the lost lives
with contempt. A person with
an illegible signature says that
‘“losses were inevitable.” An-
other reader, A. Ivanov, main-
tains that Russia had a choice:
either to win by any means or
to be defeated.

However, beginning with the
battles on the borders and con-
cluding with the capture of
Berlin, the Red Army had an-
other option—the easy victory
that Stalin and his associates
promised prior to the war. Re-
grettably, the Red Army sus-
tained greater losses than the
Wehrmacht on the Eastern
Front. Speaking in terms of
“‘mistakes and miscalculations™
is in fact an attempt to justify
Stalin.

“In real fact, it was the inter-
ference—criminal in its nature
and in the results it yielded, of
a dilettante, vested with unlim-
ited and extremely cruel
power—in the affairs of the
General Headquarters,” com-
ments Doctor of History A.
Mertsalov in Sotsialistiches-

“Stalin Is My Idol!”

kaya industria. “It is a well-
known fact that back in 1918-
1922 Lenin was far from taking
military command, whereas
Stalin, who occupied an enor-
mous number of positions, in-
truded into virtually every
sphere.”

A recurrent feature in veter-
ans’ letters is that they recall
flattering assessments of Stalin
by British and American leaders
during the war that applied in-
stead to the army and the peo-
ple. But Churchill is known to
have made another statement
that he addressed to his allies
when he was not bound by dip-
lomatic considerations. On Oc-
tober 9, 1954, he told a Black-
pool conference of the
Conservative Party that the
more he delved into the career
of Stalin, who for many years
had been a Russian dictator,
the more he was astonished at
his horrible mistakes and his
ruthless disregard of associates.

Summing up the review of
letters from Stalin’s advocates,
Dr. Mertsalov concludes that a
dangerous idea has taken root
in people’s minds—notably,
that all the drawbacks of our
modern life came from no-
where. Stalinists are particu-
larly indignant with Brezhnev
and Khrushchev for these
drawbacks.

Yet any historical event is
preceded by other develop-
ments. The vast majority of de-
viations from socialism, many
of which have not yet been
overcome, emerged in Stalin’s
time. Khrushchev's and Brezh-
nev’s flaws and errors were
also recurrences of Stalinism.

Stalinism means not just the
personality cult, an innocent
belief in god-man. It means
usurpation of power over the
party and the people, disguised
by the distortion of Lenin’s
ideas, of revolution and social-
ism. It means deformation of
the party. Stalinism implies
mass terror, contempt for hu-
man life, the massacre of mil-

lions of innocent people on
political grounds. It is the sys-
tem of administration by de-
cree embracing all spheres of
social life, formed by the ruler
and subject to him only; enor-
mous powers wielded by bu-
reaucrats; corruption in man-
agement, trade, science, and so
forth. Stalinism is a blatant vi-
olation of the simplest demo-
cratic norms, artfully muted by
rhetoric about human rights;
absence of a law-based state;
unchecked intolerance of het-
erodoxy; distortions of Lenin’s
nationalities policy; and arbi-
trary treatment of religion.

Stalinism means forced labor
of millions of people, primi-
tive technology, plundering of
human and natural resources.
It is sponging and social in-
equality generated by leveling
on the one hand, and privileges
to certain strata of the popula-
tion on the other. Stalinism im-
plies mistrust, suspicion, de-
nunciation, obsequiousness,
hypocrisy, erosion of human
dignity. Stalinism means fraud
on the state level, fabrication
of “traitors against the home-
land,” misrepresented results
of collectivization, falsified
history of the party, the state
and the world.

Stalinism is militant ob-
scurantism, persecution of
intellectuals; it is the ‘‘great lu-
minary of science” interfering
in many fields, after which
they ceased to exist for many
years. To the honor of the party
and the people, not everyone
was submissive to the spiritual
and other pressures of Stalin-
ism and its varieties. Stalinism
failed to erase people’s intelli-
gence, integrity and honesty.
Revolutionary perestroika, the
decisions of the Twenty-sev-
enth Congress of the CPSU and
the Nineteenth Party Confer-
ence, revive Leninism.

Weeds should be removed
roots and all. That is why the
press focuses today on the
deep roots of our troubles.

29





















































































A NEW NAME IN
SOVIET LITERATURE

By Andrei Malgin
Literary Critic

or several centuries

the Tolstoy family

has been producing
outstanding diplomats,
sclentists, military
leaders, artists and
writers. Five years
ago a new generation
of Tolstoys, Tatyana
Tolstaya (born 1951),
arrived on the Soviet
literary scene.

t has been a long time since
anyone burst onto the liter-
ary scene as tempestuously
as Tatyana Tolstaya. She’s
become the ‘“‘talk of the
town,” even with people
far removed from literature.
Though the critics argue
her place in the complex hi-
erarchy of contemporary fiction, no
one doubts her talent.

Very few of Tolstaya’s works have
appeared until recently, just two or
three stories in what are called the
“thick” Moscow and Leningrad jour-
nals. Less than a year ago Molodaya
Gvardia Publishers printed the first
collection of her stories under the ti-
tle The Golden Porch.

What is the explanation for Tol-
staya’s sudden success? Perhaps one
of the chief reasons is that her char-
acters are so recognizable. They are
taken straight from life, not copied
from other literary sources. Tolstaya
has a bold, masterful brush stroke,
employing a few precise phrases to
delineate a character or a whole life

story. Her characters pass before us
like old friends. Among them we
find the absurd and reticent fellow
with the strange nickname Peters,
which has stuck to him since child-
hood (in the story “Peters”); the old-
fashioned nurse Marivanna, who de-
velops a strong liking for decadent
verse (in the story “Do You or Don't
You Love Me?”); the mad and ex-
travagant liar Svetlana, nicknamed
Pipka, who is an inexplicable com-
bination of impudence and naiveté
(““Fire and Dust™).

Tolstaya portrays her characters in
caustic, candid fashion, concealing
nothing and using all the paints on
her generous palette, including black.
And yet she loves all of them, even
the most unattractive, repulsive and
hopeless ones. The people surround-
ing the fragile and thoughtless Pipka
are cruel. They narrate the story, and
it seems as if the author shares their
mocking attitude. Yet the reader’s
sympathy is drawn to Pipka, though
the author makes no attempt to em-
bellish her or arouse pity for her.

Sonya, the heroine of a story of the
same title, is also made fun of for her
simplicity, and many people take ad-
vantage of it, knowing she will not
take offence. Somebody decides to
play a practical joke on Sonya by in-
venting a secret admirer, Nikolai,
who sends her love letters. Sonya re-
plies, and through the correspon-
dence genuine love develops. The
cruel joke is dragged out. The
woman who has started the whole
thing realizes that if Sonya learns the
truth, she’ll never survive the shock.

War breaks out and people are dy-
ing of starvation in besieged Lenin-
grad. When death is staring Sonya in
the face, she decides to go and look
for her beloved. She takes “every-
thing she has with her, that is, a can
of prewar tomato juice, which she

has saved expressly for such an occa-
sion, and sets out for Nikolai’s
place.” The reader never discovers
whether Sonya suspects the decep-
tion, nor where, when and under
what circumstances Sonya dies. But
she does die. And her great, imagi-
nary and yet real love dies with her.

That is the plot of one of Tol-
staya’s stories. Though the events are
given in correct chronological order,
the story itself is something alto-
gether different. The secret to the
charm of the writer’s prose is her ex-
ceptionally precise, expressive lan-
guage. The descriptions are colorful
and replete with unexpected com-
parisons and analogies.

Tolstaya is fond of a chain of asso-
ciative links, which sometimes strays
from the plot and creates its own
whimsical subject, but even that is all
calculated to produce a definite ef-
fect. For example, to quote a little
passage from another story,

Having stood in line for four hours
in the freezing cold, together with
thousands of grim brother addicts,
Vasili Mikhailovich finally becomes
the possessor of the wonder cube,
which he turns and twists for weeks
on end until his eyes grow red in the
vain hope that finally a ray of light
will flash through the window of an-
other universe. But feeling one night
that of the two of them, the cube is
the master, that it has him com-
pletely at its mercy, Vasili Mikhailo-
vich stands up, walks to the kitchen
and stabs the viper with a cabbage
chopper.

This colorful mixture of humor and
romance, grotesque and stark real-
ism, “low”” urban slang and high ro-
manticism is the substance of
Tatyana Tolstaya’s writing. Pleasure
is derived from the reading. It is con-
temporary prose.
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prepared for them in heaven. Well,
the local-lore researchers were all
jailed “for espionage.” They knew
too much, so naturally, they couldn’t
be anything other than spies.

Vladimir Dal, the great Russian
lexicographer, had this saying:
“Know-Nothing lies in bed, while
Know-It-All is led away on a leash.”
When all the Know-It-Alls were “led
away on a leash,” my grandmother
devoted her entire life to charity. For
decades she sent parcels of food and
clothes to the unjustly condemned;
she even sent them to people she
didn’t know personally. No one in
the family knew anything about that
side of her life. She kept it a secret.
Only after her death were postal re-
ceipts to the tune of 60,000 rubles
found among her personal papers.
She had always lived the life of an
ascetic. She had one dress to her
name and would buy a new one only
after the old one wore out.

So I've inherited everything from
my family—a dedication to genuine
culture and a taste for good litera-
ture. My father taught me two for-
eign languages, while he and my
mother knew three.

Where did you study?

In the family and at Leningrad
State University, in the Classical De-
partment of the Philological Faculty.
That means I studied antiquity. At
the beginning of the academic year,
one of the students in our class was
quite indignant when he discovered
he’d have to study Latin. He thought
they taught classical literature there!
Reading Pushkin, Lermontov, and
the others was okay. But Latin—he
had no use for it! The university ad-
ministration was something like that
student. We were told at the outset
not to bother to cram Ancient Greek
because we wouldn’t need it when
the time came to look for a job. On
the other hand, a good knowledge of
Russian and German, which were in
our program, was thought to open
any door.

Our class was lucky. We had a
wonderful teacher of Greek, Profes-
sor Aristid Ivanovich Dovatur. He
had spent 18 years in a labor camp in
exile. He had no family and kept to
himself a lot. Teaching was his entire
life. The texts of the ancient authors

published abroad in the original were
expensive. Yet if a book was abso-
lutely necessary for our understand-
ing, he’d buy several copies of it for
our use. Or he’d bring his own books
from home and give them to us. He
never cared much for appearances
and lived in a communal apartment.
A table and bed were all the furni-
ture he owned. His room was filled
with books from the floor to the ceil-
ing—it looked like a warehouse—but
he knew exactly where to find any
book he was looking for.

6 6 Wve inberited
everything
from my

family—a
dedication to
genuine culture and

a taste for good

literature.”

— Tatyana Tolstaya

Many students volunteered to
make bookshelves for him, but he’d
have none of it. I think that was
characteristic of anyone who had
spent years in a labor camp. They
seemed afraid of allowing themselves
even the slightest comfort out of fear
that it'd be gone and they’d find
themselves in prison again. People
were arrested and imprisoned more
than once.

Professor Dovatur told us about
people who, having served their time
but not having a family to go home
to or any prospect of getting a job,
preferred to remain where everything
was so familiar. The outside world
frightened them, so they stayed on,
living in some unobtrusive corner.

Professor Dovatur was a fountain
of wisdom, learning, kindness and
inexhaustible cheerfulness and wit.
Even his camp stories were funny.
He simply chose not to remember
the dark, gloomy and tragic aspects
of life. If we tried to ask him any-
thing like that, his expression would

change and his voice would become
almost a shout: “Don’t even mention
that! What for? Quite unnecessary.”
He would turn silent for a while.
Then his face would light up, and
he’d say: “Now here’s a wonderful
story. My friends used to send me
books, Ancient Greek texts. Some of
the books were passed on to me; oth-
ers were not. Once someone sent me
a copy of Sophocles that was confis-
cated. Why?! Because the book con-
tained a reference to King Oedipus.
Imagine, a King! It just had to be
ideological sabotage, no less!”

Eventually there came the day
when he was told to retire on pen-
sion because of his age. That was
clearly just an excuse. He begged the
university administration to let him
continue teaching gratis. He was tol-
erated for a while, but then he was
dismissed again. Here was a profes-
sor of rare qualifications, who was
willing to teach free of charge, yet he
wasn’t wanted.

How do you feel about critics?

Well, many critics give me good
reviews. Others have joined forces
with writers who constitute the pride
of modern Russian literature to abuse
me. To them, I am especially grate-
ful. Still others attempt to analyze
my work, and that proves disap-
pointing. They say I am in the proc-
ess of search, which I am not, or they
promise readers that I'm going to
write simpler, and I'm not planning
to do that either. Many critics are try-
ing to squeeze young writers into one
mold, as if we're all the same.

That doesn’t mean that there aren’t
writers with features similar to mine;
of course there are, but the things
that are supposed to unite us seem to
me to be too far-fetched.

Up until now you've written only
short stories. Will you continue in this
genre?

Probably not. My latest stories are
much longer than my previous ones,
and right now I'm working on a no-
vella. But I'm absolutely no good at
writing very short stories. “Brevity is
the sister of talent” was only true of
Chekhov, the author of the saying.
In his case the shorter the story, the
better it was. But what about Leo
Tolstoy or Dostoyevsky? That simply
doesn’t apply. a
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differences and contradictions inherited
from the past are diminishing or being
displaced. But new ones are emerging.

Some former differences and disputes
are losing their importance. But confticts
of a different kind are taking their place.

Life is making us abandon traditional
stereotypes and outdated views; it is
making us discard illusions.

The very concepts of the nature of
and criteria for progress are changing.

it would be naive to think that the
problems plaguing humankind today can
be solved with the means and methods
that were applied or seemed to work in
the past.

Indeed, humankind has accumulated a
wealth of experience in the process of
political, economic and social develop-
ment under highly diverse conditions.
But that experience belongs to the prac-
tices and to the world that have become
or are becoming part of the past.

This is one of the signs of the crucial
nature of the current phase in history.

The greatest philosophers sought to
grasp the laws of social development
and to find an answer to the main ques-
tion: how to make human life happier,
fairer and more secure. Two great revo-
lutions, the French Revolution of 1789
and the Russian Revolution of 1917, had
a powerful impact on the very nature of
history and radically changed the course
of world developments.

These two revolutions, each in its own
way, gave a tremendous impetus to
humankind's progress. To a large ex-
tent, the two revolutions shaped the way
of thinking that is still prevalent in social
consciousness. it is a precious intellec-
tual heritage.

But today we face a different world,
and we must seek a different road to the
future. In seeking it, we must, of course,
draw on the accumulated experience
and yet be aware of the fundamental dif-
ferences between the situation yester-
day and what we are facing today.

But the novelty of the tasks before us,
as well as their difficulty, goes beyond
that. Today we have entered an era
when progress will be shaped by univer-
sal human interests.

The awareness of this dictates that
world politics, too, should be guided by
the primacy of universal human values.

The history of past centuries and mil-
lennia was a history of wars that raged
almost everywhere, or of frequent des-
perate battles to the point of mutual an-
nihilation. They grew out of clashes of
social and political interests, national en-
mity, and ideological or religious in-
compatibility. All this did happen.

And even today many people would

like these vestiges of the past to be ac-
cepted as inexorable law.

But concurrently with wars, animos-
ities and divisions among peoples and
countries, another objective trend has
been gaining momentum—the emer-
gence of a mutually interdependent and
integral world.

Today, further world progress is only
possible through a search for universal
human consensus as we move forward
to a new world order.

We have reached a point at which dis-
order and spontaneity lead to an im-
passe. The international community
must learn how it can shape and guide
developments in such a way as to pre-
serve our civilization, to make the worlid
safe for all and more conducive to nor-
mal life.

I am referring to the kind of coopera-
tion that could be more accurately
termed cocreation and codevelopment.

The concept of development at the
expense of others is on the way out. In
the light of existing realities, no genuine
progress is possible at the expense of
the rights and freedoms of individuals
and nations or at the expense of nature.
Efforts to solve global problems require
a new scope and quality of interaction of
states and sociopolitical currents, re-
gardless of ideological or other differ-
ences.

Of course, radical changes and revo-
lutionary transformations will continue to
occur within individual countries and so-
cial structures. This is how it always
was and how it always will be.

But here too, our time marks a
change. Domestic transformations no
longer can achieve their national goals if
they develop just along ‘‘parallel
courses’” with others, without making
use of the achievements of the outside
world and of the potential inherent in eq-
uitable cooperation.

In these circumstances, any interfer-
ence in those domestic developments,
designed to redirect them to alien ways,
would have destructive consequences
for the emergence of a peaceful order.

In the past differences were often ob-
stacles to cooperation. Now they have a
chance of becoming a factor for mutual
enrichment and mutual attraction.

Specific interests underlie all differ-
ences in social systems, in the way of
life and in preferences for certain val-
ues. There is no escaping that fact.

But equally, there is no escaping the
need to find a balance of interests within
an international framework. Such a bal-
ance is a condition for survival and
progress.

Pondering all this, one comes to the

conclusion that if we are to take into
account the lessons of the past and the
realities of the present, if we are to
reckon with the objective logic of world
development, we must ook for ways to
improve the international situation and
build a new world—and we must do it
together.

And, if so, we ought to agree on the
basic, truly universal prerequisites and
principles of such policy.

It is obvious, in particular, that force
or the threat of force can no longer be
an instrument of foreign policy. This ap-
plies above all to nuclear arms, but not
only to nuclear arms. All of us, and pri-
marily the stronger of us, must exercise
self-restraint and totally rule out any use
of force in international affairs.

That is the cornerstone of the ideal of
a nonviolent world, which we proclaimed
together with India in the Delhi Declara-
tion and which we invite you to follow.

After all, it is now quite clear that
building up military power makes no
country omnipotent. What is more, one-
sided reliance on military power ulti-
mately weakens other components of
national security.

It is also quite clear to us that the
principle of freedom of choice is essen-
tial. Refusal to recognize this principle is
fraught with extremely grave conse-
quences for world peace.

Denying that right to the peoples un-
der whatever pretext or rhetorical guise
means jeopardizing the fragile balance
that has been attained. Freedom of
choice is a universal principle that
should allow for no exceptions.

it was not simply out of good inten-
tions that we came to the conclusion
that this principle is absolute. We were
driven to it by an unbiased analysis of
the objective trends of today.

More and more characteristic is the
increasingly multi-optional nature of so-
cial development in different countries.
This applies to both the capitalist and
the socialist systems. The diversity of
the sociopolitical structures that have
grown over the past decades out of na-
tional liberation movements also attests
to this.

This objective fact demands respect
for the views and positions of others,
tolerance, a willingness to perceive
something different as not necessarily
bad or hostile, and an ability to learn to
coexist with others while retaining our
differences and the ability to disagree
with each other.

As the world asserts its diversity, at-
tempts to look down on others and to
teach them one’s own brand of democ-
racy become totally improper, to say )



nothing of the fact that democratic val-
ues intended for export often very
quickly lose their worth.

What we are talking about, therefore,
is unity in diversity. If we recognize this
politically, if we reaffirm our adherence
to the principle of freedom of choice,
then there is no room for the view that
some live on earth by virtue of divine will
while others are here quite by chance.

The time has come to discard such
thinking and to shape our policies ac-
cordingly. That would open up pros-
pects for strengthening the unity of the
world.

The new phase also requires freeing
international relations from ideology. We
are not abandoning our convictions, our
philosophy or traditions, nor do we urge
anyone to abandon theirs.

But neither do we intend to be
hemmed in by our values. That would
result in intellectual impoverishment, for
it would mean rejecting a powerful
source of development—the exchange
of everything original that each nation
has independently created.

In the course of such exchange, let
everyone show the advantages of their
social system, way of life or values—
and not just by words or propaganda,
but by real deeds.

That would be a fair rivalry of
ideologies. But it shouid not be ex-
tended to reiations among states. Other-
wise, we would simply be unable to
solve any of the world’'s problems, such
as:

e developing wide-ranging, mutually
beneficial and equitable cooperation
among nations;

e making efficient use of the achieve-
ments of the scientific and technoiogical
revolution;

e restructuring international economic
ties and protecting the environment;

e overcoming backwardness and elimi-
nating hunger, disease, illiteracy and
other global scourges;

e and last, but not least, eliminating the
nuclear threat and militarism.

Those are our reflections on the pat-
terns of world development at the
threshold of the twenty-first century.

We are, of course, far from claiming
to be in possession of the ultimate truth.
But, on the basis of a thorough analysis
of the past and newly emerging realities,
we have concluded that it is along those
lines that we should jointly seek the way
to the supremacy of the universal hu-
mane idea over the endless multitude of
centrifugal forces, the way to preserve
the vitality of this civilization, possibly
the only one in the entire universe.

Could this view be a little too roman-

tic? Are we not overestimating the po-
tential and the maturity of the world's
social consciousness? We have heard
such doubts and such questions both in
our country and from some of our West-
ern partners.

| am convinced that we are not com-
pletely unrealistic.

Forces have already emerged in the
world that in one way or another en-
courage us to enter a period of peace.
The peoples and large sectors of the
public do, indeed, ardently wish for an
improvement in the situation; they want
to learn to cooperate. This trend is
sometimes amazingly powerful. Even
more important, such trends are begin-
ning to shape policies.

Changes in philosophical approaches
and in political relations form a solid
prerequisite for imparting, in line with
worldwide objective processes, a pow-
erful impetus to the efforts to establish
new relations among states.

Even those politicians whose activities
used to be associated with the cold war,
and sometimes even with its most criti-
cal phases, are now drawing similar
conclusions. They of all people find it
particularly hard to abandon the old ste-
reotypes and practices of the past.

And if even they are changing course,
it is clear that when new generations
take over, such opportunities will in-
crease in number.

In short, the realization that there is a
need for peace is gaining ground and
beginning to prevail. This has made it
possible to take the first real steps to-
ward improving the international situa-
tion and toward disarmament.

What are the practical implications? It
would be natural and sensible not to
abandon everything positive that has al-
ready been accomplished and to build
on all the gains of the past few years,
on all that we have created working to-
gether. | am referring to the process of
negotiations on nuclear disarmament,
conventional weapons and chemical
weapons, and to the search for political
approaches to the solution of regional
conflicts.

Of course, | am referring above all to
political dialogue—a more intensive and
open dialogue pointed at the very heart
of the problems instead of confronta-
tion, at an exchange of constructive
ideas instead of recriminations. Without
political dialogue the process of negotia-
tions cannot advance.

We regard prospects for the near and
more distant future quite optimistically.

Just look at the changes in our rela-
tions with the United States. Little by lit-
tle, mutual understanding has started to

develop and elements of trust, without
which it is very hard to make headway in
politics, to emerge.

These elements are even more pro-
nounced in Europe. The Helsinki pro-
cess is a great process. | believe that it
remains completely valid. Its philosophi-
cal, political, practical and other dimen-
sions must all be preserved and en-
hanced, while at the same time taking
into account new circumstances.

Current realities make it imperative
that the dialogue that ensures the nor-
mal and constructive evolution of inter-
national affairs involves, on a continu-
ous and active basis, all countries and
regions of the world, including such ma-
jor powers as India, China, Japan and
Brazil and other countries—large, me-
dium and small.

| am in favor of a more dynamic and
substantive political dialogue, of consoli-
dating the political prerequisites for im-
proving the international climate. That
would make it easier to find practical so-
lutions to many problems. Tough as it
may be, this is the road that we must
travel.

Everyone should join in the movement
toward greater unity of the world.

Today, this is particularly important,
for we are approaching a very important
point when we shall have to face the
question of how to ensure the world’s
solidarity and the stability and dynamism
of international relations.

And yet, in my talks with foreign gov-
ernment and political leaders, with
whom | have had more than 200 meet-
ings, | could sometimes sense their dis-
satisfaction over the fact that at this cru-
cial time, for one reason or another,
they sometimes find themselves, as it
were, on the sidelines of the main is-
sues of world politics.

It is natural and appropriate that no
one is willing to resign himself to that.

If, although different, we are indeed
part of the same civilization, if we are
aware of the interdependence of the
contemporary world, then this under-
standing must be increasingly present in
politics and in the practical efforts to
harmonize international relations. Per-
haps the term perestroika is not quite
appropriate in this context, but | do call
for building new international relations.

| am convinced that our time and the
realities of today’s world call for inter-
nationalizing dialogue and the negotiat-
ing process.

This is the main general conclusion
that we have come to in studying global
trends that have been gaining momen-
tum in recent years, and in participating
in world politics.















In this specific historical situation, we
face the question of a new role for the
United Nations.

We feel that states must to some ex-
tent review their attitude toward the
United Nations, this unique instrument
without which world politics would be in-
conceivable today.

The recent reinvigoration of its peace-
making role has again demonstrated the
United Nations’ ability to assist its mem-
bers in coping with the daunting chal-
lenges of our time and in working to hu-
manize their relations.

Regrettably, shortly after it was estab-
lished, the organization went through
the onslaught of the cold war. For many
years, it was the scene of propaganda
battles and continuous political con-
frontation. Let historians argue who is
more and who is less to blame for it.
What political leaders today need to do
is to draw lessons from that chapter in
the history of the United Nations, a
chapter that turned out to be at odds
with the very meaning and objectives of
the organization.

One of the most bitter and important
lessons lies in the long list of missed
opportunities. As a result, at a certain
point the authority of the United Nations
diminished, and many of its attempts to
act failed.

It is highly significant that the reinvigo-
ration of the role of the United Nations
is linked to an improvement in the inter-
national climate.

in a way the United Nations embodies
the interests of different states. It is the
only organization capable of channeling
their Dbilateral, regional and global ef-
forts. New prospects are opening up for
it in all areas that fall naturally under its
responsibility—in the political-military,
economic, scientific, technological, envi-
ronmental and humanitarian areas.

Take, for example, the problem of.

development, which is a truly universal
human problem. Conditions in which
tens of millions of people live in a num-
ber of Third World regions are becoming
a real threat to all humankind.

No closed entities or even regional
communities of states, important as they
are, are capable of untangling the main
knots that tie up the principal avenues
of world economic relations—North-
South, East-West, South-South, South-
East and East-East.

We need to combine these efforts and
take into account the interests of all the
different groups of countries, something
that only this organization, the United
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Nations, can accomplish.

Foreign debt is one of the gravest
probiems.

Let us not forget that in the age of
colonialism the developing world, at the
cost of countless losses and sacrifices,
financed the prosperity of a large por-
tion of the world community. The time
has come to compensate the
developing countries for the privations
that accompanied their historic and
tragic contribution to global material
progress. We are convinced that here,
too, internationalizing our approach is
the solution.

Looking at things realistically, one has
to admit that the accumulated debt can-
not be repaid or recovered on the origi-
nal terms.

The Soviet Union is prepared to insti-
tute a lengthy moratorium—up to 100
years—on debt payments by the least
developed countries, and in quite a few
cases to write off the debts altogether.

As regards other developing coun-
tries, we invite you to consider the fol-
lowing propositions:

o Limiting their official debt payments
depending on the economic perfor-
mance of each of them or granting a
long deferral in the repayment of a ma-
jor portion of their debt;

e Supporting the appeal of the United
Nations Conference on Trade and
Development to reduce debts owed to
commercial banks;

e Guaranteeing governmental support
for market arrangements to assist in
Third World debt settlement, including
the formation of a specialized interna-
tional agency that would repurchase
loans at a discount.

The Soviet Union favors a substantive
discussion of ways to settle the debt cri-
sis at multilateral forums, including con-
sultations under the auspices of the
United Nations among heads of govern-
ment of debtor and creditor countries.

International economic security is in-
conceivable unless it is related not only
to disarmament but also to the elimina-
tion of the threat to the world’s environ-
ment. In a number of regions, the state
of the environment is simply appalling.

A conference on the environment un-
der UN auspices is scheduled for 1992.
We welcome this decision and are work-
ing to have this forum produce results
commensurate with the scope of the
problem.

But time is running out. Much is being
done in various countries. Here again |
would just like to underscore most
emphatically the prospects opening up
in the process of disarmament—for
environmental revival.

Let us also think about establishing
within the framework of the United Na-
tions a center for emergency environ-
mental assistance. Its function would be
to promptly send international groups of
experts to areas with a badly deteriorat-
ing environment.

The Soviet Union is also prepared to
cooperate in establishing an interna-
tional space laboratory or manned or-
bital station designed exclusively for
monitoring the state of the environment.

In the general area of space explora-
tion, the outlines of a future space in-
dustry are becoming increasingly clear.

The position of the Soviet Union is
well known: Activities in outer space
must exclude the deployment of weap-
ons there. Here again, there must be a
legal base. The groundwork for it—the
provisions of the 1967 treaty and other
agreements—is aiready in place.

However, there is already a compel-
ling need to develop an all-embracing
regime for peaceful activity in outer
space. The verification of compliance
with that regime would be entrusted to a
world space organization.

We have proposed the establishment
of such an organization on more than
one occasion. We are prepared to incor-
porate within its system our Krasno-
yarsk radar station. A decision has al-
ready been made to place that radar
under the authority of the USSR Acad-
emy of Sciences.

Soviet scientists are prepared to re-
ceive their foreign colleagues and dis-
cuss with them ways of converting the
station into an international center for
peaceful cooperation by dismantling and
refitting certain units and structures, and
to provide additional equipment.

The entire system could function un-
der the auspices of the United Nations.

The whole world welcomes the efforts
of the United Nations organization and
Secretary-General Perez de Cuéllar, and
his representatives in untying knots of
regional problems.

Allow me to elaborate on this.

Paraphrasing the words of the English
poet that Hemingway took as an epi-
graph to his famous novel, |1 will say:
The bell of every regional confiict tolls
for all of us.

This is particularly true since those
conflicts are taking place in the Third
World, which already faces many ilis and
problems of such magnitude that it must
be a matter of concern to us all.

The year 1988 has brought a glimmer
of hope in this area of our common con-
cerns as well. This has been felt in al-
most all regional conflicts. In some of
them, there has been movement. We b



welcome it, and we did what we could to
contribute to it.

1 will single out only Afghanistan.

The Geneva accords, whose funda-
mental and practical significance has
been praised throughout the world, pro-
vided a possibility for completing the
process of settlement even before the
end of this year. That did not happen.
This unfortunate fact reminds us again
of the political, legal and moral signifi-
cance of the Roman maxim: Pacta sunt
servandal Treaties must be honored.

| don't want to use this rostrum for
recriminations against anyone.

But it is our view that, within the com-
petence of the United Nations, the Gen-
eral Assembly resolution adopted last
November could be supplemented by
some specific measures. In the words of
that resolution, *‘for the earliest compre-
hensive settiement by the Afghans
themselves of the question of a govern-
ment on a broad basis,” the following
measures should be undertaken:

o A complete cease-fire should take ef-
fect everywhere as of January 1, 1989,
and all offensive operations or shelling
should cease, with the opposing Afghan
groups retaining, for the duration of ne-
gotiations, all territories under their con-
trol.

e Accordingly, all supplies of arms to all
belligerents should be stopped as of the
same date.

o While a broad-based government, as
provided in the General Assembly reso-
lution, is being established, a contingent
of UN peace-keeping forces should be
sent to Kabul and to other strategic cen-
ters throughout Afghanistan.

e We also request the Secretary-Gen-
eral to facilitate early implementation of
the idea of holding an international con-
ference on the neutrality and demilitari-
zation of Afghanistan.

We shall most actively continue to as-
sist in healing the wounds of the war
and are prepared to cooperate in this
endeavor with the United Nations and
on a bilateral basis. We support the pro-
posal to create under the auspices of
the United Nations a voluntary interna-
tional peace corps to assist in the re-
vitalization of Afghanistan.

In the context of the problem of set-
tling regional conflicts, | have to express
my opinion on the serious incident that
has recently affected the work of this
session. The chairman of an organiza-
tion that has observer status at the
United Nations was not aliowed by U.S.
authorities to come to New York to ad-
dress the General Assembly. | am refer-
ring to Yasser Arafat.

Moreover, this happened at a time

when the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion has taken a constructive step,
which facilitates the search for a solu-
tion to the Middle East problem with the
involvement of the United Nations Secu-
rity Council.

This happened at a time when a posi-
tive trend has become apparent toward
a political settiement of other regional
conflicts, in many cases with the assis-
tance of the USSR and the United
States. We express our deep regret
over the incident and our solidarity with
the Palestine Liberation Organization.

Ladies and Gentlemen,

The concept of comprehensive inter-
national security is based on the princi-
ples of the United Nations Charter and
is predicated on the binding nature of
internationat law for all states.

While we champion demilitarizing in-
ternational relations, we want political
and legal methods to prevail in solving
whatever problems may arise.

Our ideal is a world community of
states that are based on the rule of law
and subordinate their foreign policy ac-
tivities to law.

The achievement of this goal would
be facilitated by an agreement within the
United Nations on a uniform under-
standing of the principles and norms of
international law, their codification with
due regard to new conditions, and the
development of legal norms for new ar-
eas of cooperation.

In a nuclear age the effectiveness of
international law should be based not on
enforcing compliance but on norms re-
flecting a balance of state interests.

As we become ever more aware of
our common fate, every state becomes
more genuinely interested in exercising
self-restraint within the bounds of inter-
national law.

Democratizing international relations
means not only a maximum degree of
internationalization in the efforts of all
members of the world community to
solve major problems. It also means
humanizing those relations.

International ties will fully reflect the
genuine interests of the peoples and ef-
fectively serve the cause of their com-
mon security only when man and his
concerns, rights and freedoms become
the center of all things.

In this context, let my country join the
chorus of voices expressing their great
esteem for the significance of the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights
adopted 40 years ago on December 19,
1948. This document retains its signifi-
cance today. It reflects the universal na-
ture of the goals and objectives of the
United Nations.

The most fitting way for a state to ob-
serve this anniversary of the declaration
is to improve its domestic conditions for
respecting and protecting the rights of
its own citizens.

Before | inform you about what spe-
cifically we have undertaken recently in
this respect, | would like to say the fol-
lowing. Our country is experiencing a
period of truly revolutionary enthusiasm.

The process of perestroika is gaining
momentum. We began with the formula-
tion of the philosophy of perestroika. We
had to evaluate the nature and the mag-
nitude of problems, to understand the
lessons of the past and express that in
the form of political conclusions and
programs. This has been done.

Theoretical work, a reassessment of
what is happening, the finalization, en-
richment and readjustment of political
positions have not been completed.
They are continuing.

But it was essential to begin with a
general philosophy, which, as now con-
firmed by the experience of these past
years, has generally proved to be cor-
rect and which has no alternative.

For our society to participate in efforts
to implement the plans of perestroika, it
had to be democratized in practice. Un-
der the banner of democratization,
perestroika has now spread to politics,
the economy, intellectual life and ideol-
ogy. We have initiated a radical eco-
nomic reform. We have gained experi-
ence. At the start of next year the entire
national economy will be redirected to
new forms and methods of operation.
This also means profoundly reorganiz-
ing relations of production and releasing
the great potential inherent in socialist
property.

Undertaking such bold revolutionary
transformations, we realized that there
would be mistakes and also opposition,
that new approaches would generate
new problems. We also foresaw the
possibility of slowdowns in some areas.

But the guarantee that the over-all
process of perestroika will steadily move
forward and gain strength lies in a pro-
found democratic reform of the entire
system of power and administration.

With the recent decisions by the
USSR Supreme Soviet on amendments
to the Constitution and the adoption of a
new electoral law, we have completed
the first stage of the process of political
reform.

Without pausing, we have begun the
second stage of this process with the
main task of improving the relationship
between the center and the republics,
harmonizing inter-ethnic relations on the
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that we inherited from the Great Revolu-
tion, and at the same time reforming the
local Soviets.

A great deal of work lies ahead. Major
tasks will have to be dealt with concur-
rently. We look to the future with confi-
dence. We have a theory and a policy,
and also the driving force of
perestroika—the party—which also is
restructuring itself in accordance with
new tasks and fundamental changes in
society as a whole.

What is most important is that all our
peoples and all generations of citizens
of our great country support perestroika.

We have become deeply involved in
building a socialist state based on the
rule of law. Work on a whole series of
new laws has been completed or is
nearing completion.

Many of them will enter into force as
early as 1989, and we expect them to
meet the highest standards with regard
to ensuring the rights of the individual.

Soviet democracy will then be placed
on a solid legal base. | am referring, in
particular, to laws on the freedom of
conscience, on glasnost, public associa-
tions and organizations, and many oth-
ers. People are no longer kept in prison
for their political or religious beliefs.

Additional guarantees are to be in-
cluded in the new draft laws that rule
out any form of persecution on those
grounds.

Naturally, this does not apply to those
who committed actual criminal offenses
or state crimes such as espionage, sab-
otage, terrorism, and so forth, whatever
their political or ideological beliefs.

Draft amendments to the criminal
code have been prepared and are await-
ing their turn. Among the articles being
revised are those concerning capital
punishment.

The problem of emigration from and
immigration to our country, including the
question of leaving it for family reunifica-
tion, is being resolved in a humane
spirit.

Permission to leave, as you know, is
denied to persons with knowledge of
state secrets. Strictly warranted time
limitations are being introduced in rela-
tion to the knowledge of classified in-
formation. Every person seeking em-
ployment at certain agencies or
enterprises will be informed of this rule.
In case of disputes the law provides a
right of appeal.

This removes from the agenda the
problem of the so-called ‘‘refuseniks.”

We intend to expand the Soviet
Union’s participation in the human rights
monitoring arrangements under the ae-
gis of the United Nations and within the
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European process. We believe that the
jurisdiction of the International Court of
Justice at the Hague as regards the in-
terpretation and implementation of
agreements on human rights should be
binding on all states.

We also see an end to the jamming of
all foreign radio broadcasts beamed at
the Soviet Union within the context of
the Helsinki process.

Overall, this is our credo: Political
problems must be solved only by politi-
cal means; human problems, only in a
humane way.

Now iet me turn to the main issue—
disarmament, without which none of the
problems of the coming century can be
solved.

International development and com-
munication have been distorted by the
arms race and militarization of thinking.

As you know, on January 15, 1986,
the Soviet Union proposed a program to
build a world free from nuclear weap-
ons. Translated into actual negotiating
positions, it has already produced mate-
rial resuits.

Tomorrow marks the first anniversary
of the signing of the Treaty on the Elimi-
nation of Intermediate-Range and
Shorter-Range Missiles. | am therefore
particularly pleased to note that the im-
plementation of the treaty—the destruc-
tion of missiles—is proceeding nor-
mally, in an atmosphere of trust and
constructive work.

A large breach has thus been made in
a seemingly impenetrable wall of suspi-
cion and animosity. We are witnessing
the emergence of a new historic real-
ity—the principle of excessive arms
stockpiling is giving way to the principle
of reasonable defense sufficiency.

We are witnessing the first efforts to
build a new model of security—not
through the buildup of arms, as was al-
most always the case in the past, but on
the contrary, through their reduction on
the basis of compromise.

The Soviet leadership has decided to
demonstrate once again its readiness to
reinforce this healthy process not only
by words but also by deeds.

Today, | can report to you that the
Soviet Union has decided to reduce its
armed forces.

Over the next two years their numeri-
cal strength will be reduced by 500,000
men. The numbers of conventional ar-
maments will also be substantially re-
duced. These cuts will be made unilat-
erally, without relation to the talks on the
mandate of the Vienna meeting.

By agreement with our Warsaw Treaty
allies, we have decided to withdraw by
1991 six tank divisions from the German
Democratic Republic, Czechoslovakia
and Hungary, and to disband them.

Assault-landing troops and several
other formations and units, including as-
sault-crossing support units with their
weapons, and combat equipment, will i
also be withdrawn from the groups of
Soviet forces stationed in those coun-
tries.

Soviet forces stationed in those coun-
tries will be reduced by 50,000 men and
5,000 tanks.

All Soviet divisions remaining, for the
time being, on the territory of our allies
are being reorganized. Their structure
will be changed. A large number of
tanks will be withdrawn, and the divi-
sions will become strictly defensive.

At the same time, we shall reduce the
numerical strength of the armed forces
and the numbers of armaments sta-
tioned in the European part of the
USSR.

In total, Soviet armed forces in this
part of our country and in the territories
of our European allies will be reduced
by 10,000 tanks, 8,500 artillery systems
and 800 combat aircraft.

During these two years we intend to
reduce significantly our armed forces in
the Asian part of our country, too. By
agreement with the government of the
Mongolian People’s Republic a major
portion of Soviet troops temporarily sta-
tioned there will return home.

In making this fundamental decision,
the Soviet leadership expresses the will
of the people, who have undertaken a
profound reconstruction of their entire
socialist society.

We shall maintain our country’s de-
fense capability at a level of reasonable
and reliable sufficiency so that no one is
tempted to encroach on the security of
the USSR or its allies.

By this action, and by all our efforts to
demilitarize international relations, we
wish to draw the attention of the interna-
tional community to yet another urgent
matter—the problem of converting from
an economy of armaments to an econ-
omy of disarmament.

.Is conversion of military production a
realistic idea? | have already had occa-
sion to speak about this. We think that,
indeed, it is realistic.

The Soviet Union is prepared:

e To formulate and make public its own
internal plan of conversion as part of its
economic reform efforts;

e To draw up as an experiment, in the
course of 1989, conversion plans for
two or three defense plants;






e To make public its experience in re-
employing military specialists and in us-
ing defense equipment and facilities in
civilian production.

We consider it desirable for all states,
in the first place major military powers,
to submit their national conversion plans
to the United Nations.

It would also be useful to set up a
group of scientists to undertake a thor-
ough analysis of the problem of conver-
sion as a whole and as applied to indi-
vidual countries and regions and report
its findings to the Secretary-General of
the United Nations. Later this matter
should be considered at a session of the
General Assembly.
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And finally, since | am here on Ameri-
can soil, and for other obvious reasons,
I want to turn to the subject of our rela-
tions with this great country. | had a
chance to appreciate the fult measure of
American hospitality during my memora-
ble visit to Washington exactly a year
ago.

The relations between the Soviet
Union and the United States have a his-
tory of five and a haif decades. As the
world has changed, so have the nature,
role and place of those relations in
world politics.

For too long these relations were
characterized by confrontation and
sometimes animosity—either overt or
covert.

But in the past few years people all
over the world have breathed a sigh of
relief as the substance and the atmo-
sphere of the relationship between Mos-
cow and Washington took a turn for the
better.

1 do not intend to underestimate the
seriousness of our differences and the
complexity of outstanding problems. We
have, however, already graduated from
the primary school of learning to under-
stand each other, and we seek solutions
in both our own and common interests.

The USSR and the United States have
built up immense nuclear-missile arse-
nals. But these very countries have ac-
knowledged their responsibility, becom-
ing the first to conclude a treaty on the
reduction and physical elimination of a
portion of these armaments, which
posed a threat to both of them and to all
nations of the world.

Both countries possess the greatest
and the most sophisticated military se-
crets. Those two countries have laid a
basis for and are further developing a
system of mutual verification of both the
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destruction of armaments and the re-
duction and prohibition of their produc-
tion.

Those two countries are accumulating
the experience for future bilateral and
multilateral agreements.

We value this experience. We ac-
knowledge and appreciate the contribu-
tion made by President Ronald Reagan
and by the members of his administra-
tion, particularly Mr. George Shulitz.

All this is our capital in a joint venture
of historic importance. We must not lose
this investment or leave it idle.

The next U.S. Administration, headed
by President-elect George Bush, will
find in us a partner that is ready—with-
out procrastinating or backtracking—to
continue the dialogue in a spirit of real-
ism, openness and good will, and deter-
mined to achieve concrete results work-
ing on an agenda that covers the main
issues of Soviet-American relations and
world politics.

I have in mind, above all, consistent
movement toward a treaty on 50 per
cent reductions in strategic offensive
arms while preserving the ABM Treaty;
working out a convention on the elimina-
tion of chemical weapons—here, as we
see it, prerequisites exist to make 1989
a decisive year; and negotiations on the
reduction of conventional arms and
armed forces in Europe.

We also have in mind economic, envi-
ronmental and humanitarian problems in
their broadest sense.

It would be quite wrong to ascribe the
positive changes in the international
situation exclusively to the USSR and
the United States.

The Soviet Union highly values the
great and original contribution of the so-
cialist countries toward the creation of a
healthier international environment.

During the course of negotiations we
are constantly aware of the presence of
other great nations, both nuclear and
nonnuclear.

Many countries, including medium and
small ones, and, of course, the Non-
aligned Movement and intercontinental
Group of Six play a uniquely important
constructive role.

We in Moscow are happy that an ever
increasing number of statesmen, politi-
cal, party and public figures and—I want
to emphasize this—scientists, cuitural
figures, representatives of mass move-
ments and various churches and activ-
ists of what is called people’s diplomacy
are ready to shoulder the burden of uni-
versal responsibility.

In this context | believe that the idea
of convening an assembly of public
organizations on a regular basis under

the auspices of the United Nations de-
serves consideration.

We have no intention of oversimplify-
ing the situation in the world.

True, the trend toward disarmament
has been given powerful impetus, and
the process is gaining a momentum of
its own. But it is not yet irreversible.

True, there is a strong desire to give
up confrontation in favor of dialogue
and cooperation. But this trend has not
yet become a permanent feature in the
practice of international relations.

True, movement toward a nonviolent
world free from nuclear weapons can
radically transform the political and intel-
lectual identity of our planet. But only
the first steps have been made, and
even they have been met with mistrust
and resistance in certain influential quar-
ters.

The iegacy and inertia of the past con-
tinue to be felt. Profound contradictions
and the roots of many conflicts have not
disappeared. And there remains another
fundamental fact, which is that a peace-
ful period will be taking shape in the
context of the existence and rivairy of
different socioeconomic and political
systems.

However, the aim of our international
efforts and one of the key elements of
the new thinking is that we must
transform this rivalry into reasonable
competition on the basis of freedom of
choice and a balance of interests.

Then it will even become useful and
productive from the standpoint of global
development.

Otherwise—if the arms race, as be-
fore, remains its basic component—this
rivalry will be suicidal.

More and more people throughout the
world—Ileaders as well as ordinary peo-
ple—are beginning to understand this.

Esteemed Mr. President,

Distinguished delegates,

| am concluding my first address to
the United Nations with the same feeling
| had when | began it—a feeling of
responsibility to my own people and to
the world community.

We are meeting at the end of a year
that has meant so much for the United
Nations and on the eve of a year from
which we all expect so much.

|1 would like to believe that our hopes
will be matched by our joint effort to put
an end to an era of wars, confrontation
and regional conflicts, to aggressions
against nature, to the terror of hunger
and poverty and to political terrorism.

This is our common goal, and we will
be able to reach it only by working to-
gether.

Thank you.
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VIEWPOINT

TOWARD A

WEAPONS-FREE WORLD

Three years ago Mikhail Gorbachev put forward a program
Jor building a nuclear-weapons-free world and eliminating

all weapons of mass destruction by the year 2000. Prospects
Jfor this program are explored by USSR Deputy Minister of
Foreign Affairs Victor Karpov in a conversation with Pravda.

What progress has
been made since the
@ Soviet Union offered
its program for a nu-
@ clear-free, nonviolent
world?
A: When the program was made
public on January 15, 1986, the re-
sponse it received was mostly posi-
tive. While approval came from all
political circles and social strata,
many people felt that the program
was unrealistic. These past three
years have proved the skeptics
wrong. Now we have the Soviet-
American INF Treaty. Talks are un-
der way to cut Soviet and U.S. strate-
gic offensive arms by half. The
disarmament talks have made con-
siderable headway toward a conven-
tion to ban and eliminate chemical
weapons.

The international conference on
chemical arms has recently finished
its work in Paris. As many political
analysts think, the major forum
largely owed its success to the latest
Soviet initiative voiced by USSR
Minister of Foreign Affairs Eduard
Shevardnadze, who headed the So-
viet delegation. Addressing the con-
ference, he stated that the Soviet
Union was willing to start the unilat-
eral elimination of its chemical arse-
nals even before the convention was
completed.

Anocther very important develop-
ment: The Vienna followup confer-
ence to the Helsinki Accords, which
was attended by 33 European na-
tions, the United States and Canada,
approved the final document to-

gether with a mandate for talks on
conventional forces. Significantly,
agreement on that document was
reached on January 15, 1989—ex-
actly three years to the day of the
Gorbachev statement. New ap-
proaches and principles are taking
root in international relations.

Q: What should be done to guaran-
tee the process of building a secure
world? What are the most urgent
tasks here?

A: One of the priorities is the Soviet-
American negotiations on strategic
and space arms and on a nuclear test
ban. The negotiations on nuclear
weapons have their own history
now. We hope that the talks on this
subject will resume as soon as the
new U.S. Administration formulates
its concrete policy on this matter. We
are also counting on continuity.

The next priority is the reduction
of conventional forces in Europe,
from the Atlantic to the Urals. Now,
after the completion of the Vienna
meeting, the 23 member countries of
the Warsaw Treaty and NATO are
expected to begin negotiations on
conventional forces in Europe.

Lastly, there is a wide range of
problems relating to the holding of
European conferences on scientific,
technological, economic and humani-
tarian cooperation. These include an
international conference on human
rights and humanitarian problems,
which is to take place in Moscow in
1991. We attach great importance to
this conference.

Q: The West often links success at
the strategic arms talks with the

conventional forces. Does such
relationship between the two sets o!
talks exist?

A: I don’t think there is a direct rela-
tionship. Each group of problems is
so important in itself that if we
merge them, we will only make
things even more difficult. At the
same time progress in limiting and
reducing nuclear armaments un-
doubtedly creates new conditions for
the discussion of conventional force
reductions.

Progress in the sphere of arms con-
trol prompts the need for a new ap-
proach. That is why when we speak
of starting talks on force and arms
reductions in Europe, we are think-
ing, above all, of how to render the
armed forces of NATO and the War-
saw Treaty organization incapable of
offensive operations and surprise at-
tacks and at the same time how to
ensure that they can carry out defen-
sive operations.

Q: Talks on arms reductions are now
being conducted along several lines.
What are the major obstacles?

A: What really matters is the need to
overcome stereotypes of the old way
of thinking. The ideas of the cold war
period often persist here. Take the
question of nuclear arms. The most
challenging problem is whether or
not one should view nuclear weap-
ons as a means of ensuring peace.
We believe that nuclear weapons do
not safeguard peace.

Moreover, the quicker humankind
rids itself of nuclear weapons—at the
same time ensuring a lower level of

achievement of an agreement mj
a
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children living in single-parent households, but it
is not sufficient to cover the cost of bringing up a
child.

Although the USSR has 27,000 special maternal
and child health-care clinics, medical services are
still inadequate, especially in remote regions such
as Siberia, the Far East and the Central Asian
republics. The quality of health care also needs
improvement. I'm sorry to say that our child mor-
tality rate is still too high.

The upbringing of children is a very important
social task. In this respect, the situation is much
better for Soviet women than for their American
counterparts. The USSR has a ramified network of
preschool facilities, including nursery schools and
kindergartens, which provide low-cost, all-around
care for children of working parents. Even with
the large number of these facilities, it’s still not
enough, and many parents face the dilemma of
either hiring a private baby sitter or sending their
youngster to a cooper-
ative nursery; both of
these options are quite
expensive.

700,000 Soviet children wind up in a one-parent
household because of a family breakup, which of-
ten means a decrease in the standard of living. In
the majority of cases, custody of minor children is
granted to the mother in USSR. The father is re-
quired to pay child support until the children
reach the age of 18. Child support payments
amount to 25 per cent of the father's wages for
one child, 33 per cent for two children and 50 per
cent for three or more children.

Unwed motherhood is another common trend
in both countries. In the Soviet Union single
mothers receive both material and emotional sup-
port. Their children are given preference in admis-
sion to nursery schools and kindergartens, and
often they attend free of charge. The children also
receive free vouchers to Young Pioneer camps and
health-building and recreational sanatoriums.

Ensuring a comfortable life in old age is another
serious problem. In the Soviet Union women can
retire at the age of 55. In
many hazardous jobs the
retirement age is reduced
by five to 10 years.

or women, a job is
not only an income

but also a social
necessity. Many women

Women who work
nights face a different
problem since most So-

True, the size of retire-
ment pensions is rather
small for many jobs.

qual pay for equal
E work is a reality in

the USSR, and
Soviet women earn the same

would not stop working,
even if they had the choice.
Their jobs give them great
personal satisfaction and
the chance to broaden
their horizons.

viet child-care facilities
are open only during the
day. Though the govern-
ment has passed a num-
ber of bills relieving
women from night work,
the problem is not com-
pletely solved.

A shortage of trained teachers and educators in
preschool facilities creates other problems—a low
level of stimulation at an early stage of a child’s
development and inadequate care. This is one of
the reasons for the high rate of childhood dis-
eases. In addition, a shortage of personnel results
in less than optimal teacher/child ratios. For ex-
ample, often one teacher and one aide have to
take care of a group of 20 to 25 children, and one
teacher is in charge of a class of 40 to 45 elemen-
tary school students.

Another problem for working parents is after-
school care. The number of latchkey children is
approximately the same for both the Soviet Union
and the United States. Not infrequently, unsuper-
vised children are open to all sorts of undesirable
influences. In the USSR the extended-day pro-
grams do not solve the problem. First, the pro-
grams are not available in all schools, and second,
many children are unwilling to stay in school after
hours.

The collapse of the nuclear family is a common
problem for both countries. In the Soviet Union
and the United States alike, almost one out of two
marriages ends in divorce. Every year more than

Women’s pensions are
usually lower than men'’s
because women have
worked at lower-paying
jobs, and the amount of a
pension is determined by
a percentage of a work-
er’s average wage.

Under perestroika, where people and their inter-
ests are the goal of all reforms, Soviet society is
striving to provide a more comfortable life for its
senior citizens, male and female alike. The size of
the minimum pension has already been increased
for a number of categories of workers and collec-
tive farmers. A new law on pensions, which is
being drafted, is to increase retirement pensions
and to ensure other tangible improvements in the
social and other conditions of our elderly.

Perestroika has changed society’s attitude to-
ward solving social problems.

We have made social programs part and parcel
of our economic development plans of all enter-
prises. These programs provide for the construc-
tion of kindergartens, housing and recreation facil-
ities, and maternal and child medical centers. An
honest appraisal of women’s problems and realis-
tic plans for solving them make us feel optimistic
that major improvements are in the offing. u

Even so, a great deal

Vitalina Koval, Candidate of Sciences (Economics), is
the compiler and editor of a new book entitled
Women in the USSR, which will be published later
this year.
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as men for similar jobs
requiring similar skills.

remains to be done to
improve the living and
social conditions of women.




















































COMINTERN

Continued from page 23

vance with a view to eventually en-
dorsing a certain political dogma.

he Comintern and the communist

parties were working painstak-
ingly for the ideological, political and
organizational cohesion of their ranks.
They jointly routed Trotskyism,
which threatened to push the com-
munist movement toward adventur-
ism, and organized powerful interna-
tional campaigns of proletarian
solidarity in defense of the revolution
in China and for the protection of
Sacco and Vanzetti. The Comintern
was raising the consciousness of the
masses to the struggle against the
capitalist offensive, against the threat
of war and in support of the Soviet
Union.

In the early 1930s the alignment of
class forces changed noticeably in the
international arena. But Communists,
Social Democrats and other demo-
cratic forces failed to unite to stop fas-
cism. Instead of working out a com-
mon platform behind which all anti-
fascist forces could be rallied, the
Comintern embarked on a different
course. Its leaders believed that social-
ist revolutions could check the on-
slaught of fascism. Only much later
was the need for a change in policy
realized. The initiative belonged both
to the French, Italian, Spanish and
some other communist parties and to
the new Comintern leadership
headed by Georgi Dimitrov.

Working out new attitudes, Dimi-
trov relied on the support of such
prominent activists of the communist
movement as Maurice Thorez, Pal-
miro Togliatti, Wilhelm Pieck,
Klement Gottwald, Otto Kuusinen
and Dmitri Manuilski. Having ap-
proved Dimitrov’s proposals, the Po-
litburo of the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union (Bolsheviks) instructed the So-
viet member of the Comintern’s Ex-
ecutive Committee to encourage
communist parties to handle their
political and tactical tasks indepen-
dently on the basis of the general
principles of the Comintern.

The decisions of the Comintern’s

Seventh Congress, held in July-Au-
gust 1935, which restored and devel-
oped Lenin’s ideas, were a break-
through in theory and opened up
vast opportunities for their applica-
tion in political activities. Even
though the congress was held in the
atmosphere of the buildup of Stalin’s
personality cult, it actually rejected
some of the sectarian dogmas
(though without openly criticizing
them). The Comintern gave up the
leftist line aimed at artificially kin-
dling a world revolution.

The new strategy was not imple-
mented consistently and completely,
however.

nnerparty democracy continued to

be restricted in the leading organs
of the Comintern’s Executive Com-
mittee, and Stalin’s statements and
instructions were taken as if they
were indisputable truth. In a situa-
tion aggravated by the growing dan-
ger of war, an atmosphere of sus-
piciousness was spreading. The
future and very life of the leaders of
many communist parties depended
on Stalin’s personal likes and dis-
likes. A campaign of terror against
Leninist Communists, which began
in the Soviet Union in the late 1930s,
reverberated in the Comintern. Lead-
ers of the communist parties of Aus-
tria, Hungary, Germany, Latvia, Lith-
uania, Poland, Rumania, Finland,
Estonia, Yugoslavia and other coun-
tries became its victims. Many Com-
munists who had been granted politi-
cal asylum in the Soviet Union had
to share the lot of the Soviet victims
of the dictatorial regime established
by Stalin with the assistance of
Nikolai Yezhov and Lavrenti Beria.

In his capacity as General Secre-
tary of the Comintern’s Executive
Committee, Dimitrov many times
tried to protect his innocent com-
rades. Sometimes his attempts suc-
ceeded, but more frequently the
Comintern was unable to protect
party activists against the Stalin ter-
ror. The Presidium of the Comin-
tern’s Executive Committee dissolved
the Communist Party of Poland be-
cause it was allegedly infiltrated by
provocateurs, and its leaders were ar-
rested. This was not only a glaring
violation of the Rules of the Comin-

tern but tacit approval of the crime
against the Polish Communists. The
decision dealt a heavy blow to the
Polish working-class movement at a
time when the danger of Hitler’s ag-
gression was looming over Poland.

The Comintern’s Executive Com-
mittee proved incapable of showing
ideological and political independ-
ence in connection with the signing
of the Soviet-German Nonaggression
Pact in 1939. The treaty caused con-
fusion in the ranks of the interna-
tional communist movement. Its
signing did not imply that the Com-
intern and the communist parties
should slacken their struggle against
fascism. But closely following in the
wake of the USSR’s foreign policy
line, the Comintern yielded to tacti-
cal considerations. It did not want to
give Hitler any pretext for violating
the pact, which inflicted serious dam-
age on the antifascist policy of the
Communists. The term “fascism” as
applied to Hitler Germany disap-
peared from the Comintern’s docu-
ments published at that time, and the
propaganda blow was targeted on
imperialism in general and Anglo-
French imperialism in particular.
Only after France’s surrender and
nazi Germany’s attack on Yugoslavia
did the Comintern finally overcome
this misconception.

When World War II broke out, the
Comintern classified it as an imperial-
ist war on both sides. Its analysis of
the war overlooked the special danger
the fascist bloc presented.

When Germany attacked the So-
viet Union, the Comintern did its ut-
most to mobilize Communists and all
antifascists to struggle against the
Nazis, for the freedom and inde-
pendence of all peoples. Communist
parties were in the forefront of the
struggle for liberation, showing ex-
amples of heroism and self-sacrifice.
They played the role of the cement-
ing and guiding force in the resist-
ance movement. The Comintern’s
policy of antifascist unity became the
policy of the broad masses. But un-
der the conditions of the war, it be-
came increasingly difficult to deter-
mine basic political guidelines for all
communist parties from a single cen-
ter. The Comintern was dissolved in
1943.
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Marx had nothing against it. As is
known, history proceeds in a spiral,
where each period resembles the pre-
ceding one. So parallels are possible.
Glotov: But from where does this
“parallelophobia” stem? From political
timeserving?

Eidelmann: I think two things were
considered dangerous-—drawing paral-
lels and talking about all the “ifs,”
“ands” or “buts.”

The idea being imposed on the pub-
lic consciousness was that we did not
have any alternative, that our route of
development was unique and could be
compared to no other.

The only explanation I can offer for
this is that people were simply not ex-
pected to discuss things.

Both Marxist and non-Marxist his-
torians recur to parallels—expertly and
carefully, of course, but they “don’t
overdo it!”

You hear statements like, “It's our
way”’ or “We were the first to traverse
it, hence our mistakes and miscalcula-
tions.” But let’s keep in mind that,
long before October 1917, people
knew that mistakes could happen in
the course of revolution, just as they
were aware of the dangers that lurked
in a postrevolutionary period.

Glotov: Do historical forecasts interest
you?

Eidelmann: Sure, I find this phenome-
non fascinating and have studied it in
Russian literature and public thought.
Some people say we lack theory.
That’s hardly so! Eighteenth and nine-
teenth century Russian literature dis-
cussed the inevitability of revolution at
length. An imminent explosion was
foreseen by both those who hailed the
Revolution—for example, Alexander
Radishchev in the late 1700s and
Nikolai Chemnyshevsky in the 1860s,
and those who were apprehensive of it
like Fyodor Dostoyevsky. Revolution
was predicted more than once.

Glotov: I remember learning that in
school.

Eidelmann: But there’s something we
were never told about, notably, their
perception of revolution. Almost ev-
eryone had certain misgivings about
things changing for the worse in this
land of serfs.

Take Radishchev, the first Russian
revolutionary. He went through a pro-
found inner crisis after 1790. He could

not help but extrapolate from Robes-
pierre’s guillotining that events in Rus-
sia could take a similar turn after an
insurrection. ‘

Alexander Pushkin was afraid of an
“irrational and ruthless” rebellion.
Mikhail Lermontov hated the czarist
regime but predicted a tragedy—
bloodshed in the dark year of an ex-
plosion that was bound to destroy ev-
eryone and everything,.

We consider Alexander Herzen an
eminent revolutionary, but, so far,
we’ve not given much thought to his
idea about a necessity of acquiring
greater freedom before a revolution.
I'd formulate it as follows: The more
democratic experience a country accu-
mulates, the easier the revolution will
proceed and the more lenient the post-
revolutionary dictatorship will be.
Take Great Britain, which had its jury,
Parliament and charter long before
any revolutionary outbreak. Certainly
there were reprisals and the beheading
of Charles I, but Great Britain emerged
as a “modern” state a mere nine years
after Oliver Cromwell came to power.

France’s democratic traditions were
less developed, and, as a result, its
revolution was more cruel and Napo-
leon’s dictatorship lasted longer.

Russia was even less developed
democratically. Herzen said: ““Set
yourselves free! Freedom from spirit-
ual, inner, individual and societal inhi-
bitions will moderate revolutionary
bloodshed.”

He also advised not to call Russians
to take up the battle-ax. “Let them rise
to rebellion themselves. Don’t impose
restrictions on their freedom of politi-
cal choice. On the other hand, if there
is an uprising, we should remember
that the ax can only destroy, not build.
We must be able to take hold of the ax
before it crushes everything and it's
too late. We need a broom, not an ax.
We need builders.” Herzen, too, was
afraid of wanton cruelty. He believed
that Russia was bound to plunge into
an orgy of bloodshed, as even France,
with its sufficiently democratic institu-
tions, was not immune to postrevolu-
tionary terror. In his destructive en-
deavor, a Russian slave would think
himself a free man and would fail to
discern the will of a usurper in revolu-
tionary disguise.

Chemyshevsky also warned against

revolutionary euphoria. Dostoyevsky
was similarly .apprehensive in his The
Possessed as was Alexander Blok in his
Retribution.

Russian literature, from Radishchev
to Blok, was a litmus test for societal
ferment. Whatever the reaction, the
writings always warned: Be careful not
to return to a servile state. Be merdi-
ful. Accumulate democratic experience.
I think it’s useful to give all this full
consideration.

Glotov: Our government is currently
displaying restraint with regard to the
bureaucracy that opposes perestroika.
It's a case of a “quiet” revolution. Do
you think we’re drawing a lesson from
the past or is there some other reason
for it?

Eidelmann: I think both are true.
We’ve drawn an important lesson
from the past in the sense that repres-
sive methods are bound to backfire.
We have acquired a kind of selfish
wisdom. Personally, I'm a believer in
egoism and don’t trust pure idealists.

Power is certainly egoistic. The gov-
emment realizes that the less blood
and destruction, the better. Certainly
some negative aspects persist, but if
we eradicate them through force, we'll
bring back bloodshed, and the imme-
diate effect will, in the final analysis,
be tantamount to defeat.

Glotov: I think that’s exactly what
Mikhail Gorbachev is making, clear:
We don’t need an “enemy-of-pere-
stroika” label. Some think it’s shilly-
shallying, compromising with bureau-
cracy, but it's something altogether
different.

Eidelmann: Yes, there’s another aspect
I'm very interested in—defining the
nature of our present revolution.

Frankly, it’s a revolution from
above. Naturally it stimulates move-
ment at the grassroots level, without
which there would never be success,
but still, it’s a revolution from above.
Glotov: But is a revolution from above
possible?

Eidelmann: Sure. It's a distinct feature
of Russian revolutions.

Glotov: But doesn't the phrase sound a
bit weird to you? Why call it a “revo-
lution” if it’s from above?
Eidelmann: Any major historical
movement proceeds along two lines:
from the top to the bottom and from

the bottom to the top. Even in the case »
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of the French Revolution of 1789,
which was a typical instance of a
grassroots movement, we cannot ig-
nore the role played by the Convent,
the central authorities, the “top.”

When we speak about a revolution
from above, what we mean is not that
all changes come from the upper eche-
lons of power, but that movement
from the top to the bottom is preva-
lent. I've written a book on this subject
entitled Russia: Revolution from Above,
which is to be published sometime
this year.

Let me assure you, I didn’t invent
the term: It was widely used by
Herzen, and others.

Glotov: Specifically, what’s the book
about?

Eidelmann: In it I analyze two specific,
deep-rooted features of Russian his-
tory. One is a relatively small degree
of capitalist development, with a nu-
merically weak bourgeoisie, if any. But
we're not speaking about that now.

The other is the enormous power
wielded by the state and a weak coun-
terbalance to it. There were tyrants
among European monarchs, Henry
VIII and Louis XI, for instance. But
their power was at least partially bal-
anced by Parliament, local government
and the courts.

Historically—I'm not speaking
about antiquity—the mighty central-
ized state had no opposition. Ivan the
Terrible was as ill-tempered as Henry
VIII; both had many wives. Though
Henry VIII was much harder on them
than the Russian Czar, he was re-
stricted in his arbitrary actions by the
Parliament, the court and the bour-
geoisie, while Ivan the Terrible cer-
tainly had more leeway. Thus, the ra-
tio of forces was in the state’s favor.

That means that under the condi-
tions of a strong centralized state, all
major transformations in the country
—both positive and negative—were
initiated at the top. Ivan the Terrible’s
rule is a vivid example.

Two centuries elapsed. Peter the
Great came to power. Someone once
said that if the subjects of Peter the
Great had ever been polled, at best
two per cent of them would have
voted in favor of his reforms.

Popular opinion was against the
Petrine Regulations. As for the nobil-
ity, although the Czar acted in its in-

terests, he never closed the credibility
gap. Nonetheless, with the support of
a certain part of the nobility, Peter the
Great managed to revamp medieval
Russian society. I won’t assess the
negative and positive aspects of his re-
forms at this time. What is relevant is
that Russia had its feathers ruffled,
which was a powerful impetus to
development. In other words, that was
a revolution from above, a harsh and
contradictory one. Having opened a
window on Europe, Peter intensified
serfdom at the same time. He granted

freedom to the nobles but
used the cudgel as his main instru-
ment of power.

I'd say that, as a state leader, Peter
the Great was a combination of Joseph
Stalin and Mikhail Gorbachev.

Glotov: Was the 1825 uprising of the
Decembrists an attempt at a revolution
from above?

Eidelmann: Yes, the Decembrists in-
tended to seize central power in 5t.
Petersburg, oust the czar and make a
revolution at the top. They wanted to
activate the masses later on.

Glotov: So they wanted to usurp
power when the ruler was still alive
and then have perestroika?

Eidelmann: Exactly. And finally, the
reforms of the 1860s. Alexander II and
a number of progressive, far-sighted
statesmen and ministers pushed
through a number of reforms. Let me
point out that it was a set of reforms,
not solely a peasant reform, as is tradi-
tionally highlighted.

The Peasant Reform implied
changes in the economic structure; the
Zemstvo Reform led to local self-gov-
ernment. There were also reforms in
the judidiary, in education, in the mili-
tary structure and in the press, that is,
political and economic reforms.
Glotov: Weren’t they insufficient?
Couldn’t they have been better?
Eidelmann: Yes, but they could have
been worse too, and they governed
Russian life for about 40 years. I wish
we could be sure today that the cur-
rent reforms would govern our life for
at least half a century!

The 1905 revolution was certainly a
grassroots revolution. It was sup-
pressed. As for the effort of the then
Prime Minister Pyotr Stolypin, it was
an attempted economic and political
reform from above.

What 1 am driving at is that the

prerevolutionary period of Russian his-
tory yielded many examples of revolu-
tionary transformations initiated from
above.
Glotov: What about the Soviet period?
Eidelmann: Vladimir Lenin wrote that
we had inherited a powerful state.
Many things have changed in this
country, but the role of the state has
remained the same. History has a kind
of genetic code of its own. The role of
the state never changed, and illusions,
typical of the popular thought of the
past, held firm. No doubt, Stalin took
advantage of the deep-rooted Russian
monarchist mentality.

In 1921 NEP [New Economic Pol-
icy]l—a major transformation from
above, the first attempt at perestroika—
was introduced.

Then, from 1929 to 1930, Stalin’s
counterrevolution, a deadlock, also oc-
curred at the top.

Nikita Khrushchev is associated
with the second effort toward pere-
stroika, also from above. We may talk
of inconsistency and halfway meas-
ures, but his reforms had dimension.

We say “revolution,” but we could
just as well say ‘““fundamental
change.” It's difficult to spell out the
difference between a revolution and
radical reforms.

I think the current revolution from
above is supported by a wealth of his-
torical experience, with both positive
and negative sides—the successful Pe-
trine Regulations, the reforms of 1861
and NEP in Soviet years, on the one
hand, and the harsh rule of Stalin and
Ivan the Terrible, on the other.

My reference to different historical
periods is intended: They all have a
common thread—radical change initi-
ated from above.

Glotov: What general conclusion do
you arrive at?

Eidelmann: First, there are grounds for
optimism as well as pessimism. The
““top’” option is not necessarily
doomed to failure. We know of in-
stances of success. Secondly, we have
to thoroughly analyze both prerevolu-
tionary and Soviet reform efforts to
answer the questions: How were they
implemented? How can more people
get involved? To what methods does
the opposition resort? If you read
about the feudal landlords” opposition
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to the reforms of the 1860s, you note
their striking resemblance to contem-
porary conservatives. Both predicted
disturbances and were happy when
tumult broke out. The historical insur-
rection in Poland was akin to present-
day tensions in Nagorny Karabakh.
Sometimes the opposition was even
ready to provoke disturbances. The
famous St. Petersburg fires were prob-
ably the work of arsonists.

In my work I analyze the psychol-
ogy of opponents of perestroika.

To involve people in the perestroika
effort, we have to know what our op-
ponents are like. We must take our
time. Otherwise, we'll slide downhill
at a dizzying speed. Our advance is
slow, but we shouldn’t worry about
that.

Glotov: Your metaphor suggests that
as you travel downhill toward the
flats, your sled gains speed, and
there’s danger of a crash. What would
you say to that?

Eidelmann: But the flats are close.
Glotov: Still, the end of the course, the
involvement of people, calls for the ut-
most responsibility.

Eidelmann: You've touched upon a
very important point: We tend to ide-
alize the populace. We've always been
taught that people are the driving
force of history. But even Herzen, a
recognized democrat, said that situa-
tions exist where government may
know better than society. I think that
this is to some extent true of the
present situation. During a revolution
from above, society is often more con-
servative than the governing forces.

Let’s recall Herzen again; I have
high respect for him. What he said
was that the conductor should be a
step ahead of the choir, never two
steps. If you are two steps ahead, the
choir can’t hear or understand you.
One step is the right distance.

Even at the height of the Khru-
shchev era, everyone was “for” and
never “against.”” Nobody dared to
show doubt. Our previous leaders
were afraid of the people. Stalin, even
Khrushchev, and all the more so,
Brezhnev. The masses, be it the people
or the Supreme Soviet, were expected
only to churn out decisions.

Now people are free to discuss
things, and the Nineteenth All-Union
Conference of the Communist Party of

the Soviet Union is the proof of that.

But that doesn’t imply absolute free-
dom. By the way, I'll be so bold as to
say: It's good, and only good.

It suddenly turns out that there are
vast untapped resources for further in-
volving more people in the perestroika
drive. However, we must display
moderation. Otherwise, we'll be like
the man who stuffed himself with
food after a long period of starvation.

We're now working out ways to
govern the active community; we
haven't had much experience so far,
only suppression of dissent or com-
plete unanimity.

Czarism used the abundant energy
of the people to its advantage. The
war against Napoleon in 1812 was a
truly popular endeavor. Ordinary peo-
ple pioneered Siberia. The old czarist
government was frightened by the
outlet this energy would find—for ex-
ample, the Pugachov Rebellion. The
government managed to channel the
torrent of popular discontent into a
reservoir that would harness the en-
ergy for the state. And the Russian
people, with their vast latent abilities,
were further enchained.

Glotov: In what way?

Eidelmann: For example, in 1612, dur-
ing the climax of the so-called Times
of Trouble, local leader Kuzma Minin
and Prince Dmitri Pozharsky led a
popular army to liberate Moscow from
foreign invaders. Russia had no ruler
at that time, yet immediately after the
victory, a new czar was elected. No
one asked for democracy, for the abo-
lition of serfdom. On the contrary, 30
years later serfdom took its final
shape. That was due to the absence of
a bourgeoisie to assume leadership
and a lack of political awareness.

Late in the eighteenth century Field
Marshal Alexander Suvorov and Peter
the Great praised the fine qualities of
the Russian soldier, not solely for his
discipline, but also for his initiative.
Nonetheless, soldiers were not sup-
posed to revolt against the throne. Re-
member, the Decembrists were able to
lead soldiers to Palace Square only un-
der the slogan ““Long live Czar
Konstantin!”

To sum up, the czarist government
used the tremendous latent energy of
the populace to its advantage.

Glotov: Same with Stalin’s times.

Eidelmann: Right you are; the parallel
is evident. The victory over Hitler re-
vealed the vast potential of the people

and, at the same time, the insuffi-
ciency of democratic awareness.
That was the tragedy of a people

fighting for their cause without any at-
tempt at criticizing or opposing the
tyranny.

Yet Stalin—and he wasn’t alone—

was afraid of popular revolt. So he
held the masses in submission and
used the media for intimidation and
propaganda.

The masses were viewed as a pow-
erful executive means. But there is an-
other option. Gorbachev discovered

the possibility of reviving the activity

of people.
Our government is revolutionary in

character. The conservative wing op-
poses that. What's the best way to

combat bureaucracy? By making struc-
tural and personnel changes. But that

is not enough. We need an impetus

from the bottom.
Glotov: Do you mean councils of work

teams, a choice of candidates and the

cooperative movement?

Eidelmann: Yes, and also popular

fronts, artists unions, whatever.
I think the current effort to activate
people’s initiative is well thought out.

As I see it, it is bound to bear fruit in

struggling with the bureaucracy.
Glotov: In this sense, having one per-

son hold two posts, the party and the
country leader, signifies the unification
of the active community and its subor-
dination to central power at the same
time.

Eidelmann: We're looking for an es-
cape from passivity, an attitude that

was prevalent during Stalin’s and

Brezhnev’s times, but, at the same
time, we reject anarchy. I think this is
exactly what we call revolution from
above, when people are being drawn

into politics, thus making up the basis

for revolution.
While encouraging movement at the

bottom, the government must natu-

rally set limits. Otherwise, there’s an-
archy. On the one hand, people want
their lives to be better and support

measures curtailing bureaucracy. On

the other hand, bias and a servile
mentality still exist. People have to be
educated politically.

A Russian journalist wrote in the p
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COMMENTARY

Are Soviet Citizens
Afraid of Their State?

By Alexander Ignatov

Novosti Political Commentator

f someone had asked me a few years ago,
“Are Soviet citizens afraid of their state?”
my answer would have been Yes rather
than No, though that affirmative would
have been different from the affirmative
of 40 years ago.

Unfortunately, social fear dies hard. Although
the policy of perestroika has undoubtedly embold-
ened people, the anticipation of repression seems
to be one of the main obstacles to faster progress in
this country. The era of Stalin terror ended in the
mid-1950s, when all who survived labor camps
were released, but the memories of that time are
still fresh in people’s minds. No wonder many
people do not want to take risks or become in-
volved, are unable to evaluate a situation critically
or realistically, constantly wait for directions “from
above,” irrationally revere the authorities, and are
suspicious of any independent-minded person or
unorthodox action.

True, such attitudes are typical of the older gen-
eration, though age is not the main thing dividing
the forces that support perestroika and those that
resist it.

For all the differences or nuances, the general
trend is the important thing, and there is no deny-
ing the fact that fear of the authorities is gradually
receding. The alienation between ordinary people
and the leadership, which must not be tolerated in
a socialist society, is diminishing.

What makes me so sure?

It is true that public criticism of the authorities
has reached unprecedented proportions. It is also
true that people no longer take on trust everything
their leaders say, but, as our colleagues abroad of-
ten say, democratization has not gone far enough
to change the situation, in which the relationship
between ordinary citizens and government agen-
cies, especially the KGB, is like the relationship be-
tween a rabbit and a snake.

Two processes are currently under way in
Soviet society: A more critical attitude toward the
authorities is accompanied by increased political

activity on the part of the population. Several
factors are contributing to these processes: the
discussion of Soviet history and the reassessment
of many historical events; the creation of many
independent organizations; and the nomination of
alternative candidates in the current campaign for
election to the Congress of People’s Deputies.
According to the state electoral commission, five
candidates, on the average, have been nominated
for one seat in territorial constituencies. These
processes have created new leaders. The efforts to
make the Soviet Union a socialist state ruled by
laws help to raise people’s cultural level and moral
standards and to foster their sense of justice.

Little by little the awe-inspiring initials KGB are
losing their grip on people. The largest-selling
Soviet weekly, Argumenty i fakti—circulation of 20
million—runs a column entitled “KGB Reports.”
The latest popular television program, “Look,”
interviewed Alexander Pimenov, a physicist and
mathematician from Syktyvkar, the capital of the
Komi Autonomous Republic. Pimenov was jailed
in the seventies. In the interview the former “dissi-
dent” called for “normalization of the role of the
KGB through separation of ideology from secu-
rity.” Incidentally, Pimenov has been nominated as
a candidate for election to the new Soviet parlia-
ment, the Congress of People’s Deputies.

Some time ago the Soviet people were surprised
to learn that a group of people from Leningrad,
Novgorod, and Vishny Volochek had gone on foot
to Moscow to express their concerns to the Kremlin
leaders. The march was organized by Sergei
Polyakov, one of the leaders of a Leningrad youth
theater. The march was a symbolic reminder of the
well-known instances when peasants walked all
the way to the Kremlin to see Lenin. This time the
marchers were received by Mikhail Gorbachev’s
first deputy in the Supreme Soviet, Anatoli
Lukyanov. This action, unprecedented for many
years, showed that credibility in the leadership is
growing, though we know that we still have a long
way to go to achieve real democracy.
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Stairway to the STARS

Continued from page 13

the stability of such a ring with the
help of centrifugal force, the speed of
its rotation would have to be about 10
times lower than the escape velocity,
and its mass would be around 100,000
tons. The strain on the structure of this
space bridge would be substantially
greater than that imposed by the
wheel, which means that stronger
materials would be needed for its con-
struction, though not such expensive
materials as the space lift would re-
quire. The principle of the space
bridge is very promising. Realization
of such an idea might open a new era
in terrestrial engineering, an era of
dynamic structures such as the artist
Vladimir Tatlin visualized in the early
1900s.

Let’s digress into history. After the
famous flight to the Moon of Apollo
11, scientists recalled the work of Rus-
sian rocket-engineering pioneer Yuri
Kondratyuk. In the 1920s Kondratyuk
suggested a series of original solutions
to problems of space exploration. He
proposed a lunar expedition that in
many respects anticipated the method
used by the Americans in the 1960s. To
get support for similar projects, Kon-
dratyuk set up an inventors’ coopera-
tive, whose revenues were to be used
exclusively to finance rocket engineer-
ing and space exploration. But
Kondratyuk’s timing was not propi-
tious—Lenin’s New Economic Policy
was already being curtailed, and pro-
duction cooperatives were being
closed down, so Kondratyuk never got
a permit to proceed with his project.

Kondratyuk’s dream was finally
realized 60 years later in the form of
the Star World Cooperative organized
in Gomel by Lunitsky. In addition, in
April 1988 Gomel was the site of a sci-
entific and technical conference,
“Rocketless Industrialization of Space:
Problems, Ideas, Projects.” More than
30 reports were discussed at this sym-
posium. Ideas adopted there are being
implemented by teams headed by
Lunitsky and Maiboroda as well as by
many other research and design
groups affiliated with the USSR Fed-
eration of Cosmonautics and the
newly established National Youth
Aerospace Society. |

COMMENTARY

1988 ECONOMIC STATISTICS

ast year the USSR experi-
enced social and economic
changes for the better: In-
dustry switched to self-fi-
nancing, producer auton-
omy was enhanced, and
improvements occurred in the do-
mestic situation in general. Our eco-
nomic growth fell below projections,
however, because the economic re-
form had not yet gone into top gear
and the financial situation remained
complicated, said Nikolai Belov,
First Deputy Chairman of the USSR
State Committee for Statistics. Na-
tional income grew by 4.4 per cent,
far more than the figures for the pre-
ceding years of the decade. Gross
national product also grew by five
per cent. These data confirm that the
economy is picking up speed.

The economy is moving toward a
situation in which management will
have new leverage, such as lease ar-
rangements and cooperative
schemes. The inputs of utilities and
natural resources per unit of output
are now smaller. We are making
better use of our assets. Last year the
entire increment in national income
came from productivity. The econ-
omy has turned toward social tar-
gets, giving priority to consumer
goods. Last year wages increased, as
did trade.

Belov responded to some ques-
tions on economic growth.

Q: What are the major issues?

A: The main problem is money
chasing goods. Production of con-
sumer goods is not increasing fast
enough. The structural reform
should be faster with regard to con-
sumer goods.

Last year wages increased by
seven per cent, outdistancing goods
and services. This intensified short-
ages, although domestic trade in-
creased by 25 billion rubles.

Q: The past year was not favor-
able for agriculture. Farm produce
increased by only 0.7 per cent.
Weather was bad. However, we

don’t blame weather for our set-
backs any longer. We can’t change
the climate, so we must be efficient
in any weather. What's behind
agriculture’s poor record ?

A: 1 agree; we should not blame
all our misfortunes on the weather.
But for a long time in the past, bad
weather was responsible for dra-
matic decreases in farm produce.
We are becoming less dependent on
the whims of the elements. Agricul-
ture and related industries should
be more innovative with work and
pay plans, such as leasing and coop-
erative schemes and incentives.
Also, we are still short of facilities to
process, store, and transport farm
produce.

Q: Earnings increased by 3.5 per
cent per person last year. Some con-
sumer prices also went up. What
about people on fixed incomes?
Were they the losers?

A: Many groups, especially low-
income groups, saw their earnings
increase. Pensioners and others on
fixed incomes also feel their situ-
ation is improving. The wages of
many working pensioners have in-
creased, and many people retain
their pensions if they continue with
gainful employment. Senior retirees
have had their pensions increased.
Those with fixed incomes are most
vulnerable to price hikes. Their in-
comes should be more closely in-
dexed to prices.

Q: What about foreign trade?

A: Exports increased in volume
by 4 per cent, but decreased in value
by 1.9 per cent, to 67 billion rubles.
Imports increased in value by 6.5
per cent, to 65 billion rubles. Joint
ventures are proliferating—they
numbered 191 by the end of the
year—and foreign trade keeps de-
veloping. As of December 1988 all
producers were allowed to transact
external business directly, without
government intermediaries. This
will, I'm certain, give a boost to our
external economic record this year.
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He wrote in a letter of July 30,
1917: “Everything that is taking place
around us naturally gives us much
pain. I believe, however, that having
run its course, nihilism will prove its
emptiness, will start to bore every-
body, become actively hated, and
then, after the collapse of all this filth,
the people’s hearts and minds will
turn to the Russian idea, to the idea
of Russia, to the sacred Russia, and
not as before, half-heartedly or with
reservations, but with an eagerness
born of hunger....I am convinced
that the worst is still ahead, not be-
hind, that the crisis has not yet
passed. But I believe that the crisis
will cleanse the Russian atmosphere,
even the worldwide atmosphere,
which went rancid probably as early
as the seventeenth century.”

Persuading others not to ‘‘desert
the ship” while attempts were made
to jettison spiritual values, Florensky
led by example. On October 22, 1918,
he became a member of the commis-
sion for the protection of monuments
of art and antiquities in the Troitse-
Sergiyevsky Monastery. The commis-
sion was able to save treasures that
had been nationalized and faced pos-
sible loss or destruction.

At the same time that he was work-
ing for the protection of Russia’s cul-
tural heritage, Florensky became in-
volved in promoting science and
technology. He chose applied physics,
both because in this field he could
help his country fulfill its electrifica-
tion project and because he realized
that he would not be allowed to study
theoretical physics as he saw it.

The persecution of Florensky began
in 1919-20, with the attempt to
present the activities of the commis-
sion for the protection of the Troitse-
Sergiyevsky Monastery as counter-
revolutionary efforts to create an
“QOrthodox Vatican.”

In the summer of 1928 Florensky
was banished to the city of Nizhny
Novgorod (now Gorky). Though he
was allowed to return and was rein-
stated in his position three months
later, the situation in Moscow by that
time was such that Florensky said, I
returned from banishment to hard la-
bor.”” On February 26, 1933, he was
arrested, and on July 26, 1933, he re-
ceived a 10-year sentence and was

soon sent to a camp in Eastern Siberia.

In late July and early August of
1934 Florensky’s wife and three
younger children managed to come to
see him. His two elder sons were
away on geological expeditions. That
was the last time Florensky saw his
family. On August 17, 1934, he was
unexpectedly put into solitary con-
finement, and on September 1 he was
transferred to the Solovetsky special-
purpose camp in the northern Euro-
pean part of the USSR. On November
15, 1934, he began working at the
Solovetsky camp factory that manu-
factured iodine. He investigated the
extraction of iodine and agar from
seaweed; he had over 10 patented in-
ventions and discoveries.

Reorganized in the summer of
1937, the Solovetsky special-purpose
camp became a special-purpose
prison. “Now everything is gone (ev-
erything and everyone),” Florensky
wrote to his wife in his last known
letter, of June 3-4, 1937. “With my
whole being I feel the smallness of
humankind, its deeds, its efforts.”

On November 25, 1937, Florensky
was reconvicted, and further informa-
tion about him is unreliable. Even the
exact date of his death is uncertain.
Twice convicted, he was posthu-
mously rehabilitated also twice—in
1958 and 1959.

Central to Florensky’s views on cul-
ture and history is the rejection of the
idea that culture is a process continu-
ous in time and space, with the corol-
lary rejection of the evolution and
progress of culture. As for individual
cultures, Florensky developed the
idea of their being subordinate to
rhythmic shifts between two types of
cultures—the medieval and Renais-
sance. A Renaissance culture has the
following traits: fragmentation, indi-
vidualism, a static nature, passivity,
intellectualism, sensualism, and an
analytic, abstract, and superficial char-
acter. In Florensky’s opinion, Europe’s
Renaissance culture had run its course
by the early twentieth century, and
every field evinced the first signs of a
culture of a new type. The medieval
model is marked by an integral, or-
ganic, and dialectic character, dyna-
mism, activity, volition, pragmatism
(deed), realism, and concreteness.
Florensky believed that his ideology

was in keeping with that of the Rus-
sian Middle Ages (fourteenth-fifteenth
centuries).

One of the last letters Florensky
wrote from the Solovetsky camp, to
his son Kirill on February 21, 1937,
summed up his widely diverse activi-
ties: “What did I do all my life? I scru-
tinized the world as a single whole, as
an integral picture and reality, but at
every moment, or rather, at every
stage of my life, I did so from a given
angle on a given plane. The cross sec-
tions were different, but one cross
section enriched, rather than nullified,
another.” The clash of the two cul-
tures, Renaissance and medieval, was
the very source of the tragedy in the
philosopher’s life and career.

What is the essential meaning of
Florensky’s ideology in our days?
Formed as a thinker and scholar at
the crossroads of cultures—European
and folk, lay and religious—he
warned that a culture not founded on
spiritual principles was doomed.

“In retrospect, I see that I never
had really favorable conditions for my
work, partly because I do not know
how to arrange my personal affairs,
and partly because of the state of so-
ciety, which lagged behind my ideas
by at least 50 years. One can be
ahead of one’s time by two to three
years at the most in order to be a
success.” (From a letter of April 20,
1937, from the Solovetsky Islands.)

And yet Pavel Florensky believed
that the time he was waiting for
would come. “I achieved serenity,”
he wrote, “when I realized beyond a
doubt that the life of each of us, of
nations, and of all humankind is di-
rected by Benevolent Will, so one
should not worry about anything ex-
cept for today’s tasks. And history it-
self is convincing evidence that ideol-
ogy has already embarked on a new
course, and therefore what is ‘mine’ is
to triumph, and this triumph will be
achieved without me, so my personal
participation in this cause is a thing of
slight importance. A little bit earlier, a
little bit later, with some slight varia-
tions, the sensations that excited me
will find expression and shape the na-
ture of knowledge in the future. To-
day I am convinced of this.”

Courtesy of the newspaper
Literaturnaya gazeta
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would have partially diverted some
northern-flowing rivers southward.
The construction of a number of nu-
clear power plants has been sus-
pended as a result of public pressure,
and some polluting factories and
plants have been closed down.

I would say that over a compara-
tively short period there has been a
qualitative shift in the ecological men-
tality of our people, of both the gen-
eral public and executive workers.
And this is just the beginning,.

Q: Let’s imagine that you are the
head of the newly founded USSR
State Committee for Nature Con-
servation. What ecological problems
would you make your first priority?
A: I would start with the broadest
possible introduction of waste-free
technologies and the further refine-
ment of various purification systems. I
am really convinced that ecologically
clean production is also the most
profitable production.

It is imperative to start drafting a
comprehensive program of nature
conservation in our country, which
should first of all include the estab-
lishment of an integrated system of
nature preserves, sanctuaries, and na-
tional parks. A major goal of that fu-
ture program should be the preserva-
tion and restoration of rare plant and
animal species.

At the same time, we must conduct
fundamental studies in the field of

ecology.

Q: How would you rate the state of
our nature conservation policies?

A: In the Soviet Union the situation
is somewhat better than, say, in West-
ern Europe.

Our country is proud to have the
world’s largest nature preserves, such
as the Kronotsky, with 964,000 hect-
ares; the Taimyrsky, with 1.3 million
hectares; the Lensky, with about 2
million hectares; and others. The total
area of all the 150 protected territories
in various parts of the Soviet Union is
11 million hectares.

Sheer size is, of course, not the
point, but large protected zones are
really necessary because they enable
scientists to conduct important ob-
servations on the way one or another
ecological system develops under nat-
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ural, “model” conditions. Besides, na-
ture preserves are a priceless gift to
our descendants, who will be able to
get a glimpse of nature’s wealth and
scope from those scattered islands of
protected wilderness.

Q: There is also the view that a large
number of preserves today is an im-

So far we aren’t
doing too badly,
thanks to our
country’s vast
expanses. But we
have to be careful.
The illusory notion
that our natural
resources were
inexhaustible
remained entrenched
in our society for
many years, and that
has had a negative
effect on the
ecological awareness
of several
generations.
Unfortunately, 1
think that this
illusion still prevails
in the minds of the
management of many
industrial
enterprises.

permissible luxury, that they rob the
economy of badly needed land and
natural resources. . ..

A: That is a dangerous delusion. The
across-the-board advance of civiliza-
tion has already led to a situation
where some Western European coun-

tries have been left almost totally
without forests, losing hundreds of
plant and animal species in the pro-
cess. In many countries a river free of
industrial wastes is a great rarity. Re-
pairing all that damage will take de-
cades, even centuries. But here is
where another problem arises: How
can something be restored when the
natural models of entire ecosystems—
forests, meadows, rivers, or lakes—
are lost forever? That is why it is so
important to have nature preserves of
all types and sizes. They are the main
repository of natural models.

Q: Aren’t we in danger of following
the same path that the Western Euro-
pean countries have taken?

A: No, not yet, primarily because the
state, as I have already mentioned,
actively encourages the establishment
of nature preserves and national
parks, and finances their research.

Only recently the number of pre-
serves in Siberia could have been
counted on the fingers of one hand.
Today their number stands at 21, in-
cluding the most recently estab-
lished—the Central Siberian Preserve,
on the Yenisei River.

So far we aren’t doing too badly,
thanks to our country’s vast expanses.
But we have to be careful. The illu-
sory notion that our natural resources
were inexhaustible remained en-
trenched in our society for many
years, and that has had a negative ef-
fect on the ecological awareness of
several generations. Unfortunately, I
think that this illusion still prevails in
the minds of the management of
many industrial enterprises.

Q: The wounds inflicted on the na-
ture of northern climates heal particu-
larly slowly, don't they?

A: That's just the point. The ecosys-
tems of the Far North are very fragile,
and their restoration takes three to
four times longer than those, say, in
medium latitudes. So the Far North
calls for especially sensitive, responsi-
ble treatment.

This is not a problem facing the So-
viet Union alone. All of the nations
whose territories border on the Arctic
Circle need to cooperate to set up an
environmental program for that area
of the world. ]












HISTORY

LEO TOLSTOY

Correspondence

with

By Lydia Gromova-Opulskaya

Crica

Leo Tolstoy said that he had a particular
spiritual affinity with America, that America,
more than any other nation, shared his own

ew people know that Leo

Tolstoy’s correspondence

with Americans represents a

considerable part of his ar-

chives kept in a steel vault
in Moscow. (By a decision of the So-
viet Government, all original manu-
scripts of the great writer’s works, his
letters, and other archival materials
are kept in a safe in which Tolstoy
kept money, securities, and other
valuables. So even if the house were
destroyed by fire, the papers would
not be lost.)

Many of Tolstoy’s letters to Ameri-
cans were published in a 90-volume
collection of his works. But a number
of other letters were discovered only
after the collection was published and
so are not included. Still other letters
were sent to America on Tolstoy’s be-
hest by members of his family and his
secretaries. Just 42 letters that Tolstoy
received from Americans have been
published in Russian translation so
far, while there were nearly 1,000 cor-
respondents and around 1,300 letters
in all—a very unsatisfactory situation,
to say the least. The letters are of
great interest, not only because they
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ideas and aspirations.

constitute an interesting chapter in
the history of relations between our
two countries, but also because de-
scendants of the people who corre-
sponded with Tolstoy in the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries
may well be alive.

Working in cooperation with Amer-
ican scholars, the Gorky Institute of
World Literature of the USSR Acad-
emy of Sciences is currently preparing
a comprehensive study for publica-
tion. The study, entitled Leo Tolstoy
and the United States, will include all
Tolstoy’s letters, interviews, memoirs,
commentaries, and notes on books by
American authors.

It seems that Tolstoy received let-
ters from people from all walks of life:
writers, journalists, translators, politi-
cal leaders, public figures, ordinary
people, and even children.

Through Tolstoy’s works America
“discovered Russia,” and Americans
were eager for the author of War and
Peace, Anna Karenina, and Resurrection
to know about that discovery. For in-
stance, in the spring of 1887, Ameri-
can writer John William DeForest
wrote to Tolstoy that to him the au-

thor’s characters were real, living peo-
ple and as much part and parcel of
Russian life as the author himself. De-
Forest noted that Tolstoy,
Dostoyevsky, and Gogol populated
expanses that had been a wasteland
to DeForest, known only by their geo-
graphic names. He added that when
he visited Russia, he would be look-
ing for Natasha, Pierre, and Levin.

Americans turned to Tolstoy for
help, sympathy, advice, and support
for their convictions. In 1904 the Leo
Tolstoy Association in New York set
up a society whose members con-
veyed to Tolstoy their admiration and
gratitude. O. FE. Barres from Arcola, II-
linois, sent him an antiwar leaflet in
1909. The Brotaws asked for material
aid. Isabel Barrows sent to Yasnaya
Polyana her foster daughter’s play, in
which the action was set in Russia. (It
advocated a “peaceful solution to the
Russian struggle.”) When the great
Russian writer was dying in Asta-
povo, a letter arrived there from In-
dianapolis. It was from Walter L. Ben-
ton, who sent Tolstoy a “revelation
bestowed upon him the previous year
by God.”






Tolstoy’s handwritten comments,
such as “very pleasing” and “very
gratifying,” appear on some of the
letters. The latter comment is found
on a letter from a semiliterate worker
who expressed his appreciation of
Tolstoy’s article ‘““Slavery in Our
Day.” On one occasion a correspond-
ent asked him whether compulsory
smallpox vaccination was admissible.
Tolstoy dictated the reply: “I view all
compulsion as evil and criminal.” To
an agricultural company’s inquiry
about farming methods, Tolstoy an-
swered: “For over 20 years now Leo
Tolstoy has had no property and so
does not engage in farming.”

In 1910 a missionary named Tere-
shchenko wrote to Tolstoy. A sum-
mary of his reply is found on the let-
ter: “Nobody is called upon to teach
others; one must only teach oneself.”

The naiveté of some of the letters is
touching. Lello d’Apery’s letter of No-
vember 6, 1889, reads:

I am a little boy and live in New
York,where I publish this little paper
to make money to buy shoes for poor
little children. I read a great deal
about you in the papers and your no-
ble work, and thought perhaps you
would be willing to write something
for The Sunny Horn for the sake of
helping the poor little children. It can
be in any language, and I will have it
translated.

If you would, it would help me sell
a great number of papers, for you are
very much loved here. I am sending
you my picture and would be very
glad if you would send me yours,
and I would keep it always.

Your little
American friend

Recent discoveries have been made
even in those spheres of Tolstoy’s
correspondence that had been consid-
ered well known. Emst Crosby was
an American writer and political fig-
ure. Some of the letters Tolstoy wrote
to him were published in the 90-vol-
ume collection, and a study devoted
to him was included in the seventy-
ntth volume of Literary Heritage (Tol-
stoy and Foreign Countries).

It was generally known that after
reading Tolstoy’s book About Life,
Crosby resigned his position as U.S.
representative to the international
court headquartered in Alexandria,

Egypt, at that time; cut short his po-
litical career; and, after interviewing
Tolstoy in Yasnaya Polyana, dedi-
cated the rest of his life to social re-
form. Tolstoy’s archives contained 46
of Crosby’s letters.

An excerpt from his first letter, the
one he wrote after reading Tolstoy’s
About Life, reads:

How far I may have strength to
“renoncer & mon bien individuel” in
my own life, as I see is my clear duty,
I do not know, but I am sure that I
can never be as skeptical and hope-
less and useless again as I was before
I read the book.

I discovered another interesting bit
of information in a letter written in
1897: “I have noticed in public speak-
ing that the idea of nonresistance calls
forth more applause than anything
else.”

But recently we have learned that
many more letters from Leo Tolstoy
and members of his family were in
America than we had supposed.

After Tolstoy was excommunicated
from the Church in 1901, and a ru-
mor was circulating that he would be
expelled from Russia, Crosby wrote
him that thousands of people would
be glad if he came to live in America
and invited him to stay in his own
home.

Upon learning that the author was
seriously ill, Crosby wrote to him:

It must be some consolation for
you to know that there are hundreds
of people like me all over the world
who owe their faith, hope, and love
to you and to whom you brought the
word of life at just the right time.
There can be no greater comfort in
leaving the world than to feel that
one has left a faithful spiritual poster-
ity behind.

Isabel Hapgood, an American
translator of Tolstoy’s works, refused
to translate his treatise entitled The
Kingdom of God Is Within You, but she
did make a major contribution to the
effort to organize aid to hunger-
stricken Russian peasants, which won
her Tolstoy’s heart.

Many of Tolstoy’s letters to Hap-
good are published in the 90-volume
collection. But, as was the case with

Crosby, more letters—50 in all—were
in her archives than we had previ-
ously supposed.

Hapgood translated not only Tol-
stoy’s works but also, for instance,
Russian folk legends known as byliny.
In 1887 she wrote to Tolstoy:

The amazement and delight that
were caused by the byliny—those
truly remarkable productions of the
Russian peasants, were very great in
America and England. The profound
appreciation of the qualities of the
people whom you have shown us
leads me to think that you will be
interested in knowing how they im-
pressed us abroad.

Hapgood was willing to go to any
lengths to raise funds. For instance,
she once asked Tolstoy to send her
some autographs that could be sold.
He flatly refused. But during the fam-
ine their mutual correspondence be-
came particularly extensive.

And, last but not least, there was
Andrew D. White. Unlike Crosby or
Hapgood, White is not mentioned at
all in the 90-volume collection, the
Chronicle of the Life and Work of Leo
Tolstoy, or the seventy-fifth volume of
Literary Heritage.

From the spring of 1892 to the fall
of 1894 White was the U.S. Ambassa-
dor to Russia, and it was during that
period that he met Tolstoy. White de-
scribed that experience in his auto-
biography, which was published in
London in 1905.

However, it turns out that the Am-
bassador also kept a diary while he
was in Russia. White later became the
first president of Cornell University,
where his archives are kept. Not long
ago we obtained a Xerox copy of his
notes.

Everyone is optimistic that with en-
ergetic cooperation we will manage to
complete Leo Tolstoy and the United
States. The American contribution to
this effort is being coordinated by
Professor Frank Silbajoris of the Uni-
versity of Ohio. .

Lydia Gromova-Opulskaya, Doctor of
Science (Philology), heads the Russian
classics section at the Gorky Institute of
World Literature of the USSR Academy
of Sciences.











































































his spring my easy-going

mother-in-law quarreled

with her equally good-

natured husband over a

completely new subject—
whom to vote for. My father-in-law, a
military engineer, favored the candi-
date who was a space researcher,
while his wife felt that the prominent
economist was the best man for the
job. “Who cares about space stations
anyway?” she burst out. “The econo-
mist is better qualified.”

You can draw at least two conclu-
sions from that little episode. First,
until recently my mother-in-law
couldn’t have cared less about elec-
tions because voting was a mere for-
mality. Now she realizes that elec-
tions are not meaningless and that
her vote really counts.

And second. In many instances, the
voters were making the choice be-
tween programs and personalities.
Really, who can be sure that the
economist will keep his promise or
that his resolve to stand by his
pledges will correspond to his ability
to carry them out?

I listened to and then read the poet
Yevgeni Yevtushenko’s election
speech—a list of 55 provisions under
the common title “The Choice of the
Future.” Each of them was a mini-
program in itself. Taken together,
they comprised such a vast program
of social reform that his program
could only be implemented if it were
tackled jointly by the entire Congress
of People’s Deputies and by the
USSR Supreme Soviet. Yevtushenko
didn't get elected, perhaps, because
he was promising too much. But hav-
ing lost, he wrote: “One must be
strong enough to smile and say: Life
goes on. I may have lost, but democ-
racy has won.”

The Soviet press complained that,
although voters had a choice of candi-
dates, the elections were not direct
and still contained vestiges of the old
undemocratic ways.

The first stumbling block was the
local election meetings. By law, an
election meeting has to be held if two
or more candidates are vying for the
same seat. The meetings determine
the number of candidates who get on
the ballot.

Every constituency has about
300,000 voters. The election meetings,
however, were attended by from 500
to 1,000 representatives who were to
make decisions on behalf of hundreds
of thousands of voters. That proce-
dure was rejected in Estonia, where
the names of all candidates were en-
tered on the ballot. In a number of
election districts the votes were
spread among too many candidates.
The result was that no candidate ac-
quired the needed majority, and re-
peat elections had to be held. The im-
portant thing to note is that the
opinion of the voters was heeded and
their feelings of involvement en-
hanced. This was a real gain.

And yet, you can’t say that the
election meetings were merely a filter
for sifting out candidates and that
they hampered the democratic proc-
ess. For many people the meetings
were their introduction to politics.

“I'm 84,” an old man said at a
meeting in Moscow’s Leninsky elec-
tion district. “I've kept my opinions to
myself for almost a century, but now
I'm ready to speak out and make oth-
ers listen.”

The next speaker was a woman.
“I'm the mother of six,” she said,
“and I'm here because I want to be
able to tell my children when they
grow up that I was involved in mak-
ing things change for the better.”

Another thing. There are 1,500 ter-
ritorial and national-territorial election
districts. The largest number of candi-
dates—12—was registered in Mos-
cow’s Gagarinsky election district.
The most typical candidate-to-seat ra-
tio was two-to-one (951 election dis-
tricts). Three hundred and eighty-five
election districts had unopposed can-
didates, and more than one-third of
those candidates were party officials,
most of them first secretaries of the
republics’ district, regional, and cen-
tral committees. But under those cir-
cumstances the candidates could not
just sit back and wait, as they had
done in the “good old days.” Voters
now had the choice of crossing the
unopposed candidate’s name off the
ballot. If the candidate didn’t receive
more than 50 per cent of the votes
cast, another election had to be held.
And this did happen.

Many people believe that demo-
cratic elections are incompatible with
a quota system, such as the 750 depu-
ties having to come from public orga-
nizations—one-third the total number
of deputies. This system raises more
questions than it answers.

Take the size of the quotas, for in-
stance. Trade unions with about 140
million members delegated 100 depu-
ties to the Congress, as has the Com-
munist Party with 19 million mem-
bers. Seventy-five deputies will
represent the Young Communist
League with more than 36 million
members.

The USSR Academy of Sciences
has the right to delegate 25 represent-
atives to the supreme government
body. But this scientific institution has
only 907 full and corresponding
members. Moreover, by law, the can-
didates are nominated by the presid-
ium of the Academy of Sciences,
which is elected by only about 300
full-time academicians. As a result, at
the academy one deputy was nomi-
nated by 12 people; in the trade
unions one deputy was nominated by
almost 1.5 million people; and in the
party one deputy was nominated by
slightly less than 200,000 members.

There is a widespread belief that
these quotas were proposed by the
Communist Party, whose leaders are
afraid that there would be an insuffi-
cient number of Communists elected
to the new parliament without tilting
the balance. It’s true that the Commu-
nist Party carries the brunt of the
responsibility for what happened in
the Soviet Union during the almost
72 years in which it was the ruling
party, for the mass repressions in the
1930s and 1940s, for economic stag-
nation, and for errors in foreign pol-
icy. And yet the party found the cour-
age to initiate the life-giving process
of renewal.

A few days before the election
Pravda published a letter it received
from Ramiz Khaliulin, a miner from
the Kazakh city of Pavlodar.

“The party’s dwindling prestige is
being restored by a new generation of
party leaders,” Khaliulin wrote, ““and
by those members of the old guard
for whom perestroika is something
they can wholeheartedly support.p»
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To be able to control inflation, we
must first admit its existence. Will a
policy of gradual measures work here
if we have such huge imbalances on
the market? The obvious solution is to
allow the market to balance supply
and demand. But the genie of infla-
tion has been kept in the bottle for
too long; and the longer it stayed
there, the more energy it accumu-
lated. So we can't just let it out. If we
do, prices will soar and incomes will
fall. At the same time, the pressure
inside the bottle is too high.

So the Soviet Union has decided to
begin by imposing tough controls on
the prices of goods produced by state-
run and cooperative enterprises. At
the start of the reform, cooperatives
were relatively free to price their com-
modities as they liked. High demand
in almost all sectors of the economy
imparts a monopolistic character to
enterprises and makes them insensi-
tive to the wishes of the consumer. In
this kind of situation, the classical
market instruments are practically
powerless.

What is to be done? Should we
leave everything under administrative
control? But this is the economic
model that the Soviet Union wants to
abandon through the reform it has
launched. Can we adopt the market
model all at once the way Lenin did
when he launched the New Economic
Policy? We can’t because the scale of
the economy is not the same as it was
then. Its structure is far more com-
plex, and the risk is far greater. The
only solution is to overhaul the finan-
cial system, eliminate the most strik-
ing imbalances, and pave the way for
the creation of a free market.

The Politburo of the Central Com-
mittee of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union has set up a commission
to analyze the financial situation in
the country. The Finance Ministry can
hardly cope with the problem and
seems not to have a viable program of
action.

First of all, we must slash budget
spending, especially defense alloca-
tions, and substantially reduce the fi-
nancing of new construction projects,
whose number and scale have long
exceeded all possible limits. Though
Soviet economists have been urging
the government to do so for years,

only now has it decided in earnest to
suspend or give up a number of
projects, a measure that is expected to
save us between seven and eight bil-
lion rubles this year.

Another cause of inflation is subsi-
dizing money-losing enterprises. The
government has now decided to shut
them down, to modernize them, or to
lease some of them to cooperatives.
This year subsidies to money-losing
enterprises are to be cut by one-third.
The final solution to this problem is
expected to take about two years.

The other part of the program con-
tains emergency measures designed to
satisfy consumer demand. A number
of defense and other plants will
change over to the production of con-
sumer goods. A giant tractor plant un-
der construction has been converted
to an automobile plant that will turn
out 900,000 compact cars a year.

Purchasing strategies are being re-
viewed with an eye to increasing im-
ports of consumer goods. The con-
struction of private housing has been
accelerated. Besides, tenants of state-
owned housing can now buy their
apartments from the state and be-
come private owners. They are al-
lowed to sell them, give them as a
gift, or bequeath them.

The Soviet Union is increasing the
issue of securities (shares and bonds)
in order to ease consumer pressure on
the market. Workers at some factories
and plants now invest their savings in
the development of their enterprises
and receive interest on their invest-
ments. The idea of creating a securi-
ties and exchange market, which was
previously rejected out of hand, is
now being widely discussed.

Everyone agrees that the financial
situation poses a serious threat to eco-
nomic reform. Rising prices and
chronic shortages of goods create pub-
lic discontent. The present state of the
country’s financial system compels the
government to take restrictive mea-
sures and toughen price controls. This
creates difficulties for the implementa-
tion of one of the main aims of the
economic reform—the establishment
of a pricing system geared to demand.
Restrictive measures also limit the in-
dependence of the recently created
commercial, cooperative, and joint-
stock banks, which might success-

fully compete with the State Bank.

It is not always easy to understand
to what extent these restrictive prac-
tices are the bitter pill we have to
swallow in order to stabilize the situa-
tion and to what extent they result
from the efforts of conservatives to
foil the reform. Nevertheless, things
aren’t as bad as they look. The finan-
cial situation compels us to take
measures whose urgency we realized
before but which we postponed for a
variety of reasons. If the budget defi-
cit forces us to shut down some un-
profitable enterprises, it will be a vic-
tory for the reform. We can’t discuss
their future forever (according to offi-
cial data, there were almost 1,200 in-
solvent enterprises in the Soviet
Union in early 1989), and the state
can’t waste billions of rubles to subsi-
dize them.

It is time we abandoned or sus-
pended a number of giant land-im-
provement projects, each of which
costs several billion rubles. These
projects have been the subject of
heated debates for a long time. The
budget deficit clearly helps those who
maintain that these projects are eco-
nomically unfeasible and environ-
mentally unsafe.

Yet another success of the reform is
that the financial situation and con-
sumer goods shortages have now
made Soviet planners take a no-non-
sense approach to structural reorga-
nization of the economy.

It is important for everyone to real-
ize that the financial recovery pro-
gram cannot be limited to a series of
emergency measures projected for a
couple of years. The entire financial
system must be overhauled, including
the taxation system, the pricing sys-
tem, the credit and banking system,
and the system for the distribution of
centrally planned investments.

This task is far more difficult to ac-
complish than scrapping individual
projects or discontinuing money-los-
ing subsidies. But it is the essence of
the economic reform, whose main ob-
jective is to lay the foundation of a
viable economic system. Herein lies
the main cause of our troubles. How-
ever, we have to proceed step by step,
first by bringing the fever down and
only after that by starting to treat the
disease. u
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very quickly. The next 40 years
brought him the title of Hero of So-
cialist Labor, a professorship at the
famous Bauman Technical Institute,
and many professional accolades.

How this bright, respected man
could have made false reporting a
matter of routine at the plant stunned
everyone! But the evidence irrefutably
pointed to his doing exactly that. For
at least three years sophisticated
equipment was regularly registered as
ready, though its manufacture had
not even begun. The Ordzhonikidze
trademark was losing all of its pres-
tige. However, while the plant was
going to the dogs, Chikirev stub-
bornly wooed his staff with beautiful,
empty talk.

When all was said and done, by an
overwhelming majority, the delegates
deemed the work of the old party
committee unsatisfactory and set up a
new committee with new blood.

“We knew what we were in for
when we first started complaining,”
one worker told me. “Now we'’re
drawing up a long-term program to
get the plant out of trouble.”

ust as we were going to press, we

received the following news' from
the Sergo Ordzhonikidze Machine-
Tool Plant: The workers refused to
have the vacancy created by general
director Nikolai Chikirev’s resignation
filled by higher-ups or the ministry.
They decided instead to hold a plant-
wide election and set up a special
commission to handle the details. Six
people came forward as potential can-
didates. Two were immediately re-
jected on the grounds that they had
no experience in running a large
plant.

The four remaining candidates—all
of whom had proven track records in
production—waged a spirited cam-
paign. In the course of the campaign,
another two candidates dropped out.
The fate of the remaining two was
decided by secret ballot.

After receiving an overwhelming
majority—87 per cent—of the vote,
Anatoli Panov, deputy director of the
Institute for Advanced Training of
Specialists of the Machine-Tool Build-
ing Industry, emerged as the new
general director of the plant. ]

Elections
'89

Continued from page 5

and social activities.) In response, Sa-
kharov published a statement in Mos-
cow News which said, in part:

“I feel inextricably linked with the
Academy [of Sciences] of which I've
been a member for 35 years. I have
arrived at the conclusion that I must
run in the new-style election as a rep-
resentative of the academy or give up
the whole idea. That is why I've de-
cided to represent the academy and
no other organization.”

Not everybody agreed with the
academician. And yet scientists, both
young and old, refused to recognize
Sakharov’s defeat. They counted on
an expanded general meeting of the
academy making the final choice of
candidates.

The advocates of democracy pre-
vailed, and only eight of the 23 candi-
dates nominated by the academy’s
presidium were elected. By law, a sec-
ond nomination of candidates for the
available seats had to be held. In the
repeat election Sakharov’s supporters
had their way and elected him to the
Congress of People’s Deputies.

Boris Yeltsins story is somewhat
different. His name is linked with at-
tempts to promote swift and radical
change, first of all, to eliminate all bu-
reaucratic and party privileges.

Yeltsin was nominated by more
than 50 work collectives and orga-
nizations. Like Sakharov, he said that,
as Moscow’s former party boss, he
preferred to secure the support of the
entire city and would run for election
in the Moscow district. The district
meeting registered his candidacy with
the other candidate, director general
Yevgeni Brakov of the ZIL truck
plant.

In the middle of March 1989, the
Central Committee of the Communist
Party held its plenary meeting, which
elected the deputies from the Com-
munist Party and which adopted a
resolution on the radical restructuring
of the party’s agrarian policy. At the
end of the meeting, six workers and
one collective farmer suggested exam-

ining the conduct of CPSU Central
Committee member Boris Yeltsin,
which, in their opinion, “went against
the political principles of the Central
Committee, ethics, and the
Rules of the CPSU.” The meeting
charged a commission of several Cen-
tral Committee members to delve into
the matter and submit its conclusions
to the next plenary meeting.

Emotions ran high. The situation
was unpleasantly reminiscent of the
times when unpopular decisions were
pushed through, allegedly on the ini-
tiative of the working people. Sponta-
neous meetings in support of Yeltsin
sprang up.

Yeltsin, who received nine out of
every 10 votes cast, won the election
in a landslide victory.

Perhaps the most popular word
during the elecion campaign was

“nakaz”’—the voters’ mandate to the
deputy to promote their interests and
will. The day before the election,
Pravda published a letter from Musco-
vite Valeri Mironov that, in my opin-
ion, can very well serve as a mandate
to all deputies.

“The war generation is leaving the
scene,” he wrote, “a generation that
knew nothing but hardship before the
war and worked like hell after the
war, restoring the economy until their
retirement on pension. I assure you,
it's not the search for a comfortable
life that makes millions of pensioners
beg for a chance to work a little
longer, without any limitations on
their earnings. The request comes
from those who are still strong
enough to work. But most of them are
completely exhausted. Are we so poor
that we cannot even create decent liv-
ing conditions for the people who
won the war and who now fear their
last days simply because they could
not save enough money for their own
funerals? Why do we keep spending
billions on projects that never get off
the ground and for space voyages “‘of
all nations?” I am convinced that the
reason for this is not because the state
treasury is empty but because of our
moral emptiness and neglect of the
older generation. I am not suggesting
solutions. I simply want my voice to
be heard by the deputies to the USSR
Supreme Soviet, the people who will
be guiding the country.” ]
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warily gazes at the high seas, with the United
States maintaining the bulk of its strategic arms on
submarines.

The Soviet-American negotiations on nuclear
and space arms in Geneva offer an example that
could be followed. (There is the prospect of halv-
ing them.) True, it’s not without reservations, but,
as they say, where there’s a will, there’s a way.
Suffice it to mention the reservations that were
successfully overcome in respect to the INF
Treaty. Therefore, we optimistically look forward
to the new U.S. Administration’s elaborating its
stance in Geneva without delay. Vienna will likely
reap the harvest.

Apart from the Vienna final document, other
vital understandings on the future of Europe—and
not Europe alone—were also reached. A peaceful
Old World means much for the New World. Take
humanitarian matters. I can point to many in-
stances when the United States was outspoken on
human rights in Eastern Europe, and when de-
bates deteriorated into mutual accusations to the
detriment of all aspects of East-West relations.
Now the Vienna consensus-has brought forth con-
crete and comprehensive formulas to guide both
sides in human rights discussions. American ex-
perts and political leaders are sure to notice the
Soviet response to the humanitarian items of the
Vienna final document. Soviet ministries and
other central offices have received instructions to
work out legal instruments that will facilitate for-
eign travel.

There is another telling fact. A mere two years
ago, Soviet and other spokespeople from socialist
countries referred only to social and economic
rights at the Geneva session of the UN Human
Rights Commission. A different situation existed
at the session held this past March, with delegates
from the socialist countries entering into debates
on civil and political rights. The West met this
halfway by agreeing to the discussion of social
and economic rights. The result was impressive:
Consensus was reached on close to 70 per cent of
the resolutions, as against 50 per cent at last year’s
session. Obviously, the democratic change sweep-
ing the Soviet Union is having a spectacular affect
on international relations.

December 1988, with the Armenian earthquake,
was a tragic month for the Soviet Union. Yet there
was some consolation. The scope of the tragedy
touched people around the world, and they
quickly mobilized to lend a helping hand. I don’t
think that such a large-scale rescue effort would
have been possible several years ago: The West
would have been wary of offering aid, and the
Soviet Union, of accepting it. Now, with
perestroika, people wanting to help hurried to Ar-
menia, some even without visas. The trip to Ar-
menia of then President-elect George Bush’s son
and grandson, which was covered widely by the

media, moved the Soviet people deeply. Truly,
good seeds were sown in the soil of contacts be-
tween the two great nations.

The times, they are a-changing, and unprece-
dented things are happening in Soviet-American
relations: For example, reporters from the New
York Times toured a maximum security prison in
Perm, a city in the Ural Mountains. American doc-
tors visited several Soviet mental hospitals.

With the change in global attitudes, the United
States and Great Britain no longer object to Mos-
cow as the venue for the 1991 International Con-
ference on Humanitarian Issues. Information ex-
change is also experiencing invigorating change.
Foreign radio broadcasts to the USSR are no
longer jammed. The New York Times, Le Monde,
and some other Western newspapers are sold at
Moscow newsstands.

The foreign press corps in Moscow is approach-
ing 500 members. They no longer grumble about
a lack of information. Now it’s just the opposite.
They don’t know what to do with the flood of
Soviet press reports or how to cover all the For-
eign Ministry briefings. More and more often for-
eign correspondents are being invited to contrib-
ute articles to the Soviet press and to appear on
national television. Moscow assignments are now
highly prized. Hundreds of Western news bureaus
are expanding their staffs, and the exchange of
correspondents has become the normal routine.
Reporters from New Jersey’s Trenton Times now
work in the Moscow News office, and vice versa.
Soviet journalists also work in the offices of the
Christian Science Monitor and the Idahonian. The
situation will only get better. That was the opin-
ion of Vienna delegates, whose final document
envisages the information forum held in London,
April 18 to May 12, 1989, which was to look for
ways to improve the accessibility and exchange of
information.

Europe’s future depends on its economy. The
East is attentively watching the strides of Western
integration and making its conclusions. It is con-
sidering ways to streamline cooperation between
the two systems, with an eye to increasing mutual
profits. All Vienna delegates, including those from
the United States and Canada, paid a great deal of
attention to European cooperation and concluded
a final document item on a conference on Euro-
pean Economic Cooperation (Bonn, 1990) to pro-
vide a new impetus to economic contacts through
a quest for new directions and potentials.

Events in other European cities besides Vienna,
London, Bonn, and Moscow will most likely at-
tract attention. An environmental conference is
scheduled for Sofia, Bulgaria, this coming autumn;
a Mediterranean conference, for Palma, Majorca,
in 1990; and a cultural heritage symposium, for
Cracow, Poland, in 1991. Events in Vienna pro-
vide an optimistic view of the future. a
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nally reached their destination.
Though 18 months had passed since
they had parted from their parents,
they were not a step closer to home.

For the following nine months the
children lived on Russian Island, a
small tract of land near Vladivostok.
The children later described those
months as their happiest. Credit for
that goes to the American Red Cross
volunteers and the Russian personnel
who succeeded in accomplishing a
herculean task. Who were those he-
roes? Railley Allen, a leading reporter
on the staff of the Honolulu Star Bulle-
tin, took his colleagues by total sur-
prise when he decided to leave for
Vladivostok.

“You want to go where? To do
what? Why?” his editor must have
bellowed.

“To Siberia, to help the Red Cross,”
Allen surely replied. “Because it’s the
right thing to do.”

Though the Honolulu Star Bulletin
lost a star reporter for a time, the Pet-
rograd Children’s Colony found a
leader in Railley Allen.

Allen’s right hand was Barl Bram-
hall, 26, from the state of Washing-
ton. Driven by the lure of adventure,
he became an officer of the Red
Cross.

Caring for the physical and mental
well-being of the displaced children
posed one type of challenge. Getting
them back home again with their
families was another. Though the
children were prepared to leave Vlad-
ivostok at a moment’s notice, they
had no choice but to stay. The Trans-
Siberian Railroad continued to be
hotly contested by the White Guards
and the Red Army, and the route was
not safe. What could be done?

One memorable day Allen assem-
bled his aides and announced:

“Since all overland routes are cut
off, we'll go by sea!”

he search for a boat be-

gan. A Japanese shipping

company undertook the

job of overhauling its

dry-cargo vessel the
Yomei Maru to carry the passengers. A
thousand hammocks were set up in
no time, along with a hospital,
kitchen, cafeteria, bakery, showers,
bathrooms, and so on.
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Soon the Yomei Maru, with the Jap-
anese insignia on its side, the Stars
and Stripes on its mast, and a large
red cross on its smokestack, was
ready to welcome its young passen-
gers aboard.

The youngsters from the Petrograd
Children’s Colony boarded the Yomei
Maru on July 9, 1920. Three days
later the ship raised anchor and began
its voyage across the Pacific. The first
port of call was Muroran, a city in
southwest Hokkaido, Japan. The
youngsters went ashore and spent the
day with Japanese children. Leaving
the island, the captain steered the
ship eastward toward San Francisco.

The captain made the following en-
tries in the ship’s log:

Tuesday, July 20, 1920. The
weather is cold and foggy. Some of
the waves roll over the deck.

... The ship’s English school is
hard at work. The American teachers
have undertaken to hold extra classes
in colloquial English.

... The emergency drill generated
much enthusiasm.

Saturday, July 24, 1920. Today is a
holiday, the name day for all the
Olgas onboard. There are 32 Olgas,
large and small. A dance was held in
the cafeteria in the evening.

For most of the voyage the weather
was bad, but the last leg of the trip to
San Francisco was cloudless. San
Franciscans had enthusiastically
awaited the arrival of the Yomei Maru
and had planned a full program of
entertainment for the young guests.
The city’s mayor welcomed the chil-
dren at a ceremony at City Hall.

After a few days the ship said fare-
well to scenic and hospitable Califor-
nia and headed for the Panama Ca-
nal. News of what the American press
dubbed “‘the children’s ship” pre-
ceded it, and thousands of people
lined the canal to greet the children
and bombard them with flowers and
fruit. The reception in New York was
equally warm.

“The whole wharf was filled with
people who had come out to welcome
us in New York,” recalls Valentina
Yakovleva. “When we came down
the gangplank, cameras were every-
where, and we felt like celebrities. So
many people wanted to take our pic-

ture, we kids soon got tired of it and
turned our backs.”

Not only San Franciscans and New
Yorkers but all Americans followed
closely that incredible odyssey of the
800 children from far-off Russia. Pres-
ident Woodrow Wilson also greeted
the children. The message he sent to
the representatives of the Red Cross
said that the hearts of the entire na-
tion were filled with the kindest sym-
pathy for Petrograd’s children and
with the hope that their future would
be sufficiently happy to compensate
for their past.

The journey continued as the Japa-
nese crew of the Yomei Maru steered
the ship toward European shores. In
the evenings movies were shown and
dance contests were held on deck.
Lenya Yakobson was chosen as the
best boy dancer.

The autumn of 1920 was mild. The
children kept daily logs on the dis-
tance that was covered and the dis-
tance they still had to go. Every
minute took them closer to their
homes, and this made the children’s
eyes sparkle with joy. On September
24, 1920, the captain of the ship
made the following entry in his log:

We've covered 13,005 miles from
Vladivostok, 2,902 from New York.
It’s 186 miles to destination.

But the Yomei Maru’s destination
wasn't Petrograd, as the children had
hoped; it was the Finnish port of
Koivisto (now Primorsk).

Finnish authorities accommodated
the youngsters at a sanatorium, while
Railley Allen announced that the chil-
dren wouldnt be sent to Petrograd
until their parents had been notified.
The Americans believed that the Civil
War might have forced some of the
families to leave the city. The Red
Cross wanted to faithfully fulfill its
obligation of returning the children
only to their parents.

Finally, late in October the long-
awaited letters from Petrograd ar-
rived. Allen read all of the corre-
spondence himself in order to be the
one to break any sad news to the chil-
dren if need be. Happily, most of the
news was good, and the parents
asked to be reunited with their chil-
dren as soon as possible.












ing toadies who painted the truth as
slander, heroes as spies and sabo-
teurs, and vice versa. They made the
Revolution and the Civil War an idyll,
with adventure-seeking Red knights
out to slay White dragons, whatever
happened.

However, many crucial questions
remain unanswered for the man in
the street. Here are just some: Was
the October 1917 Revolution a Bol-
shevik plot or a Bolshevik-led grass-
roots movement? Our historians
wrote books by the ton on this topic.
Willingly or not, they supported the
plot interpretation. It is high time to
discover the roots of the spontaneous
mass movement of 1917 and to ana-
lyze what bred the Revolution: the
deep political crisis sweeping Russia
at the time. Did the October 1917
Revolution have political prerequisites
as well as the well-studied economic
ones? Why didn't the ferment stop
with the February Revolution? Be-
cause the Bolsheviks wanted it that
way—or because the nation failed to
fulfill the tasks of that revolution?

We traditionally think that Bolshe-
viks treated Mensheviks and Socialist
Revolutionaries as enemies. But Lenin
said that an understanding of the
three parties prior to the Revolution
would have spared Russia from a civil
war. Where does that premise fit into
the picture?

We let many things go unques-
tioned. We praise Red Terror and ig-
nore the White. We hide our heads
like ostriches from truthful accounts
of the price Russia paid for its Revolu-
tion and Civil War. Another vital
topic that scholars never took up is
the correlation between the Russian
revolution and an international one,
to which the Bolsheviks looked for-
ward. As we know, their forecasts of
impending global revolutionary
developments proved all wrong.

The Revolution isn’t a sweet story
for fireside reading. It was a tragedy.
Counterrevolutionary forces re-
sponded to every revolutionary action
in kind.

Today the party has started a
mighty and consistent movement to-
ward socialism as Lenin saw it. As
eyewitnesses, we can't fully appreci-
ate the turn. We fail to see the gulf
that already separates us from our
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past and gets wider with each day.
Dementyeva: You have a personal
interest in the reappraisal of our past.
Right?

Shatrov: Yes. I come from a family of
revolutionaries. That’s the source of
my writing. My home was always im-
bued with the spirit of revolution,
even after our bereavement in 1937,
when many of my relatives died. Re-
habilitation for us started in 1956 and
ended several months ago when the
last of my relatives, Alexei Rykov, a
prominent statesman and one of the
foremost Communists, was posthu-
mously exonerated. You aren’t of my
generation, and you can’t fully under-
stand what it was like to be related to
an opposition leader then. My
mother, a woman of courage, brought
up my brother and me to revere inno-
cent suffering and commiserate with
the humiliated and the insulted. Later
she, too, was arrested.

Dementyeva: Was the cult of Stalin
objectively inevitable in socialist
development?

Shatrov: Stalin is one of the foremost
figures in twentieth century history.
Stalin, who was also a Communist
himself, was a patent criminal. Not
that he strangled the Communist
movement with his atrocities. But he
drove it into a crisis from which it
hasn’t yet emerged.

Were we doomed to Stalinism? His-
tory is a fantastic interplay of objec-
tive trends and subjective factors. Of
that I'm positive. We often read now
that regularities of the historical proc-
ess never depend on personal voli-
tion. As I see it, what we have here is
a misinterpretation of the Marxist
concept of the laws of history. The
Marxist concept concerns vast peri-
ods. We apply it to tiny stretches of
time, a decade or two, and the result
is ludicrous, to say the least.

Another extreme concept explains
everything by Stalin’s demoniac
personality. But objective factors do
exist, even if they are ignored. Lenin
saw them as clearly as we do now.
He was aware of Russia’s backward-
ness and the youthful weakness of its
democracy. He charted a democratic
way to achieve socialism in his works
of 1922 and 1923. Stalin chose the
opposite path. He and other members
of the Central Committee made that

choice freely. It was not dictated by
objective negative factors. They were
fully responsible for that choice. Even
though Stalin crushed his opponents
in the Central Committee in 1929,
that does not free them from respon-
sibility. Too much was at stake, and
the results were too dire. Stalin
wasn’t the only one to blame—we
just use his name to denote hundreds
of his followers in the upper echelons.
But these are all preliminary notes for
the public debates that, I hope, will
take place someday.

Dementyeva: How will the Soviet
Union develop from now on? And
what would you say in a play about
our future if you were to write one?
Shatrov: Our future depends on the
success of perestroika. If perestroika
fails, reactionaries of the most rabid
sort will take the upper hand, I'm
sure. We have no guarantees that
perestroika is irreversible, Mikhail
Gorbachev said recently. The current
developments bear out his point. Ev-
erything depends on the correlation
of social forces. That’s always the case
in history. So I won’t engage in vain
guesswork. But at last we are seeing
some hopeful developments. Now a
lot depends on updating and new
blood. The Central Committee of the
party provides an inspiring example
for us. So it’s high time that we grow
more responsible. If the rank and file
doesn’t support the change for which
the upper echelons are working,
perestroika will fail. Updating is vital
in the Communist Party and every-
where else.

As for a play about the future, I'm
sure I'll never write one.
Dementyeva: We sometimes fail to
see the Revolution as part and parcel
of Russian history. What do you
think?

Shatrov: Our Revolution arose out of
our past. Many processes that began
in the nineteenth century got bogged
down by circumstances and needed a
revolution to push them forward. So
the Revolution was an inevitable
stage in our history. It’s wrong to say
that our history started from scratch
in 1917. We must view it as one in-
separable whole.
Dementyeva: You justified revolu-
tionary terror in The Bolsheviks and
Continued on page 60


















Cards

Continued trom page 58

Without the possibility of putting
their works on display in public gal-
leries and exhibition halls, the artists
had absolutely no chance of winning
public recognition. If somehow they
did manage to arrange a show in a
neighborhood community center, the
show would be closed immediately.

In 1967, during the fiftieth anniver-
sary of the October 1917 Revolution,
another small ray of hope appeared.
In an effort to show the world that
Soviet artists had ample opportunity
for free creative expression, the wife
of an American correspondent was
permitted to exhibit 80 Soviet paint-
ings, including six or seven works by
Nemukhin, in the United States. That
exhibit, which was held at the Mu-
seum of Modern Art in New York,
drew keen public interest and re-
ceived rave reviews in the American
press. The museum purchased many
of the paintings.

Although that was truly an event
for Soviet artists, it did nothing to
change their situation. The authorities
were not receptive to world opinion,
and they continued to pursue their
restrictive policy toward ‘‘these
nonconformists.”

When the vacuum around the inde-
pendent artists became intolerable,
Nemukhin and some other artists de-
cided to take their works outdoors
and display them in the open air. Af-
ter receiving permission (no small
feat), the artists assembled on the ap-
pointed day in September 1974 in a
vacant lot of a new residential neigh-
borhood in Moscow. However, much
to their shock, they were met by bull-
dozers and water sprinklers.

After that incident, which came to
be known as the “bulldozer exhi-
bition,” Nemukhin’s wife and many
of his friends emigrated.

Nemukhin, too, had an opportunity
to emigrate. By then he had won rec-
ognition in the West, and collectors
began seeking out his works. Also,
studies of his art were published in
many countries. The critics singled
him out for his exquisite technique
and mastery of color. Exhibits of his
paintings and drawings were held in
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Japan, Norway, France, and Switzer-
land, all the exhibited works were
taken from private collections.

And yet, Nemukhin did not leave.
He figured that if things were bad in
his country, they would still be worse
abroad. Nemukhin says that a recent
six-week stay in Paris proved to him
that he’d been right all along to re-
main in Moscow during those tough
years. No, he’s not against living in
Paris for a time, he says, but his
greatest inspiration comes to him
when he is home.

“My trip to France helped me put a
lot of things in perspective, and I
could really see the differences be-
tween the Roman and the Slavic cul-
tures,” Nemukhin says.

When he first began abstract paint-
ing, Nemukhin searched a long time
for something through which he
could express himself as a Russian
artist. Quite unexpectedly, a deck of
ordinary playing cards caught his at-
tention. Later the cards began to
haunt him. “That’s it!” he thought.
Cards are sophisticated and yet very
trivial, objects familiar to everyone,
ancient and modern, and very Rus-
sian. Also, through the cards he felt
he was continuing the tradition
started by the Knight of Diamonds,
one of the early twentieth century
groups of Russian avant-garde artists.

Nemukhin’s cards are somewhat
geometrical and attractively spatial.
His use of color is also appealing: yel-
low for the sun, blue for the sky, and,
of course, white—always white! “Ev-
erything is white; it's riveting!” a

viewer wrote about one of
Nemukhin’s pictures in the Visitors
Book at an exhibition.

Nemukhin’s sculptural compo-
sitions, which are dedicated to fellow
artists, are a harmonious combination
of cubes, spheres, and cones. The art-
ist says that he is attempting to con-
vey the character of his subjects
through the use of abstract elements.

Today Nemukhin has great popu-
larity and takes part in many official
Soviet exhibitions. Museums also bid
for his works. With such new-found
success, Nemukhin could easily rest
on his laurels, but that’s not his style.
He is now working with a committee
to establish a museum of modern So-
viet art in Moscow or Leningrad. =

SHATROV:
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appealed to humanism in Dictatorship
of Conscience. So your views have
changed, haven’t they?

Shatrov: I never justified terror! I
wanted to explain why the Bolsheviks
reverted to it. I showed how unwill-
ing they were to start it. Oleg
Yefremov, head of the Arts Theater,
directed the first production of my
play. He and I wanted a serious dis-
cussion of Red Terror from today’s
viewpoint. We knew into what it had
degenerated by the 1930s. I based my
play on a humanist idea: The Revolu-
tion didn’t need the terror. But we
know, at the same time, that revolu-
tionaries unable to defend their gains
are a bunch of starry-eyed idealists
whose cause is doomed. Red Terror
was a drastic measure to which the
Bolsheviks were forced. We can’t ac-
cept it now. Our humanist instinct re-
volts against it.

Dementyeva: “Shatrov monopolized
the Lenin topic,” a critic once said.
Any comment?

Shatrov: I have to work all alone. Ar-
tistic rivalry is tonic and invigorating
like economic competition. But I'm a
lone wolf. There are reasons for it.
My younger colleagues know how I
was harassed and persecuted for 30
years because of my plays, and they
aren’t too eager to deal with the topic.

All those years, the Lenin theme
existed in Soviet drama at a simplistic,
officially recognized level. The best
achievements were suppressed by the
Institute of Marxism-Leninism, and
lukewarm things that disturbed no
hearts were welcome—and it con-
cerned no one that such potboilers
discredited Lenin.

Now I want to write a play about
Lenin’s last fight. Abdication, I'll call
it. The action will take place in
Stalin’s office in 1923. Lenin will al-
ways remain behind the scenes. It'll
be a story of the ailing leader’s des-
perate effort to thwart the tragic
developments that he foresaw better
than anyone else. Many of his com-
rades in arms betrayed him without
knowing it. It's a gripping topic,
moral and political, projected into to-
day and tomorrow. [ ]





















