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Praise for The Glasnost Papers

“There is no doubt that the most important step taken by Gorbachev in
his perestroika was his introduction of glasnost at the beginning of 1987.
All that followed in every sphere of domestic life was possible primarily
because of glasnost. But Gorbachev did not at the time foresee the far-
reaching consequences of this step. The guided reform of perestroika was
transformed into a revolution with'its own internal dynamics. This excellent
volume on glasnost, edited by one of the most respected American Soviet-
ologists, Professor Gail Lapidus, and our distinguished Soviet colleague
Andrei Melville, is must reading for anyone who wants to know not only

what is happening, but why.”
—Seweryn Bialer

Columbia University

This unique compendium of Soviet thought and dialogue introduces
Western readers to the broad range of current debates in the Soviet Union
concerning the past, present, and future of the country and its people. The
text draws on articles and letters extracted from dozens of major Soviet
periodicals, including statements by political analysts, economists, historians,
journalists, and writers, interspersed with excerpts from readers’ letters
published in the media. The extracts are placed in context by original essays
that focus on thé themes that underlie all discussion of the implications of
reform. The book paints a rich portrait of the diversity of opinions—from
reformist to conservative—expressed in the public debates unleashed by
glasnost.

Andrei Melville is vice-president of the Soviet Peace Committee. Gail
W. Lapidus is a professor of political science at the University of California—-
Berkeley and chair of the Berkeley-Stanford Program in Soviet Studies.
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334 We and the Outside World

inertia. Improvement of relations between East and West will help to
remove many real and imagined fears and anxieties from the conscious-
ness of the people. Many notions adopted in the time of the cold war
will clear up by themselves as they are seen to be groundless.

Finally, perestroika and glasnost have awakened a feeling of personal
dignity and civic activism among people. There is still much nonsense
in our lives, but people are no longer willing to be resigned to it
Relations with the outside world are becoming demystified. An ever-
increasing number of people are striving to overcome blind admiration
of the outside world without replacing it with either a feeling of
superiority or jingoism. People are becoming more independent in their
judgments and less inclined to accept on faith any kind of dogma. This
process has begun and is continuing, however slowly and agonizingly,
with retreats simultaneously from above and from below. An analogous
phenomenon—establishing more normal and healthy relations with the
East—is gradually taking place in the West. One wants to think that
these processes are intersecting movements that in the course of de-

velopment will strengthen one another.
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of agriculture and industrialization during the first Five-Year Plans. The
notion of alternativnost’—the premise that history could have gone
along different paths—has for the first time encouraged public discussion

of the alternatives that existed in Russia in 1917, at the time of the inevitable ob ;i
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historical rewriting has not been simply a repainting in opposite colors:
Yesterday’s villains are hardly emerging as today’s heroes. It is, rather,
a sense of tragedy that pervades the new understanding of our history.
One thing is clear: The social amnesia typical of our past is no longer
possible.

In the discussions of economic policy, a general tone of pessimism
and dissatisfaction has become prevalent, the obvious reasons for this
being the deteriorating economic conditions and the insufficiency of
the proclaimed reforms, which are being blocked both by the bureau-
cratic apparatus and by the existing social and economic institutions.
There is now a growing awareness that in the economy there are no
quick fixes and that we face a long and painful period of stringency in
the years ahead. As a result, people are more prepared to consider
options that were hardly imaginable a few years ago—like the intro-
duction of private ownership of land and reliance on the market as a
neutral and value-free mechanism. Moreover, an entirely new reality has
been created by the unprecedented series of well-organized and massive
strikes, beginning with the miners, which prompted another round of 10t creare ¢
public discussions and debates. these cleavages bur mere]
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of crisis. To be sure, this is a very special sort of crisis caused not by
the immobility of a stagnating and repressed society but by the very
efforts to democratize it and bring about radical change. This should in the USSR
not have surprised us. Both political history and political theory teach tOda}’)i very often they are Jed
us that the democratization of formerly totalitarian regimes is never a il
smooth and simple process. Not only does it include an authoritarian
stage but it typically balances on the brink of social, economic, and
political chaos. The aggravation of this systemic crisis has in fact led a
good many people to wonder whether we have not moved from a period
of stagnation to a period of social disintegration and collapse. One of
the dangers is that such a crisis shrinks the space for political maneuver
for the major driving forces of perestroika. As a result the authorities
propose half-measures that cannot lead the society out of this crisis.
Very few people would have expected that after four or five years of
perestroika they would see signs of a new erosion of power, a disinte-
gration of old power structures before new ones had emerged. The
current worries about social chaos are fueled by the perceived weakness
and near paralysis of the political center, surrounded as it is by opposing
and extremist forces, from conservative bureaucracy to radical intelli-
gentsia and from nationalists of all sorts to populists. But whatever the
reasons for it, and remembering that the chaos is as yet only the nightmare
and not the reality, there is the general sense that the social overload
is becoming unmanageable.

The delegitimation of traditional social and political structures—in
the first place, power and ideology—has reached a point of no return.
Rather than trying to galvanize them, the solution is to create alternatives
to them. Today parallel and alternative sources of social and moral
authority in the country are regarded as perfectly legitimate and o8
longer marginal. Thus in Soviet public opinion the ideas of an Andrei
Sakharov or a Boris Yeltsin are seen as equally legitimate as those ofa

Yegor Ligachev. .
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» Conclusion

course of the Congress itself failed to fully live up to a democratic
ideal, they were an unprecedented development in the politics of Soviet
reform. They marked a watershed after which society and politics would
never be the same again. It is no exaggeration to speak of the Congress
as our school for democracy and our battlefield of democratization.

In particular, it stimulated a further democratic activism from below.
And it legitimized a broadening of the political and ideological spectrum
of contemporary Soviet society. As a result it also legitimized the position
of those who stand for more radical reforms than Gorbachev as the
national leader is able to promote in the current situation.

The Congress can also be regarded as a means of institutionalizing
glasnost. Many of the authors quoted in this book became deputies and
began to play active political roles in Soviet life as participants rather
than merely as observers. One result of the unprecedented openness
and sharpness of the debates during the Congress is that glasnost
acquired a life of its own, with its own rules and logic. While there
are still limits to glasnost and a few “sacred cows,” its scope keeps
expanding and, perhaps even more important, the fear of taboos is
vanishing.

We are often asked whether glasnost has become irreversible. I
suppose everything in politics is reversible, and there are still influential
forces of restoration in Soviet society. But one doubts whether such a
reversal is either probable or feasible. An attempt at restoring the old
order would exact an unbearable price economically, politically, socially,
and morally, for society as well as for those in power. At the same time,
I would argue that glasnost will be irreversible only after two conditions
are met: first, when legal guarantees of glasnost are established (in-
cluding stable and secure mechanisms for the unimpeded collection
and dissemination of information); and second, when the need for
glasnost becomes a staple of mass political culture. That, it must be
admitted, has not yet occurred.

Nonetheless, it is safe to assert that glasnost has awakened Soviet
society. It will never be the same as before: One might even be tempted
to introduce a new abbreviation in Soviet historiography: B.G. and AG.
(Before Glasnost and After Glasnost). What the future of glasnost and
of the Soviet Union will be remains impossible to fathom. That is why
we would like to conclude our Glasnost Papers with the words, “To bé

continued.”
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