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THE EYE
OF THE
STORM

By JOHN KOHAN MOSCOW

ven by his standards, itwas an extraordinary week for

the man in the spare, spacious office on the third

floor of the Council of Ministers building inside the
Kremlin. Any one of the setbacks that befell him between
Monday and Friday would have been a severe test of his in-
genuity and stamina. His attempt to revive a stagnant
economy seemed only to be provoking fresh resistance
from populace and parliament alike. Just as the war of
nerves between the Kremlin and secessionists in Lithuania
entered a new and delicate phase, Mikhail Gorbachev sud-
denly faced a challenge to his power much closer to home.
His only real rival in the turbulent arena of Soviet politics,
the maverick former Politburo member Boris Yeltsin,
mounted an impressive campaign to become the president
of the country’s largest and most important republic, the
Russian federation.

Nor was all quiet on the international front. With Gor-
bachev preparing to leave for this week’s summit meeting in
Washington, his host George Bush indicated that because
too many Americans see Gorbachev as the bully of the Bal-
tics, it might be difficult to lift trade restrictions against the
Soviet Union. Meanwhile, Gorbachev’s Foreign Minister,
Eduard Shevardnadze, met with his West German counter-
part, Hans-Dietrich Genscher, in Geneva. It was an upbeat
meeting except on what may be the single most neuralgic
point for Soviet foreign policy: Genscher reiterated that a
unified Germany will be a member of NATO.

Despite all these new problems and reminders of old
ones, Gorbachev was still trying to convey the impression
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that he was driying.events rather than re-
acting to them. In one of his boldest politi-
cal gambles yet, he linked the implementa-
tion of economic reform—higher prices,
lower state subsidies and the introduction
of some free-market mechanisms—to a
nationwide referendum. So much, he
seemed to be saying, for the twin charges
that he is unwilling to submit to genuine
democracy and afraid of tough decisions.
The immediate response of his fellow citi-
zens was not encouraging. In Moscow and
other cities, panicky shoppers stripped
stores of what little remained on the
shelves. Miners in the Donbass region who
struck for three weeks last summer said
they would protest the impending price
rises and call for a nationwide strike next
month. While Gorbachev’s critics were
puzzling over that ploy, he made a tantaliz-
ing new offer to the Lithuanians: their own
state in two to three years if they “freeze”
their unilateral declaration of in-
dependence. Then, when he met
with French President Frangois
Mitterrand for a tour of the hori-
zon, Gorbachev reiterated his in-
sistence that ending the cold war
means retiring NATO.

In the midst of these multiple
challenges, Gorbachev met for an
hour last Tuesday with five jour-
nalists from TiMmE for his only in-
terview before leaving for the
summit. All around the world,
and all around the Soviet Union,
people may be wondering how
long Gorbachev will last, and how
he has survived with so many
things going so wrong. Those
questions, however, were far from .
his thinking. He was the man at the eye of
the storm, supremely confident that he will
still be working his will and wit on the
world when the thunder and gale-force
winds are spent.

Dispensing quickly with protocol, Gor-
bachev motioned his visitors to join him,
along with two aides and an interpreter, in
deep-cushioned brown leather chairs
ranged around a small oval table of stylish-
ly crafted, elegantly polished black wood.
The intimate setting was in marked con-
trast to the traditional long, rectangular,
green baize-covered table at which delega-
tions in Communist countries square off
over battlements of bottled mineral water.

Gorbachey was at the top of his form as
a master of human interaction. He has ele-
vated eye contact and hand gestures to an
art form, using both not just for emphasis
but also for nuance: a little wink when he
wants his listeners to join him in a smile, a
rabbit chop or a wagging finger when he
wants them to remember who is boss. His
probing, dark brown eyes are constantly
scanning his listeners, looking by turns
stern, quxuncal, amused playful. Whm eycs

~n

meet, they both challenge and hint at shared
confidences. Whatever lies nearby—a foun-
tain pen, a gray glasses case from a Paris op-
tician, his gold-rimmed bifocals—quickly
becomes a prop for Gorbachev’s one-man
show. When the hands are at rest, his
thumbs twiddle, not so much in impatience
as with excess energy. He modulates his
baritone voice for maximum effect, some-
times dropping the volume so that visitors
automatically lean toward him. His lilting
south Russian intonation softens the harsh
edge of a remonstration.

Nearly five years ago, when Gorbachey
gave TIME his first face-to-face interview
with Western journalists, he had been in
office for seven months. Then, he relied ex-
tensively on typewritten notes, color-coded
in red, blue and green. Last week he spoke
extemporaneously on everything from
ecology to German unification to the con-
cept of “civil society.” He made knowing
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Campaigner Boris Yeltsin pressing the flesh in Red Square

references to American politics and eco-
nomics, not always drawing conclusions
favorable to his own country. Highlights:
® Like virtually all his fellow citizens, Gor-
bacheyv is absorbed by the Soviet Union’s
domestic problems. He described as a
“shift in direction comparable in magni-
'tudc to the October Revolution” the pack-
age of reform measures that his Prime
Minister, Nikolai Ryzhkov, publicly an-
nounced two days later. He added, howev-
er, that they would not require so many
sacrifices as Poland’s “shock therapy,”
which entailed skyrocketing prices and
widespread unemployment.
® The only foreign policy issue that Gorba-
chev wanted to dwell on at any length was
German membership in NATO. He assert-
ed; almost pi pugnacnouxly, that the issue will
be an area of “major disagreement” when
he sits down with George Bush in the Oval
Office.
®In a thinly veiled jab at West German
Chancellor Helmut Kohl, Gorbachev said
his “biggest concern” in foreign policy was
“some politicians who still think about in-
termuonal rclallons mo:(!v wnh respect to

their own terms of office and electoral am-
bitions at a time when we are trying to lay
down the foundations for a new interna-
tional community.”
® Hinting at the offer he would make later
in the week, Gorbachev stressed his com- |
mitment to seeking a “political solution” in
the Baltics and said there were “new and
encouraging signs” of a way to end the cri-
sis. The next day the Lithuanian parlia- |
ment suspended some of its secessionist
legislation, though it stopped short of
freezing its March 11 declaration of
independence. |
® Of all the troubles he faces, Gorbachev
said he is most concerned about the grow-
ing sphl among the supporters of pere-
stroika™ and the challenge to his aulhurlty
“from the extreme left” and from “ones
who pretend to be populists but who don’t |
really represent the people’s interest at
all.” He clearly had in mind Yeltsin, who
was politicking vigorously for the
post of the presidency of the Rus-
sian federation. Gorbachev lob-
bied personally on behalf of the |
federation’s current Prime Minis-
ter, Alexander Vlasov, and ac-
cused Yeltsin of favoring a “col-
lapse” of the Soviet Union. But at
the end of the week, Vlasov with-
drew his candidacy after a verbal
drubbing from speakers at the
Russian  Congress of People’s |
Deputies. The only serious re-
maining rival to Yeltsin was Ivan
Polozkov, the conservative party
boss from Krasnodar who has
made no secret of his support for
another Gorbachev rival, Yegor
Ligachev. ‘

On Saturday, Yeltsin was narrowly
ahead of Polozkov in a key round of ballot-
ing, but failed to clinch the presidency.
More feverish pnllllL ng is expected this
week. One thing is certain: Gorbachev will
continue trying to position himself as the
centrist alternative to what he called in the
interview “crazies” like Yeltsin on the left
and the hard-liners on the right.

With such a cacophony of debate and
criticism at home, Gorbachev will un-
doubtedly appreciate the welcome await-
ing him in Washington, Minneapolis and
San Francisco. Itis one of the many ironies
of the Gorbachev phenomenon that he has
to travel abroad, to the heart of what his |
predecessors considered the enemy camp,
to hear crowds cheer for him. However, in
the interview last week, he seemed in no
danger of succumbing to the sour mood of |
so many of his countrymen. Every bit as
significant as what he said was an almost
eerie serenity rooted in absolute certitude
about his course. “My confidence,” he
said, “comes from knowing that what we're
doing is right and necessary. Othuwisc. I
wouldn’t be able to bear th burden.” ]
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“1 AM AN OPTIMIST”

Expressing impatience toward his critics and advice for foreign heads of state, Gorbachev
sees himself as the leader of a new revolution and a visionary for the end of the century

After greeting his visitors from TIME,
Mikhail Gorbachev observed that since he
had already prepared written answers to a list
of questions submitted in advance, “there’s
really no need to waste any more time or pa-
per.” He gave a hearty laugh, then invited the
group to join him at a small oval conference |
table in the comer of his office and, without
ceremony, launched into the subject that is
most on his nind these days—the domestic
economy.

‘ve just come from a meeting of the

Presidential Council. We were dis-

cussing radical measures for the re-

form of our economy. At this point we
need only a short period of time, a few
months, to take some important steps that,
in essence, will mean the transition to a
regulated market economy. In Russian
that word, regulated, is difficult to pro-
nounce. It’s even more difficult to
accomplish.

In many countries the development of
a full-fledged market economy has taken
centuries. For us the next year or two will
be the most intensive stage of the transi-
tion. Shortly, Prime Minister Ryzhkov will
report to the Supreme Soviet on the basis
of the discussion and analysis that we've
just had in the Presidential Council.

To put it briefly, what we're talking
about is a shift in direction comparable in
magnitude to the October Revolution, be-
cause we will be replacing one economic
and political model with another.

Often people ask where we are going,
whether we are retreating from socialism
or moving toward socialism. As we move
along this path, our point of departure is to
make good on the potential of the socialist _
idea. The very fact that I'm saying this is
further proof that I'm a convinced social-
ist. I think in the questions you sent me,
you were probing my ideological positions.
Well, T am a communist. I'm sure that an-
swer doesn’t make you too enthusiastic,
but it shouldn’t make you panic either. It’s
quite normal.

Q. You compare your economic reform to
the October Revolution. The revolution came
as a great shock to your society.
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A. This will be a shock. But not a Polish one.

We have given careful thought about which way to go. One al-
ternative was shock therapy. Instead we have decided to proceed
radically, but on the basis of the special characteristics of our
economy. Most Western economists believe we're doing the right
thing. We can’t just follow someone else’s model automatically.
There was a time when we tried to impose our model on others. It
would be a disaster if we just borrowed blindly another country’s
model. That’s why we think we should take a radical path but
without shocks.

Q. But you said you were going
to accomplish all this in a year
or two.

A. That’s for the transition. It
will take one or two years to in-
troduce the market mecha-
nisms and the infrastructure.
But then it will take a long time
to develop a real market econo-
my. First we have to adopt and
implement various laws on tax-
es, enterprise, antitrust, credit,
finance and social protection—
the safety net—all within the
context of a market economy.

Q. And private property?

A. Well, life will show us. [
wouldn’t rule it out. We'll be
phasing out state property and
establishing shareholder com-
panies, leasehold properties,
cooperative enterprises and in-
dividual employment. Broadly
speaking, self-employed people
will include those who work in
their own shops or on their own
plots of land. In developed
Western countries, there are
various concepts of a market
economy. For example, there is
a more liberal approach in the
U.S., while in some European
countries, such as France and
Scandinavia, there is more gov-
ernment regulation; a signifi-
cant portion of the economy is
publicly owned. But even there,
everything operates within the
framework of a market.

Q. Most Soviet and Western
economists warn that you can't
have radical reform of the Soviet
y without inflation and

amounts of each.

A. I think both things will happen. You should bear in mind that
we have quite a few factories in the Soviet Union that are simply
inefficient. They're going to have to reorient their production.
People will have to be retrained. Many will have to find new occu-
pations. That’s why we are establishing a system of social protec-
tion that will enable these people to make the transition. In Amer-
ica and other developed Western countries, most people are
employed in the services sector, while two-thirds of our people are
in the production sector. We've got a lot of work ahead of us to ex-
pand jobs in the services sector. We'll be looking at other coun-
tries as we decide which way to go. We feel ourselves part of a

d probably large
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“Perestroika has already awakened
our people. They've changed.

We have a different society now.
We will never slip backward. We
will keep moving ahead.”

global civilization, and we want to be organically included in the
entire world economically.

At the same time, however, it would be an |environmental| ca-
tastrophe if all the countries of the world tried to achieve the stan-
dard of living of the U.S. America already consumes a dispropor-
tionate percentage of the world’s energy resources. That's why [
stress the conflict between consumer society and nature.

Q. But it seems that many people in your country are concerned not
with the conflict between nature and progress but with the absence of
progress itself; they're not sure whether you can deliver on improved
living standards.

A. You'd be mistaken if you
think people are not troubled
by the environment, by the con-
flict between industry and na-
ture. Their concerns have
caused 1,000 factories to be
shut down. The result has been
the loss of 10 billion rubles’
worth of production. Just look
at the Congress of the Russian
Federation, which is debating
the question of sovereignty.
Many speakers are defining |
sovereignty precisely in terms of
how most efficiently to use the
resources of the republic.

Of course you're right that
technological progress has stim
ulated the search for new forms
of economic management and
organization. The old system
rejected technological achieve-
ment. Now, by making the tran-
sition to market mechanisms,
we're going to adopt state pro-
grams that stimulate science
and education, and we're also
going to convert our defense in-
dustries in a way that shifts our
society onto the path of scientif-
ic and economic progress.

Perestroika has already
awakened our people. They've
changed. We have a different
society now. We will never slip
backward. There’s still a ques-
tion of whether the process will
go slower or faster, whether it
will be more or less painful. But
we will certainly keep moving
ahead. There might be certain
zigzags along the way. That’s
unavoidable when a country is
undergoing major changes. But the fact remains that this change,
perestroika, is a fitting conclusion to the 20th century. It is an event
that has engaged not only the Soviet people but people through-
out the world, including those from societies quite different from
ours.

From a strategic standpoint, I'm pleased with what we have ac-
complished. We've given a powerful impetus to the process of new
political thinking both within the Soviet Union and around the
world. Of course there are a lot of problems that are cause for con-
cern. In domestic affairs, we're troubled by socioecconomic ten-
sions that can be exploited by both the extreme left and the ex-
treme right. People with their own agendas and ambitions are
trying to mislead our society.




In foreign policy, our biggest concern is with some politicians
who still think about international relations mostly with respect to
their own terms of office and clectoral ambitions at a time when
we are trying to lay the foundations for a new international com-
munity. Such politicians look for partners who have the same in-
correct approach. 1f people don't understand what's most impor-
tant, then there can be no genuine international cooperation.

Q. You say there is a danger of these concerns' being exploited both
from the right and from the left. Which is the greater danger?
A. The biggest danger would be a split among the supporters of
perestroika. We've got to solidi-

fy the main trend. We under-

stand those whom we call

healthy conservatives, who sup-

port a commonsense approach.

We have to take into account

their doubts and concerns. We

invite their cooperation. On the

left too there are people who

are worried that perestroika is

not moving fast enough. Their

hopes and concerns are quite

normal, and we must take ac-

count of them. What is very

dangerous is extremism. I'm

thinking of the people I call the

crazies. These are the ones who

pretend to be populists but who

don’t really represent the peo-

ple’sinterests at all.

Q. You used the chilling phrase
civil war when you were recently
on a visit to the Urals. In what
sense does this danger exist,
and how can it be averted?

A. I'm glad you asked, because
I think the answer will be of in-
terest not just to the readers of
TIME but to the Soviet people
as well. T have been personally
criticized for being too soft or
too democratic. I don’t know if
it's possible to be too democrat-
ic, but that's what is sometimes
said. And I'm also criticized for
being indecisive. Some people
are nostalgic for the past. 1
think we should move along the
path we have chosen, which is
the path of developing and ex-
panding the processes of de-
mocratization and glasnost. We
are committed to that. We'll be

I

“In these politically charged times
and in this turbulent society,
some people are trying to fuel the
flames and light the fuses.”

GORBACHEV INTERVIEW

extremists exist. We should not ignore their activities. It's because
of them that we've had bloodshed in some parts of our country,
particularly in the form of ethnic conflict.

We should take advantage of the chance we have to bring
about real change and to build a democratic country based on the
rule of law, a real civil saciety.

Q. We must ask you about the Baltics, secession and nationalism.

A. As far as scparatism is concerned, I've already answered. As for
my view on the development of our federation, I'm speaking about
the Baltics almost every day. We're seeking a political solution,
and we're doing so precisely at
this moment. As President, |
took an oath of office to uphold
the constitution. Certain anti-
constitutional developments
are taking place. They began
just as we started our Congress
of People’s Deputies. The con-
gress considered the situation,
declared the decisions of the
Lithuanian parliament illegal
and instructed me as President
to uphold the constitution. As |
said to Senator [George| Mitch-
ell [the majority leader] when
he visited me [last April], if an
American President had been
given that task, he probably
would have accomplished it in
24 hours. But it’s not like that
here. For us the presidency is a
new experience.

We really hope to find a so-
lution to this extremely sensi-
tive issue within the framework
of our constitution. We are
looking for a way Lo restore con-
stitutional order and authority,
and to do so by political means.
Let me just stop there, particu-
larly because recently we've
seen some new and encourag-
ing signs.

Q. Do you expect a major dis-
agreement with President Bush
about a united Germany's being
in NATO?

A. [ wouldn't say I expect a ma-
jor disagreement—1I'll state for
a fact that there will be one. But |
I do expect the differences to be
narrowed as a result of my dis-
cussions with President Bush. 1

guided on that path by the rule of law. That means there should be | hope the character of the relationship I've developed with the

one law for everyone; everyone should be equal before the law.,
Nor should we yield to pressure from those who would Tike us to
tighten the screws, as they put it. Of course we'll find some screws

| loose, and they will have to be tightened. But repression, witch-
hunts, the search for enemies—all that is unacceptable. It’s not
what we want, and it’s not what our people want.

What I have to do is use my personal authority and my political
powers as President to speed up our progress toward becoming a
state fully governed by the rule of law. That won’t be easy. In these
politically charged times and in this turbulent society, overbur-
dened as it is with all kinds of problems, some people are trying to
fuel the flames and light the fuses. There’s no question that these

President will permit us to move forward rather than backward in
our discussions. When two partners meet, each side has its own in-
terests to look after, and the other side must take that into ac-
count. The main thing is to find as much harmony as possible be-
tween the two sides’ positions. If, in any area of Soviet foreign
policy, we're doing something that damages the interests of the
U.S., then that policy cannot be successful. If, however, we're able
1o establish a better balance in our relations with the U.S., then
both sides can achieve their ends.

In foreign policy too we have to get rid of the command-
administrative system [jargon for dictatorial rule]. There’s no oth-
er choice. It's the imperative of our time.
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Q. Looking at the things that have happened in Eastern Europe and in
your own country in the past few years, many Americans wonder
whether you had any idea of what was going to happen, if it was part of
your plans, or whether you have been as surprised by events as we
have been.

A. I had an idea—an idea to change our society on the inside and
also to change what is going on outside, around our country, and
to do 5o on the basis of new realities. But when people speak to me
about various models and timetables, as though all this had hap-
pened according to a train schedule, I can only smile. I recently
spoke to party members in the electoral district where I was elect-
ed to the 28th Party Congress
[scheduled to take place this
summer]. I told my listeners: If
anyone says to you there are
simple solutions to our prob-
lems, if anyone promises that
such a thing exists, then that
person is nothing but a con art-
ist; he's out to deceive you. At
such turning points in history,
all sorts of people come for-
ward in the political, economic
and cultural arenas. Some are
just a bit strange, while others
are downright dangerous. It's
important to know which kind
you're dealing with. No one will
announce that he is out to de-
stroy society or that he is
against the interests of the peo-
ple; he will bare his chest and
claim to be marching under the
banner of revolution and the
people’s interests. But people
are beginning to see things
more clearly. They know who
their real friends are. They're
giving credit where it's due—to
those who are genuinely devot-
ed to perestroika and to this
tough challenge we face.

This is really a very de-
manding time for all of us. We
have to look at things carefully;
we have to analyze where we
are and anticipate where we are
going as we move forward to a
new society.

I'am an optimist.

Q. How can you be so relaxed for
someone who faces such huge
problems?

A. My confidence comes from
knowing that what we’re doing is right and necessary. Otherwise, I
wouldn’t be able to bear the burden.

During the interview, Gorbachev handed across the table a type-
written document with his signature on the first page. It contained his
dictated answers to these questions submitted several weeks earlier.

Q. Some fear that Newtonian physics governs superpower relations:
What goes up must come down. They warn that our countries' interac-
tion has in the past been prone to wild swings between euphoria and
depression, cooperation and conflict, thaw and chill. Do you see any
such danger? How can we avoid such cycles? How can the recent
progress be made permanent?

P o =
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“If, in any area of Soviet foreign
policy, we’re doing something
that damages the interests

of the U.S., then that policy
cannot be successful.”

A. I do not believe that any relentless “law of the cycles” exists in
relations between our two countries or in international affairs
generally. Everything is in human hands, primarily of course in the
hands of policymakers.

In the past, when the entire infrastructure of confrontation—
from ideological intransigence to the arms race as the mainstay of
security policy—was still intact, fluctuations and even abrupt
swings were probably inevitable in our relations.

A return to where we were yesterday is hardly possible now, if
only because politicians have become quite well aware of the in-
tegrity and interdependence of our world. And also because there
is little chance that either side
could revive the “enemy image’
that used to fuel the cold war
and confrontation.

We have come to under-
stand clearly our own best inter-
ests and present-day world re-
alitiecs. We have learned too
much about each other to be
able to revert to old preconcep-
tions and ideological clichés.
Besides, if the Soviet Union and
the U.S. are to keep their rela-
tions on the basis of reason,
they simply cannot afford con-
frontation with each other.
Each simply has too many im-
mense, crucial problems, and
there are global threats looming
over the entire human race.

As President of my country,
I obviously protect the interests
of the US.S.R. Yet I also have
concern and respect for the le-
gitimate interests of the US. 1
try to understand what worries
the Americans. If both sides |
take this approach, we will be
able to accomplish a great deal
and make steady and continu-
ous progress in our relations.

New steps forward are the
best guarantee against backslid-
ing—in arms reductions, which
still cannot kecp pace with po-
litical changes; in our coopera-
tion on transnational problems; |
in economic, scientific, techno-
logical and cultural exchanges;
and in simple human contacts
among people of different gen-
erations and occupations.

Q. What are the most important
themes to have emerged in the past several years?
A. Everyone remembers where we stood in the mid-'80s. The arms
race was gathering momentum. The nations of the Third World
were in a terrible plight. Regional conflicts constantly threatened
to get out of control. Enmity kept the world permanently dis-
turbed and waiting for disaster, for global explosions.

So looking back on those years, I see a number of major
changes in people’s minds and on the political scene.

First, the bankruptcy of militarism and its dangers have be-
come more obvious. Attitudes toward war and military power as
instruments of state policy have changed. People have begun to
realize that the earth is getting too small for wars and that they
have to put an end to the spiraling arms race. The burden of
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today’s military spending has proved too heavy even for rich na-
tions such as the U.S. To sum up, toward the end of the 1980s
there appeared a glimmer of hope that the global political process
could be demilitarized.

Second, it was during the 1980s that mankind for the first time
seriously began to think in ecological terms. The need for radically
reassessing the relationship between mankind and the planet was
made manifest by Chernobyl, acid rain, ozone-layer depletion, the
greenhouse effect, vanishing forests and freshwater shortages.
The ecological movement is now on the rise. Government policies
are beginning to change. International ecological cooperation has
begun. Yet it will take a tremendous effort to overcome the inertia
of mindless devastation of the environment, or even restrain the
inertia generated by the industrial era.

Third, and this is related to the first two points, there is a
| greater awareness now that the countries and peoples of the
East, the West, the North and the South—however different their
social systems and levels of development, and however dissimilar
their cultures, beliefs and ideologies—are parts of a single world
and have basic, vital interests in common. These elements of unity
and this new social sclf-awareness form the foundation on which
modern world politics should be built. And this is already
happening.

Fourth, the 1980s marked a major watershed in the history of
the Soviet Union. The logic of life confronted us with the need for
profound changes in the context of our socialist choice. Hence our
perestrotka. For our people, progress is inconceivable without the
socialist idea. Hence also the powerful tendency toward demo-
cratic change here. Hence too the new thinking in foreign policy.
Changes inside the U.S.S.R. have had a profound impact on world
developments; there is a new international situation, with greater
prospects for a period of peace in the development of civilization
and vast opportunities for a better life for pecople everywhere.

We continue to back up our new philosophy with deeds, with
action, with the force of example. Perestroika and new thinking are
inseparable.

Fifth, after the Soviet Union, the democratic tide has swept
other countries, especially those with closer ties to us. Naturally,
developments took a different course in cach of these countries.
But they also had a common logic, with a dramatic increase in the
social and political activity of citizens secking Lo gain genuine con-
trol over their lives and the policies of their governments.

Whether these developments are to bring aboul true progress
and real innovation will depend on how firmly we establish in
world politics the principles of freedom of choice and the renunci-
ation of force, which does not mean just military force. As far as
we in the Soviet Union are concerned, this matter has been settled
once and for all. But others still seem to be tempted to resort to
old methods and confrontational approaches, where one side’s
victory is another’s defeat.

New thinking does not come easily. It turns out that one must
learn it the hard way, as I see both in my own country and in
the US.

Summarizing the essence of the historic turn that occurred in
the 1980s, I would say this: within a very short span of time, people
have begun to regain hope for a better future.

Q. More specifically, what are the most important changes since you
were last in Washington for your summit meeting with former Presi-
dent Reagan in December 19877

A. Over these 2% years, relations between our two countries have
changed in a fundamental way. A mutual understanding has
emerged that the cold war has become a thing of the past. And a
great deal has been done to make that really happen. We have
started to build a relationship on a new basis. We've agreed that
the disputes between us can be resolved and, furthcrmore, that
those disputes are less significant than the new challenges that
confront mankind. As a result, a process of actually reducing nu-
clear and conventional arms has become possible and is now un-
der way. Regional conflicts have become a subject on which we
can work constructively together.

Our ties have grown noticeably in such areas as science, educa-
tion and culture, and particularly in informal human contacts. We
have increased the flow of all kinds of information about each oth-
er in both directions, and it is becoming more objective.

It’s necessary to protect and augment what has been accom-
plished in Soviet-U.S. relations. We live in dramatic times. Events
can take sharp and unexpected turns. That makes it all the more
dangerous to have in our minds the stercotypes of the cold war.
Yet those stereotypes are still alive. Let me put it this way: the
strength of our relationship is being tested, and it will be tested
again in the future. We should keep that in mind.

In my assessment, President Bush and I have come to trust
cach other more since our discussions at Malta. Contacts that fol-

“I DETEST LIES”

Q. Many have said that you are presiding over the di
ment of communism. What does it mean to be a communist
today, and what will it mean in years to come?

A. 1 am now, just as I've always been, ¢ d commu-
nist. It's useless to deny the enormous and unique contri-
bution of Marx, Engels and Lenin to_the history of social
thought and to modern civilization as a_ whole. They
turned the idea of socialism into a real force for progress.
They bear no responsibility for the distortions of that idea
that occurred when it was put into practice.

To be communist, as I see it, means to not be afraid of
what is new, to reject obedience to any dogma, to think in-
dependently, to submit one’s thoughts and plans of action
to the test of morality and, through political action, to
help working people realize their hopes and aspirations
and live up to their abilitics. I believe that to be a commu-
nist today means first of all to be consistently democratic

and to put universal human values above everything else.
It also means (o be able to identify with the vital interests
of the people and to understand the importance of the in-
ternational and global issues that define mankind's com-
mon destiny.

At the same time, it is far from harmless to cling to
conclusions reached in a different historical period. Hav-
ing abandoned its political monopoly, the Communist Par-
ty should work democratically for the consolidation of our
society. It must set its sights on profound, radical changes
while still pursuing the socialist goal we've chosen. What I
value in Marxist theory is the idea of constant movement
and development, and also its rigorous respect for the
truth. I detest lies, and I resent anyone who makes one-
sided judgments and pretends to have absolute knowledge
about what is going to happen and what should be done.
The Stalinist model of socialism should not be confused
with true socialist theory. As we dismantle the Stalinist
system, we are not retreating from socialism but are mov-
ing toward it. ]
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lowed between the Kremlin and the White House support this
conclusion.

Q. How would you judge public support today for what you are trying
to do?

A. [ have recently been to the Urals, and I have met with
working people in Moscow many times in their workplaces, in
the streets and at mass gatherings. People speak candidly, crit-
ically and sometimes even sharply. But the need for perestroika
is rarely questioned. Pcople are saying, Don’t delay decisions,
don’t be content with half measures—act pre-emptively. And
they're right.

Frankly, as our socicty was
groping for a way out of the
twilight of stagnation, it took
u1s some time (o become aware
of the depths of the crisis. To-
day everyone is working
against the clock. But we have
already climbed a long, steep
slope since the spring of 1985
[when Gorbachey assumed
power|. We did not do all that
just to roll downhill again.
Those five years have not been
lost. We have gained experi-
ence; we have new knowledge,
which we lacked at the first
stage of perestroika. We have
become wiser, we have learned
to take a more reasoned and
competent approach to the
fundamental tasks of pere-
strotka. So some preparatory
phase—what T would call a
phase of quantitative accumu-
lation—was inevitable and
necessary. What's more, it has
persuaded us that, in principle,
we arc on the right track.

New, all-embracing demo-
cratic structures are coming (o
replace the command system in
managing the country’s affairs.
We have made headway in dis-
mantling monopolies both in
politics and in the economy. At
the party congress we're going
to have to discuss quite thor-
oughly how the party is to act in
a situation of real political plu-
ralism, how it is going to fit into
a multiparty system. This is go-
ing to be an important task, cru-
cial to the future both of the
party and of the country.

The Communist Party was not just part of the superstructure
of the command system—it was its nerve center. Therefore the
party bears the stamp of all the flaws of that system. That's why to-
day it comes in for a lot of sharp criticism. including often unfair
attacks. The party has embarked on the path of profound self-
reformation. It is making itself much more democratic. This will
enable it to be revived as a powerful. organized political force, a |
force that our society and people need, and that will help to move
perestroika forward and bring people together. That's particularly
important at a time when the decentralization of state control co-
incides with some centrifugal tendencies

We have sorted out our economic affairs and scen the depth

““For us, NATO is a symbol of

the past, a dangerous and
confrontational past. And we will
never agree to assign it the leading
role in a new Europe. | want us to
be understood correctly on this.”

| concept. A truly democ
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of the crisis caused by the command system. We have tried some
new methods of economic management. A few times, we burned
our fingers, but even that has taught us some lessons. We've
made our choice, without reservation. A few months, maybe a
year, will decide everything. We shall rely on a variety of forms of
property and real autonomy, along with entreprencurial risk and
initiative, for the producers. We'll put an end to the rule of gov-
crnment agencies. Once the economic reform really gets under
way and millions of people become aware of their places in the
new order and pitch in vigorously, they'll become more optimis-
tic and confident of their future
The Soviet Union is a rich
country. It has unique natural
resources, a powerful produc-
tion base, advanced science and
a talented people. More radical
reform will enable us to address
our social problems better, to
live up to the expectations of
our people and to realize the
potential of our country, both
for its own welfare and that of
the rest of the world

Q. Would you elaborate for us on
your vision of a Soviet federation
and how it would be different
from the Soviet Union in its pres-
ent form?

A. Democratization and glas
nost have led to a rapid process
of national revival. In princi-
ple, itis a positive process, but
it has also brought selfish na-
tionalistic tendencies to the
surface. Events in the Baltics,
the Caucasus and elsewhere
have caused concern abroad as
well as within our country. A
solution to this truly historic
problem can be found, and we
are coming closer to it. We
still prefer the term union to
confederation, although it is
certainly true that certain
confederative clements might
be used.

When the US.S.R. was
born, there was a heated de-
bate. Lenin was of the view that
the Union should be a federa-
tion of equal republics, while
Stalin in effect favored a unitary
state. Lenin’s approach was for-
mally adopted in 1922, but in
real life things turned out quite differently. It's only now that we
are beginning to create a new Union in the original sense of that
itic multinational state and the progress
of perestroika are mutually interdependent: each depends very
much on the other.

You ask how a new Union would differ from what we have
now. There should be real sovereignty for the republics in all
spheres of their life. That means a degree of freedom that would
enable every people to feel that it is in full control of its land, to
protect its roots and its language. and to develop its national cul-
ture in a comprehensive way. There should be qualitatively new
relations between the republics and the center. and also among in-
dividual republics




GORBACHEV INTERVIEW

Q. You are a Russian as well as a Soviet citizen; how does this aspect
of your identity and background influence your thinking about the fu-
ture of your country?

A. My awareness of mysclf as a Russian and, at the same time, asa
Soviet is quite natural for me. This is equally true for millions of
my countrymen. I was brought up within Russian culture and Rus-
sian traditions, but that just makes it all the easier for me to be an
internationalist. That's because Russian culture and what is called
“the Russian idea™ are remarkably receptive to the national heri-
tage of other peoples. Both in past centuries and in the Soviet pe-
riod, the Russian people have demonstrated an inclination toward
friendship and cooperation with other nations. But our pcople
have also demonstrated their unselfish responsibility for the integ-
rity of the country as a whole, which history has shaped into a mul-
tinational entity. Russians have that heritage in their blood, in
their genes, regardless of their political views or philosophy.

Many things happened in the past, including distortions of the
nationalities policy. There was even imperial oppression of vari-
ous nationalities as well as attempts to Russify other peoples. But
that wasn’t the fault of the Russian people themselves. They have
a clear conscience. What is more, they often sacrificed what they
had in order to help others, particularly smaller peoples.

I might add that the interests of all the peoples of our country
are important to me. I cannot conceive of a moral policy without
internationalism. I am outraged by any chauvinism, any national-
ism, any lack of respect for the character and traditions of any
nation.

Q. You have repeatedly called fora ‘* European home.” Pres-
ident Bush calls for a “Europe whole and free.” What do you see as
the differences —and the similarities—between your view and his?

A. I believe that both phrases strike a similar note. So does Presi-
dent [Francgois] Mitterrand’s

You ask how my approach differs from that of President
Bush. Indeed, there are some differences. According to the
American scenario, as far as I can tell, NATO —and that means a
NATO strengthened by the inclusion of a united Germany—
should be the foreman and guarantor in the building of a new
European order.

I can understand that Americans and many Europeans have
their own perception of this organization. They give it credit for
keeping peace throughout the cold war. On that basis, we are be-
ing told that the role of NATO, in the new phase as well, will be
entirely positive and will even serve the interests of the Soviet
Union. But that’s just not serious. For our people too, NATO is
associated with the cold war—but as an organization designed
from the start to be hostile to the Soviet Union, as a force that
whipped up the arms race and the danger of war. Regardless of
what is being said about NATO now, for us it is a symbol of the
past, a dangerous and confrontational past. And we will never
agree to assign it the leading role in building a new Europe. I
want us to be understood correctly on this.

We have in mind an alternative approach. One key element
would be to institutionalize European development and estab-
lish totally new structires on a Paf~EUTOpean basis, naturally
with M@er would be to
synchronize the political an sarmament processes with the
pace of German unification, or at least link them as closely as
Waur view, this synchronization is one of
the main functions of the “two plus four’ mechanism [the cur-
rent negotiations among the wartime Allies—the U.S., Britain,
France and the Soviet Union—plus the two Germanys].

Another point of difference we have with the American view-
point concerns the issue of foreign military presence in Europe.
We are ready to bring our omgrs_ﬁﬁi‘%\/—emmgo-
ing so. The U.S. Administra-
tion assumes that Soviet troops

idea of a European confedera-

tion. My own vision comes
down to this: not only should
military confrontation between
the alliances come to an end,
but alliance-based coexistence

AMERICAN HISTORY

on foreign territory are an ab-
solute evil while American
jasil sl o,

troops are always good. There-
fore the Americans are looking
for any pretext to delay their

should become a_thing of the
past. The process of European
and global integration, which is
already so promising, would
gradually create a new econom-
ic environment. Politically. we
are already entering a new
phase that should be character-
ized by the establishment of
permanent security structures
instead of NATO and the War-
saw Treaty Organization.
I envision Europe as a
union of states with common
| Tnstitutions to assure military
and environmental security,
atong with cooperation in sci-
ence and culture. Each state
would retain its local and na-
tional character and have the
right to protect its special inter-
ests without prejudice to oth-
ers. Borders must remain invio-

lable, but they should also’

acquire a new quality of open-
ness, permitting all kinds of co-
operation and communication,
as’ong as it is based on equity.
and mutual respect.

“IS INSTRUCTIVE”

Q. In your speech before the U.N. General Assembly on Dec.
7, 1988, you singled out the French Revolution and the Rus-
sian Revolution for the “powerful impact” they had on “the
very nature of history.” Quite a few people—and not just
Americans— dered why you of the Amer-
ican Revolution.

A. It’s not correct to conclude that we underestimate the
importance of the American Revolution. The history of the
U.S. is studied in our schools and universities. The Ameri-
can struggle for independence, the Civil War against slav-
ery and for the unity of the nation—all this is instructive;
it's an important and integral part of world history. Many
Russian democrats drew inspiration from the ideals of the
American Revolution. Lenin called it one of the few truly
democratic revolutions. The American Declaration of In-
dependence is a remarkable document. In the words of
Marx, it's the first declaration of human rights. As we build
a democratic society based on the rule of law, we study the
democratic experience of the American people with
interest.

Still, the wellspring of perestroika is in our own national
soil and our own history. That isn’t to deny that some out-
side factors also provided incentives for perestroika. We
have rejected once and for all the self-isolation in which we
were immersed for so long. ]

o 40

departure.

Q. Would you elaborate on your
view of German unification?
A. We accept that there will be
a unified German state in Eu-
ope. That is the natural right
of the German nation. But let
me remind the Germans that
the unification of the two Ger-
manys concerns not only them.
It is pivotal to the entire Euro-
pean process; it affects the vital
interests of many countries in
Europe, including the Soviet
Union, which sacrificed more
than anyone to make sure that
war_should never again come
from German territory. Not
even the most sincere assur-
ances given now, in this head-
long rush, can substitute for
solid international guarantees
that Germany will always pur-
sue peaceful development and
peaceful policies toward other
countries.
One final point on this sub-
ject: it sometimes seems to me
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that some in the West pretend to be more enthusiastic about
German unification than they really are. They even hope to use
us to put a brake on unification, so that we will get the blame and
end up at loggerheads with the Germans.

Q. In the wake of the elections in Eastern Europe, why do you believe
so many citizens who have experienced communism for four decades
now seem to be rejecting that phllosophy and political system?

A. Well, they don’t just “seem” to be rej ‘Lllng that system—they

.al’wg,ugg it. But what they are rejecting is the lack of free-
dom; they're rejecting a system that has done violence to their
ational character and nation- —
fied ways of thinking. When a
society breaks dramatically
with the past, when former
idols and heroes are over-
thrown, it’s like a dust storm.
It's difficult to see what will
emerge in the end. I'm con-
vinced that the radical changes
imEentratand Eastern Europe
in o way signal “the collapse
of sociatism.~ Genuine social-
ist values will not sink into
oblivion. Even in the present
environment of turbulent
change they assert their right
to exist.
I believe our relations with
the countries of Central and
Eastern Europe will undoubt-
edly become richer, more hon-
est and more substantial—to
the benefit of us all.

Q. Whatis your vision of the next
century and of the role of the So-
viet Unioninit?
A. What the 21st century will
be like depends on whether we
learn the lessons of the 20th
century and avoid repeating its
worst mistakes. In my view,
one of the principal lessons is
that the end, no matter how
noble and attractive it may
seem, never justifies indis-
criminate means. On the con-
trary, the means that we can
choose, in the final analysis, ei-
ther help us to reach our goal,
or distort that goal, or lead us
in the wrong direction alto-
gether. For example, it would
be disastrous if we began to renew our entire system of social re-
lations by acting like a bull in a china shop.

Another lesson we should have learned has to do with the fate
of the socialist idea. In the 20th century socialism has gained mil-
lions of supporters. It has become a powerful factor in the idcolog-
ical and political debate, contributing to social and political prog-
ress in many countries. Nowhere, however, has the socialist idea
been adequately put into practice. Socialism is not an artificial
model that can be imposed on socicty. Any attempt to make peo-
ple live, so to speak, according to a timetable is not just a utopian
fallacy—it can lead to intolerance and violence.

Back at the time of the 1917 Revolution, there was a slogan to
the effect that socialism is lhg vital and creative endcavor of th

R

TINE 1)

“] am a communist. 'm sure that
answer doesn’t make you too
enthusiastic, but it shouldn’t make
you panic either. It’s quite normal.”

masses. Only now are we beginning to understand the real mean-
ing of those words. Only through democratization and glasnost are
we finally involving the individual and his talents in a way that is
socially creative.

As we approach the end of the 20th century, we must recog-
nize that we are one civilization. This simple but important truth
should tell us a great deal about international politics and inter-
national relations. There must be a balance of interests; other-
wise new upheavals await us. To accept the idea of mutual secu-
rity means abandoning the idea of “world leadership,” which
implies supremacy over others.

Then, too, we should be
aware of the contradictory na-
ture of progress and of the con-
flict between consumerism and
nature,

I really don’t even want to
attempt a detailed forecast of
what will happen to the
US.S.R. Our future will de-
pend on the present; where we
end up will depend on how we
come through this extremecly
critical passage that we're
making right now as we intro-
duce radical changes in our so-
ciety, all in the context of world
civilization.

We are only now really be-
ginning to"feel thal perestroika
is_a revolution. That is why
some people are beginning to
panic. They shout about anar-
chy; they predict chaos, war, to-
tal ruin and so on. They're in-
tellectually unprepared for the
kind of major changes that are
objectively necessary. That’s
one reason I have recently
stressed the role in perestroika
of science and education. They
can Wc mental-
ity of society and free ourselves
from the grip of outdated,
sometimes fundamentally erro-
neous concepts of economics,
politics, culture, morality and
philosophy. I'm thinking, for
example, about old egalitarian
principles that reduce everyone
to the same level and old ap-
éxcessively stress the distribu-
other considerations.

No amount of agitation or propaganda can break those shack-
les. Changing our mentality has turned out to be the greatest prob-
lem for perestroika.

The Soviet people have the strength to implement perestroika.
The success of perestroika will lead to a fundamentally healthier
international environment and therefore to more favorable condi-
tions for every country to address its own problems better.

I believe that in the 21st century the Soviet Union will be a pro-
foundly democratic state, and its economy will form an important
and integral part of a new global economy. I see a society that has
found a way to harmonize its relations with nature. [ 'see a country
on the way to moral stability—a country that has revived its old
\pll’ll\hl] values and enriched them \\uh new ones. ]
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