1046 m 27/ New Democracy Movements

2
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Perestroika and Glasnost, 2000

Mikhail Gorbachev {b. 1931} was the head (General Se
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (1985~1991) a
the Soviet Union {1988-1991). He led the party and 1
the wrenching changes of its liberalization, democratiza
demise. Beginning in 1985, Gorbachev envisioned

Source: Gorbachev, On My Country and the World (New Ydrf(:_ !
2000), 55-61. §



Gorbachev s Peresiroika and Claspos: B 1047

g party and state. Mis formula was perestraika (restructuring) and
ost {openingi. in this selecrion From his mernolr, he describos rhar
oL,

what ways was the democratizarion of the Sovier U 1O, a5
ribed here, different from that of Argentina (see chaprar 26,
ment 8 and the previous document)?

NKING HISTORICALLY

at ways does Gorbachey connect his democratization with the
and efforts of others? In what ways does he artribure it o the
tcular context of the Soviet Union and the world in the fate 1980s?

s been a continuing debate over when reform actuaily began in
ntry. Politicians and journalists have been trying to locate the
ot at whick all our dramaric changes began. Some assert that
inRussia did not really begin uneil 1992,
basis for reform was laid by Khrushchev.! His break with the
policies of Stalinism was a heroic feat of civic action. Khrush-
o tried, though withour much success, 10 make changes in the
Significant attempts were made within the framework of the
Kosygin reforms. Then came a long period of stagnation and a
mpt by Yuri Andropov? ro improve the situation in our society.
s sign that the times were i pe for change was the activi ty of
1dents. They were suppressed and expelled from the country, bur
oral stand and their proposals for change {for example, the ideas
drei Sakharovi) plaved a consi
itions for perestroikas.
ourse external factors were also important, Thus the Prague
968 sowed the seeds of profound thought and reflection in
The invasion of Czechostovakia, dicrated by fear of the
1 infection,” was not only 2 erude violation of the sovereignry
of the Czechoslovalk people. [t had the effect, for vears, of put-
akes on moves toward change, although change was long
oth in our country and throughout the so-called socialist camp.,
Iso acknowledge the role of such phenomena as Willy Brandr's?

derable role in creating the spiritual

1 Rhirushches, Firgr Secrenary of the Communist Parey of the Sovier Union Trom

desporsible for early de-Sealinizatiog reforms, Sew chaprer 24, selvetions 4, 5,
Sevretiry of the Communis Parry of the Sovier [
1984 [Fd]

: fenist who becamie 5 homan rights acrvise, [Ed.}

f West Berlin 1957-1966, Chancellor of Wy Germany 1969-1974, and leader
cial Democratic Parny of Germany 1SID7 19641987, Fis By

15w commanist Past Gernany, Polard,

Snion from November 1987

aterss poslioy was
and the Sovier Enion, 184,

it
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“Eastern policy” and the search for new avenues to
by those who were called Euro-Communists. All
deeper reflection in our country, reflection on the val
freedom, and peace and the ways to achieve them.
Thus we see that attempts at change were madé
in fact. But none of them produced results. This is no'
all, none of these attempts touched the essence of the
relatlons the power structure, and the monopoly of 1]
cal and mtcllecmal life. The suppression of d1551den :
of everything. i
Clearly what was needed was not parucuiar Measnr
area, even if they were subsrantial, but rather an ent
a new political path. Since early 19835, especially afte
of the CPSU Central Committee,” this kind of pohcy bepa;
lated. A new course was taken.
Today, in retrospect, one can only be amazed ar h
actively our people, the citizens of our country, su_pﬁ
course. Apathy and indifference toward public life were ovi
convinced us that change was virally necessary. Society
Perestroika was born out of the realization that prob
development in our country were ripe, even overripe, fo
approaches and rypes of action were needed to escape the
spiral of crisis, to normalize life, and to make a breakth
tively new frontiers. It can be said that to a cerrain exten
a result of a rethinking of the Sovier experience since October
The vital need for change was dictated also by the foll
eration. It was obvious that the whole warld was enterin
developmeni—some call it the postindustrial age, some th
age. Bur the Soviet Union had not yet passed through th
stage. It was lagging further and further behind. tho
were making a renewal in the life of the world community
only was a leap forward in technology needed but fundam{mt
in the entire social and political process. '
Of course it cannot be said that at the rime we begs
had everything thought out. In the early stages we all
myself, that perestroika was a continuation of [hé_"O_ét €
Today 1 believe thas thar assertion contained a gram
element of delusion.
The truth was that we were trying 1o carry out fundamen
had been advanced by the October revolution but ha
overcoming people’s alienation from govemmenr a

i The Cenrral Commirree of the Communrist Parey of the Sow: Umg

body berween party congress meetings. [Ed.]
¢ Ocrober 1917, the Balshevik Revolution. [Ed.]
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o:the people {and raking it away from the burcaucratic upper
}, implanting democracy, and establishing true social justice,

delusion was that ar the cme i, like most of us, assumed this
be accomplished by improving and refining the existing system.
xperience accumulated, it became clear that the crisis thar had
d:the counrtry in the late 1970s and early 1980s was systemic
st the result of isclated aberrations, The logic of how martters
ped pointed to the need to penetrarte the system 1o its very founda-
| change it, not merely refine or perfect it. We were already ralk-
a gradual shift to a social marker economy, to a democratic
system based on rule of law and the full guarantee of human

ansition turned out to be extremely difficalr and complicared,
omplicated than it bad seemed to us at first, Above all, this was
the totalitarian system possessed tremendous inertia. There was
ce from the party and government structures that constituted the
rnal framework of that systeni. The nomenklatura encouraged
. And this is understandable: Since it held the entire COuntry in
Is, it would have to give up its unlimited power and privileges.
ntire perestroika era was filled with struggles— concealed at
then more open, more fully exposed o public view— between
rces for change and those who opposed it, those who, especially
first two years, simply began 1o sabotage change.
omplexity of the struggle stemmed from the fact that in 1985
society —politically, ideologically, and spiritually —was still
rall of old customs and traditions. Great effort was reguired to
_ﬁ'__'thsse traditions, as mentioned above. There was another fac-
troving the old system would have been senseless if we did not
aneously Iay the foundations for a new Bfe. And this was genu-
plored territory. The six-year perestroika era was a time filled
hing and discovery, gains and losses, breakthroughs in thought
on;as well as mistakes and oversights. The attempted coup in
91 interrupted perestroika. After thar there were many devel-
bur they were along different [ines, following different inten-
Il in the relatively short span of six years we succeeded in doing
deal. The reforms in China, mcidentally, have been going on
and their most difficult problems still remain unsolved.
specifically did we accomplish as a result of the SIOrmy years
ika? The foundations of the totalitarian system were elimi-
ofound democratic changes were begun. Free general elections
1 for the first time, allowing real choice. Freedom of the press
Itiparty system were guaranteed, Representative bodies of gov-
ere established, and the first steps toward a separation of
vere taken. Human rights { previously in our country these were
alled,” reference to them invariably made only in scornful

o
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quotation marks) now became an unassailable prin D
of conscience was also established. S
Movement began roward a multistructured:
providing equality of rights among all forms of pro
dom was made into law. The spirit of enterprise b&g
and processes of privatization and the formation of
nies got under way. Within the framework of on
peasaniry was reborn and private farmers
Millions of hectares of land were turned over 1o b
inhabitants. The first privately owned banks also cam
different nationalities and peoples were given the free
their own course of development. Searching fo
reform our multinational state, to transform it frg
practice into a national federatlon, we reached thethr
mew union treaty was to be signed, based on the
soverelgnt}' of each republic along with the prese /a
economic, social, and legal space that was nt‘:cessar"
common defcm,t establishment.

The changes within our country inevitably I d 1
policy. The new course of perestroika predetermin
stereotypes and the confrontational methods of the py
a ruhml«mg of the main parameters of state security
ensure it, . . .

In other words, the foundations were laid for nor:
and peaceful dcvclopmcnt of our country and irs tranSf()rma
normal member of the world community. -

These are the decisive results of perestroika. Today' he
back through the prism of the past few years and taking int
general trends of world development today it seeins insuffy
ter these as the only results. Today it is evidently of
state not only what was done but also bow and 1why pe
to achieve its results, and what its mistakes and miscalcula

Above all, peresrrmka would have been smzply_
had not been a profound and critical reexaminatio
problems confronting our country but a rer!::erx:zg ofall
national and international.

Previous conceptions of the world and its develop:
correspondingly, of our country’s place and role inth
as we have said, on dogmas deeply rooted in ouriideolo
rially did not permit us to pursue a realistic policy:
had to be shattered and fundamentally new views wi
our country’s development and the surrounding worl

This rask turned out to be far from simple."We had
liefs thar for decades had been considered irrefutable tr
the very methods and principles of leadership ‘ani
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pur surroundings entirely on a scientific basis (and not according
mes inherited from ideclogical biases,

¢ product of this effort was the new thinking, which became the
all policy—both foreign and domestic—~during perestroika.
int of deparzure for the new thinking was an artempt to evaluate
.h;ﬁg not from the viewpoint of narrow class interests or even
interests bur from the broader perspective: that of giving priority
arerests of all humanity with consideration for the increasingly
nt wholeness of the world, the interdependence of all countries
ples, the humanist values formed over cenruries.

practical work of perestroika was to rerounce stereotypical
gical thinking and the dogmas of the past. This required a fresh
the world and of ourselves with no preconceptions, taking into
the challenges of the present and the already evident trends of
¢ int the third millennium,

ng perestroika, and often now as well, the initiators of pere-
have been criticized for the absence of a “clear plan® for change.
abit developed over decades of having an all-inclusive regimenta-
life. But the events of the perestroika years and of the subsequent
have plainly demonstrated the following: Ar times of profound,
wnial change in the fonndations of social development it is not
1seless but tmpossible to expect some sort of previously worked
del” or a clear-cut outline of the transformations that will take
his dues not mean, bowever, the absence of a definite goal for the
5 a distinet conception of their content and the main direction of
development.

this was present in perestroika: a profound democratization of
te and a guarantee of freedom of social and political choice. These
wvere proclaimed and frequentdy reaffirmed. This did nor exclude bus
osed the necessiry to change one’s specific reference poines at each
s matters proceeded and o engage in a constant search for optimal

xtremely imporrant conclusion follows from the experience of
ka: Even in a society formed under totalitarian conditions,
atic change is possible by peaceful evolutionary means. The
of revolution and evolution, of the role and place of reforms in
development, s one of the eternal problems of history. Int its inner
tperestroika of course was a revolution. But in its form it was an
onary process, a process of reform.

torically the USSR had grown ripe for a profound restructuring
rlier than the mid-1980s. But if we had not decided 1o begin this
ing at the time we did, even though we were quite late in doing
:plosion would have taken place in the USSR, one of tremendous
ctive force. It would certainly have been called a revolution, but it
ave been the catastrophic result of irrespansible leadership.
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In the course of implementing change we did not succeed iny
bloodshed alrogether. But that was a consequence solely of
the opponents of perestroika in the upper echelons of the nom;
On the whole the change from one system to anocher tod!&fpi
fully and by evolutionary means. Our having chosen a polic
was supported from below by the masses made this peacefn
possible. And our policy of glasnost played a decisive role.in’
the masses and winning their support, e

Radical reforms in the context of the Sovier Union coul
been initiated from above by the leadership of the party and the
This was predetermined by the very “nature” of the system—_sy;
tralized management of all public life. This can also be explained b
inert condition of the masses, who had become used to caj Lying
orders and decisions handed down from above. .

From the very beginning of the changes our country’s leaders
signed primary importance to open communication wich the peop
including direct disclosure in order 1o explain the new course.
the citizens’ understanding and support, without their participatio
would not have been possible to move from dead center. Thatds wh
initiated the policies of perestroika and glasnost simultancously.

Like perestroika itself, glasnost made its way with considerable
ficulty. The nomenklatura on all levels, which regarded the :_s:i:_rik:'té:s
secrecy and prorection of authorities from criticism from belowas
holy of holies of the regime, opposed glasnost in every way they co
both openly and secretly, rampling its first shoots in the local p
Even among the most sincere supporters of perestroika, the traditio
over many years of making everything a secret made itself felr. Bur it wa
precisely glasnost that awakened people from their social slumbet
helped them overcome indifference and passivity and become aware of.
the stake they had in change and of its important implications for their -
lives. Glasnost helped us to explain and promote awareness of the.ney
realities and the essence of our new political course. In short, withor
glasnost there would have been no perestroika.

The question of the relation betiween ends and means is one of th
key aspects of politics and of political activity. If the means do not cor
respond to the ends, or, still worse, if the means contradict the ends, this:
will lead to setbacks and failure. The Soviet Union’s experience is con:
vincing evidence of this. When we began perestroika as a pracess o
democratic change, we had to ensure that the means used to carry ou
these changes were also democraric.

In essence, glasnost became the means for drawing people into po
litical activity, for including them in the creation of a new life, and this,
above all, corresponded to the essence of perestroika, Glasnost not only .
created conditions for implementing the intended reforms but also made
it possible to overcome attempts to sabotage the policy of change.
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‘e are indebred o glasnost for a profound psychological transfor-
tion in the public consciousness toward democracy, freedom, and the
mﬁan:&sn values of civilization. Incidencally, this was one of the guaraf-
< that the fundamental gains of this period would be irreversible.
Perestrotka confirmed once again that the normal, democratic
fopment of society rides ont wiiversal secrecy as a method of adminis-
tion. Democratic developinent presupposes glasnost—that is, operness,
cdom of information for all citizens and freedom of expression by them
their political, religious, and other views and convictions, freedom of
sticismt i1 the fullest sense of the word.
- Why, then, did perestroika not succeed in achieving all its goals? The
wer primarily involves the question of “harmonization™ between po-
tical and economic change.
The dominant democratic aspect of perestrotka meant that the accent
as inevitably placed on political reform. The dialectic of our develop-
ment during those years was such that serious changes inn the economic
here proved to be impossible without emancipating society politically,
ithout ensuring freedom-—that is, breaking the political structures of
rotalitarianism. And this was accomplished. But economic change lagged
behind political change, and we did not succeed in developing economic
hange to the full exrent.




