











COMMENTARY

HUMAN RIGHTS

IN THE VIENNA SPIRIT

n the eve of Mikhail

Gorbachev’s first visit

to the United States

18 months ago, NBC

News anchor Tom

Brokaw interviewed
the Soviet leader. Gorbachev said
then that in their discussions of the
human rights issue, the Soviet Union
and the United States should give up
mutually accusatory polemics in favor
of a matter-of-fact dialogue. If such a
change occurs, he said, progress will
ensue.

Luckily, the two sides have shown
enough common sense. Important
changes have taken place as we in the
USSR have continued reviewing our
main approaches to human rights.
Whereas in the previous decades the
main accent in the civil and political
spheres was on citizens’ duties to the
state, now the emphasis is on the du-
ties of the state to ensure the rights of
the individual. We have realized that
the central aspect of the individual’s
relationship with society is personal
sovereignty. Gorbachev’s speech at
the United Nations last December
demonstrated to the international
community the new Soviet ideas
about the world and its future. It also
charted our new approaches to hu-
man rights.

Early this year the members of the
Vienna Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe signed the Fi-
nal Document. By so doing, the So-
viet Union backed up the general
evolution of its thinking with specific
state-level commitments. The imple-
mentation of these commitments will
dispel the West’s last doubts about us.
The Final Document gives the parties
concerned 12 months to carry
through on their pledges. Therefore,
this year is vitally important because
we must prove that under perestroika
deeds are not at variance with words.
During this year the Soviet Union

By Oleg Shibko

must bring its human rights legisla-
tion into complete accord with inter-
national norms.

Are we prepared to do so? The po-
litical reform continues in high gear,
and so does the legal reform (the leg-
islative and executive power must be
supported with strong and indepen-
dent courts) and the reform of crimi-
nal law. New laws on youth, on pub-
lic organizations, on openness, on
freedom of conscience, and on the
press are being developed.

Judging from nationwide public de-
bates, the new Soviet laws will en-
compass all Soviet international
commitments.

In the wake of the Vienna meeting,
to an audience of more than 100 mil-
lion, Channel 1 of National TV broad-
cast a conference of the leading Soviet
experts on human rights, among them
the leader of the Soviet delegation,
Yuri Kashlev. The experts stated that
new legislation would guarantee So-
viet citizens the right to leave their
country and return home with the ex-
ception of the stipulated
declassification periods for those with
access to state secrets. The experts
also said that the Soviet Union would
be fully involved in the international
information exchange, that the last
limits on religion would be lifted (in-
cluding the ban on religious educa-
tion), and that the legislation would
rule out persecution for criticism and
political convictions, as well as the
use of psychiatric clinics as prisons for
dissidents. Much emphasis was
placed on openness, especially in the
military sphere. The experts con-
firmed, for instance, that the country’s
military budget is to be made public
and that the Supreme Soviet will
openly discuss the most important
questions of ensuring defense capabil-
ity. The publication of Soviet statistics
on armed forces and armaments in
Europe is just the beginning of this

process, and more steps will inev-
itably be taken.

Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard
Shevardnadze’s statement should be
regarded as the first such move. He
said that the USSR had recognized
the jurisdiction of the International
Court of Justice on a number of vi-
tally important UN pacts regulating
human rights.

The new Supreme Soviet, which
will work on a permanent basis rather
than just meeting for short-term ses-
sions, is expected to establish various
commissions, including a commission
on human rights. Such commissions
will apparently be set up by the Su-
preme Soviets of all the constituent
republics. The.role they are going to
play is enormous, not only because
human rights will always be in the
focus of attention of the supreme leg-
islative bodies and the media but also
because the Supreme Soviets will cre-
ate a vast field of activity for the
champions and defenders of human
rights and will draw support from
these people. Only then can we speak
of a mass movement for guaranteeing
human rights.

This is not to say that everything
goes smoothly in this area. There is
sharp conflict between the reformers
and the conservatives. On several oc-
casions the press has expressed dis-
content over the fact that the develop-
ment of the new laws is not open
enough, that scientists and experts are
not duly involved, and that state offi-
cials are trying to nullify the proposed
reforms. Such statements are not un-
founded. Perhaps at the preliminary
stage, work should be more open.
Anyway, all draft laws will be pub-
lished for nationwide discussion long
before they will be considered by the
USSR Supreme Soviet. I am con-
vinced that our nation is mature
enough politically to legally confirm
our new approach to human rights. ®
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car, took out green all-weather boots
(“Made in Japan”), put them on, and
set off confidently through the mud.
The others accompanying him had no
special protection for their feet, but
they followed the boss anyway, in
their dress shoes and tailored suits.

I remembered this episode when I
visited Mannik on his family farm not
long ago. By that time he was happily
retired. A heavyset, gray-haired man,
he was dressed in green overalls, the
same green weather-killer boots, and
a traditional Estonian cap. When I ar-
rived, he was trying to calm a flock of
noisy snow-white geese who were
determined to prevent me, an in-
truder, from trespassing.

“My bodyguards,” said Mannik,
grinning as he pointed to the geese. “I
live here all alone. My wife, Esther,
comes to the farm only on weekends.
She is a veterinarian in Tallinn.
Sometimes my son Jaak and his
daughter Marlise come to visit.”

“It's difficult to say when I was
luckier—when I was appointed Min-
ister or five years later, when I was
punished for an automobile accident I
caused by driving while intoxicated. I
was transferred to the position of
head of a state farm,” Mannik re-
members. “I liked my new job, and I
especially liked the hard-working
people. They helped me to make the
state farm profitable in just two years.

“Suddenly there was a new turn in
my road. One evening a neighbor
dropped in with a bottle of brandy.
‘Congratulations,” he told me sadly,
‘you’ve been reappointed Minister of
Agriculture.” I rushed to Tallinn, to
the Central Committee. ‘Please, let
me go on as the farm chairman. I
don’t want to lose touch with peasant
work. Besides, I'm earning much
more than I did as Minister.’

“Probably because I was never
afraid of losing my job, I did manage
to accomplish something during my
tenure as Minister of Agriculture. Our
republic is one of the country’s most
advanced farming regions. My con-
science is clear: I never made farmers
blindly follow all my instructions.
True, I had to deal with my superiors.
But I have always found the way—
sometimes it was with firmness, at
other times with subtlety.”

Mannik was born and spent his
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childhood on a farmstead called
Veski. His father, a well-to-do farmer,
did everything with his own two
hands. His mother made clothes for
the family out of homespun fabric.
The Manniks worked from early
morning until late at night. The vil-
lage of Tituvere had 13 farmsteads
like this.

“When I was living in a big city, 1
spent many sleepless nights. Retiring
on pension was a hard decision. But
as soon as I moved onto my father’s
farmstead, which I never forgot dur-
ing the 40 years that had passed, all
my troubles were gone. I worked like
a horse and slept like a log. I swam in
the river in the morning and at night.
I found happiness and peace of mind.
No, I thought, life isn't over yet.”

Mannik signed a lease on 42 hec-
tares of land with the local collective
farm. He sows 30 hectares to crops
and keeps 3 oxen (each gains 700 ki-
lograms over 18 months), pigs, 4
cows (each of which gives as much as
5,000 liters of milk a year), 2 dozen
geese, and 2 hives of bees. The farm
keeps him busy all day long.

“If each pensioner could sell the
state 5 tons of meat, 20 tons of milk,
and 40 tons of grain a year, we
wouldn’t have to talk so much about
the Food Program,” Mannik grins.

“Don’t you think it would be
worthwhile spreading the word about
your experience?”

“It’s too soon. A farmer will invest
his own money only in his own land.
We need firm guarantees and the
right to continue family use of land
codified by the law. We need a law
that would allow family farmsteads to
be inherited.

“It is also necessary to sell or at
least to rent modern farm machinery
to farmers. We should also be allowed
to place orders for land-improvement
work at our convenience and at the
same prices state farms pay. Social in-
surance is also an important question
for farmers. In a word, we have a lot
of problems to solve.

“I'm glad the system of farmsteads
is being restored in Estonia. Whole
villages can change over to self-fi-
nancing. The land, cattle, and real es-
tate will be owned cooperatively, and
the farmers will share in the results of
their work. This arrangement is par-

ticularly effective where there is no
sense in creating large farms.”

All the chores on the farm do not
overshadow Mannik’s chief preoccu-
pation, his supertask, so to speak: He
is working out techniques for getting
the best Estonia’s poor soil can pro-
duce. On his farm he tests all he
learned first from his father, then at
Tartu State University, and subse-
quently over the decades of his own
work.

“You might say I was lucky. The
last two years we’ve had weather ex-
tremes—one year was all rain, and
the other a severe drought,” Mannik
says. “This allowed me to try out all
my methods and inventions. My plow
for shale has worked out quite well;
I'm going to patent it.”

This true master of his farm sees to
it that absolutely everything is pro-
ductive. His late father drilled an arte-
sian well. Mannik built a big refriger-
ator for storing milk, sauerkraut, and
pickles. He dreams of restoring the
populations of the local specimens of
fish and crawfish, which are in the
Red Book of Endangered Species, and
starting a fishing business in coopera-
tion with his neighbors. He has huge
plans and hopes he’ll live to carry
them through. Nevertheless, Mannik
says that individual farms hardly
have a future. Why?

““Because farming is a backbreaking
job. Farmers work 16 hours a day, 7
days a week,” he explains.

Mannik himself works hard,
though no one pushes him. This is
what keeps him going and makes him
healthy and happy.

“Could you be a minister and con-
tinue to live and work on your farm?”
I asked.

“Why not? Theodore Pool, the Es-
tonian Minister of Agriculture before
World War II, lived and worked on
his farm and only came to the capital
on business.”

Traveling in Estonia about 10 years
ago, I saw ruins of former manors in
the woods and on the banks of rivers
and lakes. But since that time the first
enthusiasts had begun to restore their
fathers’ farms. Today there are practi-
cally no forsaken manors left. Will the
individual . farm movement develop?
Opinions differ. Life itself will no
doubt answer the question. ]















sion when he finally made it, he was
very strongly motivated.

Q: Who is directly involved in the
work with the cosmonauts during the
flight?

Blagov: Basically five people—an in-
structor, a doctor, and three commu-
nications operators—are directly in-
volved, though many other experts
also work with them. Vladimir Alexe-
yev, for one, has been working with
cosmonauts for 15 years now.

Alexeyev: Operators are also a part
of psychological support because they
speak to the cosmonauts every day.
We work 24 hours a day. At night we
sleep at the control desk. We've had
some funny episodes. Once, at 2 AM,,
I received a radio call from cosmo-
nauts Alexei Gubarev and Georgi
Grechko. We were almost thrown
into a panic. But it turned out Alexei
and Georgi had just fixed a nice cup
of hot tea, thanks to the newly in-
stalled boiler, and they were so
happy, they wanted to share their
pleasure with us.

Kozerenko: I got a phone call from
the Mission Control Center at 4 in the
morning on the eve of April Fools’
Day. They told me the crew wanted
to be entertained. I had to read amus-
ing stories to them!

Q: Do you follow any guidelines
in your work with the cosmonauts?
Alexeyev: We have been living and
working together for many years. We
spend holidays and go on business
trips together. When we talk shop,
nobody on the outside understands a
word we say.

Q: What do you do when you feel
tension in the relations between Mis-
sion Control and the cosmonauts?
Alexeyev: That happens rather often.
We had some problems with Yuri
Romanenko, for example. He started
his working day by criticizing ground
services. So we had to treat the situa-
tion with humor. And Yuri’s attitude
changed too.

Blagov: Being a good operator is a
gift. The attitude toward cosmonauts

in orbit should be well balanced:
They should be neither excessively
praised nor underestimated. They ask
us to tell them everything that is writ-
ten or reported about them.

Q: It’s difficult to share one room for
12 months even with your wife. How
do cosmonauts spend a whole year
together? Are there any conflicts?
Blagov: Sometimes. We used a psy-
chological support team for the first
time during the 1977 flight of Yuri
Romanenko and Georgi Grechko on-
board the orbital station Salyut-6. We
had a very difficult problem that time:
Georgi’s father died. The two of them
had been very close. What were we
supposed to do? Tell the cosmonaut
the bad news and give him the right
to interrupt the mission? Or conceal
the truth? We chose the latter. A
group of technical experts, doctors,
psychologists, and Georgi’s relatives
invented all kinds of stories to justify
his father’s absence on the line,
though Georgi always wanted to talk
to him. We managed to survive for
the whole 96 days of the flight. When
Vladimir Shatalov, who was responsi-
ble for the mission, told Georgi about
the tragic event after the landing, the
cosmonaut said we had been right.
That was the baptism, so to speak, of
our psychological support team,
though psychologists have been in-
volved in the preparation of flights
since the first one by Yuri Gagarin.

Q: Were there any problems during
the last 12-month flight?
Bogdashevsky: Titov and Manarov
had just one misunderstanding. It
lasted for three days, but then the
cosmonauts managed to cope with
the situation.

Blagov: We noticed that the cosmo-
nauts had changed somewhat, and
we sensed that something was wrong.
One of the things Mission Control
does is organize “meetings” between
the crew and their family members.
We actually have two teams—the
ship commander and the flight engi-
neer onboard the station and their
wives here on Earth. During this mis-
understanding between Titov and
Manarov, we resorted to some tricks.

We asked their wives to tell them
things that would force them to con-
tact each other. The conversation was
geared toward breaking the ice.

Kozerenko: Cosmonauts’ wives also
learn the art of understanding their
husbands at a distance. There is no
need to tell them what they need to
say to bring their husbands back to
normal.

Blagov: Cosmonauts’ wives are unof-
ficlal members of the psychological
support team.

Bogdashevsky: It is very difficult to
pull cosmonauts out of it when they
are troubled. Of course the crew com-
mander gets some training about
what to do if a conflict arises. But
sometimes he cannot use the recom-
mendations, and he himself becomes
the source of the conflict. Mission
Control is unable to influence the
situation—sometimes our interference
even makes things worse.

Kozerenko: There is one more impor-
tant thing. Psychological support
service is like a safety valve for letting
off steam. For example, we felt some
tension during the flight of Vladimir
Dzhanibekov and Vladimir Koval-
yonok. And we intentionally allowed
them to vent their criticism on us—all
the more so since they could not di-
rect their anger elsewhere.

Q: Do cosmonauts remain good
friends after the flight?

Blagov: That depends. Some of them
even refuse to spend the postflight re-
habilitation period together and ask to
be sent to different health resorts.
Others become bosom buddies. But in
general, there are fewer people who
are real friends than there are those
who just get along.

Q: Have any of the cosmonauts ever
said after the flight, “That's it; I'll
never set foot in there again?
Bogdashevsky: No. But there have
been some cosmonauts whom we told
they would never set foot in there
again. [ ]
Courtesy of the newspaper
Literaturnaya gazeta
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PERESTROIKA IN ACTION

OBSERWTTONS ON PERESTROIKA

n the summer of 1988, 36-year-
old John Kohan became chief of
Time magazine’s Moscow bu-
reau. Novosti Press Agency cor-
respondent Nikolai Matyash
talks with Kohan about his im-
pressions of the Soviet Union.

Q: What places have you had a
chance to visit since you arrived in
this country?

A: This isn’t my first visit to the So-
viet Union. I studied at Leningrad
University, and since 1974 I've regu-
larly visited the USSR with delega-
tions of various sorts. During my
years with Time, I have often been in
the Moscow office. In June 1988 I ar-
rived in Moscow as bureau chief.
Since then I've been to the Far East,
to Kapustin Yar, where nuclear mis-
siles were eliminated, and to Minsk.
Recently I visited Latvia, where I met
some of the Popular Front leaders,
and also Estonia.

Q: Have you noticed any changes in
Soviet life, in people’s behavior?

A: People are wearing better and
more attractive clothes, and the way
young people live and dress here is
much the same as in the West. But
that's not the most important thing.
The first thing I've noticed here is the
change in the Soviet people’s way of
thinking. In the streets, at home, and
on TV they openly talk about their
problems. That's good because a few
years ago they would hardly venture
an opinion that differed from the offi-
cial line.

The situation has really changed,
and this can be judged from the fact
that people who were once perse-
cuted are now invited to various fo-
rums and press conferences. Among
them are Academician Andrei Sakha-
rov and historian Roy Medvedev.

The restructuring of political think-
ing has not proceeded quickly enough
everywhere. Change is less visible in
the provinces, where the press merely

reprints what the central newspapers
say, without giving its own interpreta-
tion of things.

Q: What do you think about Soviet
TV programs?
A: In my opinion, Soviet television is
overloaded with political and educa-
tional programs, whereas American
TV is mostly commercial and enter-
tainment oriented. This, I think, is the
main difference between the two.
Perestroika has introduced live cov-
erage, which, as I've noticed, is par-
ticularly popular with the TV viewers.
I prefer the nightly program for
young people, “Look,” the “Midnight
Show,” and documentaries like “The
Risk.”

Q: What effect do you think the cur-
rent comprehensive changes have had
on the Soviet press?

A: Three years ago I wouldn't have
expected the Soviet press to make
such an impressive leap forward. In
the stagnation period Soviet periodi-
cals expressed only the official opin-
ion, and they were very dull. The
state controlled all the information
and treated people like children, tell-
ing them what to do.

Now newspapers and magazines
are filled with daring articles, often
amazing in their sincere desire to un-
derstand problems. The press has be-
come lively and interesting, and the
number of topics under discussion
has greatly increased.

Q: Do you go to the movies? What's
your impression of the Soviet cinema?
A: Perestroika has had the effect in
cinematography of generating quite a
few original works. They are often
controversial and never leave you in-
different. Among the most interesting
films, in my opinion, are Little Vera,
Assa, and The Cold Summer of 1953.
All of them convey an original ap-
proach to contemporary or historical
problems.

The film Repentance deserves spe-
cial mention. It was shown all over
the country and stirred heated discus-
sions. It denounced dictatorship of all
kinds, including Stalinism, and was
welcomed as a sign of a new epoch.

Q: About two years ago cooperatives
appeared on the Soviet scene. What
do you think about their advent?

A: They're a very positive develop-
ment. Everyone acknowledges that
the service sector in the Soviet Union
needs to be developed. The cooper-
ative movement can make life better,
revive personal initiative, and
strengthen the state economy. But it
isn’t easy to begin a new activity, and
cooperatives have had certain difficul-
ties along the way. On the one hand,
some cooperative owners aren’t sure
of their future stability because they
are afraid that the movement is just
the latest fad, which could end soon.
And so they want to make big profits
quickly. On the other hand, consum-
ers aren’t pleased with the high prices
the cooperatives charge and the large
earnings of their entrepreneurs.

One solution would be for the state
to further encourage the cooperatives.
Only under this condition can prices
stabilize.

Q: My last question: What do you
think of Soviet young people?

A: This is one of the crucial questions
at the moment. Young people aged 25
to 30, the generation that grew up in
the stagnation period, are mere on-
lookers, in my opinion. I think this is
because their outlook is still encum-
bered with stereotypes. Perestroika
has been promoted by the Gorbachev
generation, by the people who wel-
comed the Twentieth CPSU Con-
gress, which denounced Stalin’s
personality cult.

At the same time, you have a mar-
velous younger generation, those
aged 14 to 18, who will live and think
in a new way.
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it with some of my émigré friends,
including writers and artists, I realized
that it could become a reality. If we
established a mass organization that
included prominent representatives of
the Soviet intelligentsia, Russian intel-
lectuals living outside the USSR, and
also American, French, and other
intellectuals, we could take some ac-
tion capable of fostering the democ-
ratization process in the USSR, mak-
ing it irreversible. The very existence
of such an organization could help
the reformers since, both among the
emigrants and within the USSR,
perestroika has its opponents, and
quite strong opponents at that.

In my view the association should
promote rapprochement of the litera-
ture published in the USSR and that
published by emigrants, and also of
the other arts. I have always believed
that there are not two different litera-
tures, or two different cultures, but
there is a single Russian literature and
one Russian culture. It may be di-
vided into two branches for the time
being, but those branches are bound
to converge. And now we are wit-
nessing such a convergence. Not only
are works by writers belonging to the
“first wave” of emigration being pub-
lished in the Soviet Union today, but
also those by Vladimir Voinovich,
losif Brodsky, Victor Nekrasov, and
Naum Korzhavin. I myself have been
commissioned to write about 20 arti-
cles for Soviet journals.

Speaking of literature, the associa-
tion will arrange readings at which
authors living in the USSR and émi-
gré authors will appear together.
Those readings will be held at the
Strelets Russian literary centers I have
set up in Paris and New York, and
also in Moscow and Leningrad. We
could also organize round-table dis-
cussions that would be attended by
writers and artists who would discuss
the progress of perestroika in literature
and the arts. Such discussions could
be held in Moscow, Paris, and New
York. The association should have an
organ of its own, and Strelets could
play that role. Remember that in past
years it has published works by au-
thors living in Moscow and Lenin-
grad, both “unofficial” works, as they
were called until recently, and those
of officially recognized authors, such

as Bella Akhmadulina, Andrei Bitov,
and Bulat Okudzhava.

Q: Has anyone joined the association
yet?

A: The president of the International
Pen Club liked the idea, and I have
reached an understanding with him,
more or less. I am also going to meet
with French and American intellectu-
als. And I think some Slavic profes-
sors in Switzerland will join the asso-
ciation too.

In the USSR more than 70 people
want to join the association, including
authors Bella Akhmadulina, Andrei
Voznesensky, and Andrei Bitov; art-
ists Boris Messerer, Vladimir Nemu-
khin, and Vyacheslav Kalinin; and
Leningrad writers Victor Krivulin,
Yuri Mamleyev, and Vadim Kreid.
The journals Iskusstvo and Chelovek i
priroda have joined as associate mem-
bers. The idea has been supported by
the Soviet Culture Foundation.

We will officially begin our work
after a constituent conference. You
might say, however, that we have al-
ready begun. The two Strelets read-
ings in which Moscow and Leningrad
authors took part may be viewed as
the association’s first actions.

Q: Was any progress made in other
spheres during your visit to Moscow?
A: We managed to reach an agree-
ment with the Soviet Culture Founda-
tion on holding in Moscow an exhi-
bition of works of art from the Paris
Museum of Modern Russian Art. I
also negotiated arrangement of an-
other display, “Modern Russian Art-
ists in Western Collections,” which
will be held first at the Paris museum
and then in Moscow.

I believe that one of the new asso-
ciation’s most important tasks is to
open a museum of modern Russian
art in Moscow. If such a museum is
set up, I will give it 200 works of art
donated by émigré artists and 50 from
my own collection. Perhaps it would
be more correct to call it the Russian
Avant-Garde Art Museum.

Q: Our readers would probably be in-
terested to know the story of your
emigration.

A: T first organized an exhibition of
works by artists referred to as “unof-

ficial” in 1967. Held at a community
center in Moscow, it was attended by
as many as 2,000 people in the two
hours before the authorities closed it
down. Then I decided that since they
closed down exhibitions, I should just
start a collection of my own and open
a museum at my place. I did so, and
everyone was welcome to see my col-
lection. Finally the authorities arrested
me on charges of “circulating anti-So-
viet literature.” But that was a mere
pretext. They wanted to force me to
emigrate. My artist friends persuaded
me to do so to save the collection and
to give them moral support by exhib-
iting their works abroad. I agreed.
The authorities let me take the pic-
tures with me. I arranged the first ex-
hibition just a couple of days after I
emigrated.

Q: How did the “American period” in
your life begin?

A: On September 15, 1980, the Mod-
ern Russian Art Museum in Jersey
City opened. Tretya Volna Publishers
is also based there. Today our edito-
rial board includes Leningrad poet
Victor Krivulin and Moscow writers
Genrikh Sapgir and Vladimir
Aleinikov.

Q: This is your first visit to Moscow
after a long time away. What changes
have you found here? What obstacles,
in your opinion, do perestroika and
democratization face, and what can
the intelligentsia do?

A: While the current democratization
is somewhat like the ““thaw” under
Khrushchev, the situation is more
promising today. Works that could
not see the light in the past are being
published, including those by émigré
authors. Such things did not happen
during the “thaw.” Today the democ-
ratization process is more far-reach-
ing. Here in Moscow I have met intel-
lectuals belonging to the new
generation, and I have gotten the im-
pression that most of them stand for
perestroika and glasnost. The one thing
that has disappointed me was meet-
ing the same kind of bureaucrats as 1
met before. The bureaucracy is still
strong, and a long and arduous battle
is still to be fought against it. But
what I have heard intellectuals say
here does inspire hope.
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“Many were the times,” remembers
his wife, laughing and wiping her
eyes, “when a bus would come in
from out of town, and ordinary peo-
ple would get off, just as ordinary
people always do. But then last would
be my husband, pulling and tugging
at a painted door or something that
barely fit through the exit. And don't
forget that he’d lugged it on his own
back for at least six kilometers to that
bus in the first place!”

That was the genesis of Samoilov’s
wildest idea—to restore the church in
Nizhnyaya Sinyachikha and make it a
museum. The fact that the village was
12 kilometers from town did not seem
to be a serious obstacle. He had days
off, vacations; after all, he could al-
ways spend a couple of hours there
after work. He solved organizational
problems more or less speedily. He
did the restoration work himself, and
experts found no flaws in it. That es-
sentially meant that he had acquired a
new profession.

Much more difficult was dealing
with the rural authorities. The Village
Soviet had no problems whatsoever
with the grain dryer, which was al-
ways in good working order. But this
silly land surveyor who wanted to re-
store the church and set up a museum
in it was a pretty suspicious character.
Just in case, the authorities gave him
a flat NO.

Samoilov buttonholed each mem-
ber of the Village Soviet privately and
talked him or her into supporting his
plans. Then, taking advantage of the
time his main opponent, the chair-
man, was away on vacation, he made
a fiery speech to the members of the
Village Soviet, appealing to the mem-
ory of their ancestors, to their love for
the land, to the fact that the growing
generation must have its own, native
beauty—and he won.

He won the right to set to work
with his own hands and almost at his
own expense. The resources of the lo-
cal cultural institutions were inade-
quate to carry out Samoilov’s plans.

“I've got no respect for money; for
me, it's no more than pieces of pa-
per,” says Samoilov firmly. “I don’t
need it for myself, only for the work.”

There was a case in which he failed
to pay a team of builders he’d hired.
Late one evening, when Samoilov
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was away, someone knocked on his
door at home.

“Hey, Lady, tell Ivan he’s got to
come up with the money at once.”

As soon as Samoilov returned,
Anna told him: “You've got the
money you're saving up for a motor-
cycle; pay those ruffians. They’ll kill
us if you don't!”

He wasn't afraid of the ruffians, but
he did take the money his wife was
talking about from his savings ac-
count. He had to honor the contract
he’d signed—whatever difficulties he
was having getting money for his
project were no one else’s problem.
That was just one case. How much of
his own money he came up with in
all those long years, no one knows.

He had sincere assistants as well,
and they worked indefatigably, nei-
ther demanding nor expecting remu-
neration. These assistants were six
master craftsmen from Nizhnyaya
Sinyachikha—the youngest just under
50, the oldest over 70. They were car-
penters, not restorers, but one
thought urged them all on: If men
could build all these beautiful things
long ago, why can’t we do it now? So
they set up scaffolding 60 meters
high, and they learned to do stone-
work, paying no attention whatsoever
to the jeering and teasing of their fel-
low villagers. Only later, when the
beautiful cupolas began to peep out
from the scaffolding, did people un-
derstand what was going on—and
ask to be given a chance to help. The
main cross Samoilov painted with his
own hands; no one else dared to do
the job.

The work went on for nine years.
For nine years Samoilov had not a
moment of rest, not a day off for him-
self or his wife. Anna spent hour
upon hour carefully washing sooty
paintings with a sponge dipped in
soapy water; rubbing copper dishes
with sand and acid, her hands smart-
ing and burning; rinsing and bleach-
ing towels, tablecloths, and peasants’
shirts—the exhibits of the future mu-
seum; and cleaning the metal slabs of
the floor, the famous Kasli casting.
When the church had been shut
down, the flooring was carted off
piece by piece to neighboring villages
because it didn’t belong to anyone.
Now people brought the pieces back.

In 1978 the museum was opened.
The next year Samoilov applied to his
boss to release him from the post of
chief engineer of land surveying and
to the town party leadership to find
any sort of work for him at the mu-
seum—not that he wanted just to sit
back and enjoy the fruit of his labors.
In his diary he described his mental
condition: “My mind has matured.”
This mature mind spelled out a pro-
gram of work that simply could no
longer be accomplished in his spare
time.

What Samoilov planned to do was
to set up in Nizhnyaya Sinyachikha a
whole museum complex of folk ar-
chitecture of the Urals. When
Samoilov’s wife first learned of these
plans, she cried, but soon she dried
her tears and, as always, began to
help. Samoilov received a new post,
chairman of the town Society for the
Protection of Historical and Cultural
Monuments, which greatly facilitated
his work. One after another, old peas-
ant houses began appearing in the
village, then a watchtower, a bell
tower, a blacksmith’s shop, and
frameworks for wells. Samoilov saved
them from oblivion and destruction as
he discovered them in the most re-
mote places.

Word of Nizhnyaya Sinyachikha
and its museum complex began
spreading around the country. The
village was included on tourist routes
through the Urals. Folklore festivals
are held there twice a year. Naturally,
Samoilov’s happy. If only he could
restore the pond, build a dam, put up
amill...

Officially, the museum in Nizh-
nyaya Sinyachikha is open on Sun-
days. But every single day—who
knows how-—some tourist or other
finds Samoilov’s apartment. With his
usual grumbling, Samoilov sets out
with the visitor to Nizhnyaya Sinya-
chikha. There hasn’t been a single
time when his soul has not awak-
ened. The most wonderful thing is
that, even if it's just for a moment, it
never fails to awaken in every one of
those who listens to him, too. u

Editor's note: After this story had
been written, Ivan Samoilov was
elected to the Congress of People’s
Deputies in March 1989.






s computers be-
come more wide-
spread in the So-
viet Union, so do
the many head-
aches that have
plagued computer
experts and users
around the world.
Several personal computer (PC) sys-
tems in the USSR have reportedly
been attacked by viruses, and com-
puter groups are calling for effective
remedies.

The first category of programs that
ruins computer disks is the Trojan
horse, a program that purports to do
one thing but actually does something
else. For instance, a Trojan horse
might seem to do something harm-
less—such as display a calculator on
your screen—when it is, in fact, de-
stroying your hard disk. These invad-
ers are hard to track down and purge
because they reside in useful pro-
grams that look innocent, just as the
original Trojan horse did.

The more famous kind of software
killer is the virus. A computer virus is
defined as a sort of rogue program, or
a string of coded commands hidden
in useful software programs. Like a
biological virus, it uses its host to re-
produce, replicating itself into other
programs used on the same computer
or into other computers to which it is
connected. Viruses are usually com-
municated by data transmission over
phone lines or by inserting a contami-
nated floppy disk into a computer.

About 20 years ago programmers at
a Moscow research institute were an-
noyed by the erratic behavior of their
computer. Finally a young program-
mer admitted he had written a pro-
gram that fooled the operating system
yet remained invisible, so even the
system programmers could not under-
stand what had happened. This was
presumably the first attempt at com-
puter terrorism in the USSR.

Ten years later a programmer at the
Lada Auto Plant discovered that even
a minor change in the software that
controlled the main production line
could cause havoc. When he tried it,
the spare parts supply was disrupted,
and the main line stopped. Attempts
to correct the program were unavail-
ing. Pressed by investigators, the pro-
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grammer finally admitted he was the
villain of the piece. He explained that
he was embittered over manage-
ment’s failure to appreciate his intel-
lectual effort.

Last summer the Institute of Soft-
ware Systems hosted a regular meet-
ing of school-aged computer fans
from the Soviet Union, the United
States, West Germany, Italy, Bulgaria,
and Czechoslovakia. Apparently one
of the guests innocently brought
along a contaminated floppy disk and
loaded it into a computer. Fortu-
nately, the virus was tracked down
easily and the data recovered.

Programmers at the Academy of
Sciences of the USSR succeeded in
identifying a virus and removing it
from their computer system. They
even managed to rehabilitate nearly
all the altered and destroyed pro-
grams. Sergei Abramov and Alfred
Ailamazyan (see interview) devised
an antiviral ““vaccine” based on the
idea that a computer viral infection
program should be treated like a sim-
ple biological protein-based virus.

The vaccines contain a code that
recognizes an unauthorized change in
a computer’s software or in a data
file. None of these vaccines is univer-
sal because a program to combat a
virus must be as specific as the virus
itself. Several programs,claim to de-
tect viruses; they do so by comparing
files against the original version and
reporting whether the file has been
changed. Though it would seem more
reasonable to kill a “live”” virus when
it is loaded into the computer mem-
ory, this proves nearly impossible be-
cause some ‘“‘perverted”’ virus pro-
grams disguise themselves, becoming
virtually invisible during loading.

Another possible cure is a resident
program able to detect any abnormal
computer behavior, which may be an
indication that a virus is present and
trying to infect other programs. Com-
puter users are likely to be annoyed
by it because it interprets the func-
tions of normal programs and asks for
the operator’s authorization to pro-
ceed. Anyone who has worked with
such a program soon itches to delete
it from the computer’s memory.

The third virus killer may seem the
most attractive. The program is not
installed in the computer’s memory

but may be loaded independently
(from a disk). When it is loaded, it
gives the operator a list of files it
thinks might have been modified by a
resident virus. An obvious advantage
of such a program is that it can track
down viruses attempting to reproduce
themselves in other programs.

Computer ethics are still lagging far
behind computer literacy, a gap that
is common throughout the world. Vi-
ruses are threatening to paralyze the
leading Western economies.

In the Soviet Union some say the
viral epidemic is spreading as a result
of the woefully inadequate software
distribution system, or rather the lack
of any such system. With no official
software market, copying programs
from other computer contacts often
seems like the only way to obtain the
programs that are in great demand.

The unauthorized use of software,
in an unexpected twist, has come into
the limelight following repeated virus
attacks in Moscow computers. Co-
operatives and joint ventures special-
izing in software writing and hard-
ware manufacture now number in the
dozens, and some have produced
packages that effectively compete
with Western programs.

Some programmers, unwilling to
wait for a government decree on
copyright laws, have started using vi-
ruses to protect their software against
repeated copying. It takes a mid-level
programmer only a few weeks to
“unprotect” even the most sophisti-
cated protection program. It’s not so
easy with viruses.

A “protection virus” is written into
one of the program’s executable files
and programmed to destroy the par-
ent program and then reproduce itself
into other programs if the file is cop-
ied repeatedly.

Moscow now has many infected
computers, though users are not al-
ways aware of this since many viruses
have long incubation periods. The
most lethal types, which are commu-
nicated via networks, pose no real
danger to Soviet computers because
there are almost no computer net-
works in the USSR. But the “Trojan
War” will hardly be won unless top-
flight professionals start working dili-
gently on cures in a coordinated inter-
national effort. [ ]



CAN WE STOP
A PC-EATER?

Q: Your computer system has report-
edly been vandalized by viruses. How
did you discover this?

Abramov: We noticed that some of
our programs, which seemed to be
working as well as ever, caused disas-
trous changes in other programs. But
even when we discovered some simi-
lar byte sequences in the suspect soft-
ware, [ still couldn’t believe it was the
kind of computer virus we had re-
cently read about in the press. We
hadn’t been afraid of viruses, think-
ing, incorrectly, that viral attacks
would fall on infertile soil in the So-
viet Union because our computer sys-
tems are only beginning to develop.

Q: What did you do?
Abramov: We set up a data recovery
center, which we called an “antiviral
laboratory.” We cleared an experi-
mental PC’s hard disk of all its pro-
grams and loaded the suspect pro-
gram and another that we picked at
random. When we activated the sus-
pect, it attacked the companion pro-
gram and introduced some unau-
thorized changes into it. That was
how we tracked down the virus. Then
we used a debugging program to de-
code the attacker and monitored the
sequence of commands in the virus.
When we examined the virus struc-
ture, we started working on a “vac-
cine,” which took 18 hours to run. By
early the next morning we had
learned that the computer virus at-
tached itself to useful programs,
which continued to operate normally,
and it lived in the program like a par-
asite. A command to start the virus-
carrying program first executed the vi-
rus and then the program itself. Once
the virus was activated, its search
function picked up a victim program.
We have tracked down many vi-
ruses at this point; some destroy use-
ful programs instantly, while the
more widespread type damages com-
puter data by making repeated copies
of itself.

Q: Is there a universal cure?
Ailamazyan: There are several reme-

dies, but none of them is really uni-
versal. When the computers at a sum-
mer camp sustained a viral attack,
Abramov and a colleague quickly
tracked down the virus and recovered
the lost data, saving thousands of
useful programs on some 80 PCs. But
the program was designed for only
one specific type of virus. No one
seems to know yet how to write a
universal remedy.

Abramov: We have developed some-
thing like an “immune system” to
keep IBM compatibles safe against vi-
ral attacks, but it can easily be
adapted for other types of PCs. It is a
program consisting of two parts. The
first part looks for viruses whenever a
computer is rebooted and makes the
computer beep if it finds one.

The second part of the routine is a
virus killer. But it destroys only the
limited number of viruses it is familiar
with.

Q: What motivates programmers to
write viruses?

Abramov: I have no idea what the
motives and mentality of such people
might be because I've never met any
of them, and I hope I never do. But
what I do know is that their perverted
minds are directed against a whole
group of users who are helpless in the
face of a viral attack.

Ailamazyan: I would very much like
to avoid a “sword and shield” race in
the computer world. I also shudder at
the thought of computer weapons or
computer terrorism, though I know
that it's much easier to destroy than
to create. Soviet scientists believe that
if computer communities want to be
safe against future attacks, they
should cooperate on an international
scale. In addition to the technical as-
pects, computer scientists should de-
velop a code of ethics for program-
mers. ] am prepared to go a long way
to convince my colleagues around the
world to pay more attention to the
problem and to try to solve it through
a concerted effort.

SOVIET-AMERICAN
RELATIONS

Continued from page 2

United States. It is of major signifi-
cance that in the joint statements of
the Moscow and Washington sum-
mits our two leaders expressed their
support for expanding bilateral trade
and economic relations.

We certainly hope that this trend
will continue and that constructive
continuity, stability, and predictability
will be the guiding principles of So-
viet-American relations for years to
come.

There is a great and growing inter-
est on the part of the American busi-
ness community in establishing or ex-
panding operations with Soviet
counterparts. Some interesting
projects are under way to develop our
already fruitful cooperation and to ex-
tend it into new areas.

I cannot, however, say that trade
between our countries is flourishing.
We are not satisfied with either its
volume or its composition. Part of the
blame is ours. But at the same time,
numerous unjustified restrictions and
bans, introduced either by the U.S.
Congress or by the Administration,
are still obstacles to the development
of large-scale Soviet-American busi-
ness cooperation. Of course our goal
should be gradually to abolish dis-
crimination in all these areas—be it
unfair import tariffs, bans on credits,
or a prohibitive export control system.

Normalization of international rela-
tions in general, and of Soviet-Ameri-
can relations in particular, cannot be
complete if trade, one of the most es-
sential components, is missing. To so-
lidify the positive trends of recent
years, we must engage in mutually
beneficial economic interaction.

Interdependence means not only
that every country in the world is
somehow affected by others; it also
means that there is a trade-off be-
tween the arms race and global co-
operation and development. I have no
doubt that the disarmament process
will release a huge potential for inter-
national trade and other exchanges.

The recent trends in international
politics and, above all, in Soviet-
American relations, give all of us
hope for a better life and a safe
world. ]
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e who can control
woman can control a
state,”” commented
French writer Honoré
de Balzac.

”A man who is going to do a good
deed will always do it well if the
woman he loves kisses him,” said
Russian historian Vasili Klyuchevsky.

In every age and in every country
men have thought and said a lot
about women, studying us (scientists),
trying to fathom us (psychologists),
and admiring us (poets). We have
been exalted, and our capacities have
been exaggerated. We have been de-
clared to be important in ways we
never suspected we could be.

Poets take us for heroines, pity us,
rationalize our failings, extol both our
dubious and our unquestionable vir-
tues, and try to heal or to rub salt in
our wounds.

Women themselves have occasion-
ally been able to seize the initiative,
telling through their literary creations
what we women are like ourselves,
our feminine hearts and minds.

There was the great Sappho. Only
fragments of her poems have come
down to us, like fragments of a mag-
nificent vase that was smashed long
ago. But her image is exquisite—slim,
dark-haired, in a white chiton against
the background of eternity.

There were the romantic women
poets of the East, who were touch-
ingly loyal to their heroes.

There was the hapless and hot-
tempered French poet Marceline
Desbordes-Valmore.

There were the shy but courageous
English women from the quiet
wooded estates in central England:
Charlotte and Emily Bronté, Elizabeth
Gaskell, Mary Shelley. Their long
novels read like poems.

There was the refined American
Emily Dickinson.

There were women of letters in
Russia, too, but they certainly kept a
far lower profile than authors any-
where else. Karolina Pavlova, Anna
Bunina, Yevdokia Rostopchina, and
Mirra Lokhvitskaya are a few of the
nineteenth century examples. Their
names are obscured by those of, for
instance, Alexander Pushkin, Mikhail
Lermontov, Fyodor Tyutchev, and
Nikolai Nekrasov.

But, as if to compensate for the
long silence and obscurity, two
brightly shining female stars appeared
in the constellation of male poets
dominating the Russian poetry of the
early twentieth century—Anna Akh-
matova and Marina Tsvetayeva.

Now that we are marking Akhma-
tova’s centenary, we recognize that
she is a star of the first magnitude.
Her style is characterized by a sim-
plicity that conceals great complexity.

Akhmatova lived her entire 76
years in her native country, and she
followed the same path as her compa-
triots, never sidestepping a single
blow fate had in store for her.

Akhmatova was born into the fam-
ily of a naval officer in Odessa on
June 11 (23), 1889. She studied at the
Women’s College in Kiev and in the
law school at the University of Kiev,
but she knew she had a flair for po-
etry when she was still a child. Her
first books—Evening (1912), Rosary
(1914), The White Flock (1917)—cap-
tured the imagination of the public.

Her earliest recollections are of
Tsarskoye Selo, near St. Petersburg
(now Leningrad). She spent most of
the rest of her life in Leningrad, mar-
rying Nikolai Gumilyov, a famous
poet in his own right, who devoted
exquisite poems to her. Alexander
Blok, Mikhail Kuzmin, and Osip
Mandelstam dedicated inspired lines
to her. She was idolized, she was
worshiped, she was imitated.

But what was it in her poems that
moved her contemporaries so pro-
foundly? It must have been her sin-
cere and forceful lyricism, based on
real life. For example:

I've been dropped! This is an
invented word—

Am I a flower or a letter?

And my eyes are already looking
grimly

Into the tarnished mirror.

Strangely, this early poem already
foreshadows the woman who would
have to bear a crushing burden in the
period of the Soviet Union’s trials and
tribulations.

It is anyone’s guess how Akhma-
tova’s talent would have developed if
her life had continued to be a bed of
roses. Probably, however, she would

have found some thorns—this was
one aspect of her poetic gift.

But she had a difficult life. Execu-
tion of her husband, Gumilyov. Two
stormy revolutions. The Civil War.
The arrest (twice) of her son. The Sec-
ond World War. Denunciations. She
could have emigrated, but she flatly
refused to. Years later she wrote:

I was then with my people
Where my hapless people were.

She was poor. Her poems seemed
to be out of tune with the new times.
Gumilyov was accused of a counter-
revolutionary plot and executed. Al-
exander Blok died. Akhmatova began
studying Pushkin, opening new,
amazingly interesting chapters in this
field.

In the 1930s Akhmatova’s poems
did not find a widespread response
because they did not conform to the
jackboot rhythms of the first five-year
plan periods. Akhmatova’s only son,
Lev Gumilyov, was falsely accused
and banished to Siberia.

World War II found Akhmatova in
blockaded Leningrad. She became the
voice of the Leningraders’ courage.

Finally she was evacuated. When
the war was over, new grief struck:
Her son was arrested for the second
time. The Central Committee of the
Communist Party passed a resolution
denouncing several authors, first
among them Akhmatova. The doors
of publishing houses and literary
journals, never previously wide open
for her, now slammed in her face.
Only a handful of people stood by
her: They either realized the force and
scope of her talent or simply loved
her. A handful of friends is enough to
survive in Russia. Akhmatova also
survived because she had her poetry,
her most reliable support.

In 1953 Stalin died. A thaw set in.
Akhmatova’s son returned from jail.
Publishing houses reopened their
doors to her—a little. Her first books
of poems were released after years of
silence. Far from all were published
though, and many of the bans were
not lifted, including the prohibition
on her “Requiem,” a poem describing
the grief of a mother whose son has
been jailed and the grief of the entire
nation. >

41







“T Am Not One of Those Who Left the Land . ..”

% 1o the mercy of its enemies.
Their flattery leaves me cold,
my songs are not for them to praise.

But I pity the exile’s lot.

Like a felon, like a man half-dead,
dark is your path, wanderer;
wormwood infects your foreign bread.

But here, in the murk of conflagration,
where scarcely a friend is left to know,
we, the survivors, do not flinch

from anything, not from a single blow.

Surely the reckoning will be made
after the passing of this cloud.

We are the people without tears,
straighter than you . . . more proud. ..

-—1922

Courage

We know what trembles on the scales,
and what we must steel ourselves to face.
The bravest hour strikes on our clocks:
may courage not abandon us!

Let bullets kill us—we are not afraid,

nor are we bitter, though our housetops fall.
We will preserve you, Russian speech,
from servitude in foreign chains,

keep you alive, great Russian word,

fit for the songs of our children’s children,
pure on their tongues, and free.

—23 February 1942

He ¢ Temu 1, xTo 6pocun 3emnio
Ha pactep3aHue Bparam.

HUx rpyboit nectu s He BHEMITIO,
UM neceH 1 cBoMX He nam.

Ho BeuHO %anok MHe M3rHaHHUK,
Kak 3akyroueHHbIi, kak 60J1bHO.
TemHa TBos gopora, CTpaHHUK,
IMTonbiHblo NaxHeT xJeb uyxkoil.

A 3echb, B FIyXOM valy noxapa
OcTaToK HOHOCTH Ty64,
Mb! HH eguHOrO yaapa
He oTknoHWAK OT cebs.

W 3naem, 4TO B OLEHKE nO3aHElH
OnpaBaaH 6yaeT kaxablii vac. ..
Ho B Mupe HeT nrogeii Geccnesneit,
HanamenHee u npoue Hac.

— 1922

MyxecTBO

Mbl 3HaeM, 4YTO HbIHE JIEHT Ha Becax

W uT6 coBepliaeTca HbiHe.

Yac myxecTBa npobua Ha HaLIKUX Yacax.

1 mMyxecTBO Hac He MOKHHET.

He cTpawHo noa nyisMy MEpTBbIMH JieUb,

He ropbko octaTbca 6e3 kpoBa, —

U mbl coxpaHum Tebs, pycckas peub,

Beaukoe pycckoe cioBo.

CB0O6OAHBIM M YUCTbIM Teba NpoHeceMm,

M BHykam Aaaum, M OT MUIeHa cracem
Hasekwu!

~— 23 ¢espans 1942

43




Requiem
1935-1940

No foreign sky protected me,

no stranger’s wing shielded my face.

I stand as witness to the common lot,

survivor of that time, that place.
—1961

INSTEAD OF A PREFACE

In the terrible years of the Yezhov terror I spent seven-
teen months waiting in line outside the prison in Leningrad.
One day somebody in the crowd identified me. Standing
behind me was a woman, with lips blue from the cold, who
had, of course, never heard me called by name before. Now
she started out of the torpor common to us all and asked me
in a whisper (everyone whispered there):

“Can you describe this?”’

And I said: “I can.”

Then something like a smile passed fleetingly over what
had once been her face.

—Leningrad, 1 April 1957

PROLOGUE
That was a time when only the dead

and the sign, the soul, of Leningrad
dangled outside its prison-house;

herded in the railroad-yards,

could smile, delivered from their wars,

and the regiments of the condemned,

PexBuem
1935-1940

Hem, u ne nod uyxcovim Heb6ocso0oM,

H ne nod 3augumoti uyxcosix xpeia, —

A 6viaa mozoa ¢ MOuM HapoOdoM,

Tam, 20e moli Hapoo, Kk Hecuacmsio, Gbia.
— 1961

BMECTO TIPEOUCJIOBU A

B cTpamHbie roapi €x0BUIMHBI 8 IPOBEJa CEMHaALATh
MecsALEB B TIOPEMHBIX o4yepeaax B JleHnurpane. Kak-To
pa3 KTO-TO «Ono3Hasm MeHsA. Toraa croswas 3a MHOH
KEHIIHMHA ¢ rojgybbiMH ry6amMu, KoTopas, KOHEYHO,
HHUKOTJa He cJ/blxaja MOEro HMEHH, OYHy/ach OT
CBOHCTBEHHOr0 HaM BCEM OLIETIEHEHHS H CIIPOCH/IA MEHS
Ha yxo (TaM BCE TOBOPHJIH IIENOTOM):

— A 3TO Bbl MOXETE ONMHCAThb?

H 5 cxasana:

— Mory.

Torpa uTo-TO Bpohe ynAbIGKH CKOJIB3HYO MO TOMY,
4YTO HeKorga GbUIO ee JIULOM.

— Jlennnrpag, 1 anpens 1957 rona

BCTYIJIEHHE

310 6bL0, KOraa ynsibancs

Tonbko MepTBbIii, cnokoHcTBUIO pag.
W HeHyXHbIM NpHBecKOM BosTasncs
Bo3ne Tiopem cBoux JleHuHrpan.

N xorna, o6e3ymMeB oT MyKH,

lnu yxe ocyxOeHHbIX MOJKH,

shrank from the engine’s whistle-song
whose burden went, “Away, pariahs!”
The stars of death stood over us.

And Russia, guiltless, beloved, writhed
under the crunch of bloodstained boots,
under the wheels of Black Marias.

M xopoTkylo necHio pa3nyku
IlapoBo3HblE Meau ryaku.

3Be3/1bl CMEPTH CTOSUIH HaJl HAMH,
U Ge3BunHas kopuunace Pych
ITon xpoBaBBIMH canoramMmu

W noa mmHamMy 4epHbIX Mapych.
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guests at schools, cultural centers, and
the editorial boards of Moscow news-
papers and magazines. They brushed
the dust away from their old docu-
ments and photographs and put on
their combat awards.

The long-cherished dream of the
people living in the little village of
Egvekinot in distant Chukotka has
come true: They invited a group of
veteran pilots to visit them and spent
several thousand rubles to cover the
expenses of their trip. During the war
Air Cobra and Boston fighters landed
not far from Egvekinot, a village in
the Chukot Autonomous Area, and in
another Eskimo village, Uelkal, after
risky flights over the Arctic from
Alaska.

Pilots had to land their planes not
on concrete runways but on packed
snow on a small site in the tundra.
Because of heavy frosts and strong
winds, some of the planes crash-
landed, and the crews lost their lives.
On a high hill near the village of
Egvekinot the local people erected a
monument to the dead heroes.

The people of Egvekinot have pre-
served the building that once housed
the headquarters of the ferry division
under the command of the legendary
pilot, Hero of the Soviet Union, Gen-
eral llya Mazuruk. Mazuruk was one
of those people who had suggested
establishing strong links with Ameri-
can war veterans. His plan has been
carried out by his comrade in arms
and friend, navigator David Sherl.

Until recently, ALSIB had no offi-
cial status. Some time ago, however,
the participants in the ferry flights
from Alaska across Siberia to the
front were invited to the Soviet War
Veterans Committee, where they re-
ceived congratulations on their “birth-
day.” Now the ALSIB section enjoys
the same status as other veterans
organizations.

A week later ALSIB’s leaders gath-
ered in the Moscow apartment of Air
Force Lieutenant General Mikhail Ma-
chin, who supervised the acceptance
of American planes in Nome. There
the leaders elected ALSIB’s chairman,
retired Colonel Yevgeni Radominov,
and vice chairman, David Sherl.

The war veterans sat there recalling
their war years and exchanging pho-
tographs from family albums, docu-
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ments, and clippings from wartime
newspapers. Looking through an is-
sue of the North Star military maga-
zine, published in Alaska in the
1940s, I came across an interesting ar-
ticle about the people who now sat
near me. Many of the observations
have not lost their poignancy:

... Take the Russians, for example.
Those of us who had a preconceived
picture of a little man with a beard
and a bomb discovered we’'d been
wrong, dead wrong. The Russians we
find at Great Falls, Fairbanks, Galena,
and Nome look a lot like most of us.
Put them in o.d.s instead of their
own colorful uniform, and they might
well be from Minnesota or Alabama
or New Jersey. There is no such thing
as a “typical” Russian any more than
there’s a “typical” American. The So-
viet Union, like the United States, is
an amalgam of many peoples. The
Red Airman working in the division
is courteous, friendly, and not lacking
in humor. He’s quick to see a joke
and equally quick to laugh. But when
he is at work, he is perhaps a little
more serious than the average GI
That’s because he’s seen the enemy
firsthand, he’s heard the deathly ca-
dence of the goose step up the very
gates of Moscow.

Even after the war many of the
Russian guys, who had made such a
powerful impression on the Ameri-
cans, proved that they were born he-
roes. Flying ace Dmitri Ostrovenko,
who ferried planes from Alaska to Si-
beria, was among the pilots who laid
the air route from Moscow to the Arc-
tic and back to Moscow. Former
Squadron Commander Victor Perov
worked in polar aviation for many
years. In 1952 the Belgian Govern-
ment presented him with the Order of
Leopold II, that country’s highest dis-
tinction, for saving a Belgian expe-
dition in the Arctic. The polar fliers
have accomplished many other heroic
deeds. The postwar service of the
ALSIB leaders, among them the fam-
ous Soviet pilots Ilya Mazuruk, Mark
Shevelev, and Mikhail Machin, has
been highlighted in SOVIET LIFE.

Back to the letter published in April
1988. The veterans were looking for-
ward to a reply from Alaska. And it
arrived—dozens of letters.

Vernon Jones, president of the
Alaska War Veterans Council, wrote

to Moscow on behalf of the 5,000
members of his organization saying
that they fully support the idea of or-
ganizing a Soviet-American meeting
in Nome and have always aspired to
war veterans’ unity for the benefit of
peace.

Other American public organiza-
tions and individual citizens also
showed interest in the ALSIB meet-
ing. They named cities where the
meeting might take place and pro-
posed possible dates. The date will be
fixed soon, and SOVIET LIFE is plan-
ning to publish a story highlighting
the event.

ALSIB veterans have already had a
meeting, though. In the summer of
1987 a small jet with the words
“ALSIB—1942-1987" on the nose
and the sides landed at Moscow’s
Sheremetyevo Airport. Many of those
who had gathered at the airport rec-
ognized the plane’s owner, a tall
gray-haired man. It was Thomas Wat-
son, who piloted a B-24 heavy
bomber, which Americans called
Moskvitch. Back in 1942 Watson
made his first flight from America to
Moscow on a Moskvitch, bringing in
American experts for talks on ferry
operations. Subsequently, he deliv-
ered many planes to Nome and Fair-
banks and flew all along :the ALSIB
air route.

Some people recognized this ele-
gant 73-year-old as the former U.S.
Ambassador to the USSR (1979-
1981). Watson told journalists that he
envied the current U.S. Ambassador
to the USSR. Now, he said, there are
ample opportunities for improving
Soviet-American relations and for
broadening exchanges in trade and
many other fields.

Watson’s comrade in arms and
friend, General Ilya Mazuruk once
spoke to me, and I preserved his
voice on tape. “A war veteran,
Thomas well remembers the time
when Soviet and American pilots
worked together for the front,”
Mazuruk said. “ALSIB has taught us a
great deal. If its lessons have brought
the world at least one step closer to
peace, then Thomas Watson, myself,
and thousands of our fellow fighters
in the Soviet Union and the United
States did not fight and live our lives
in vain.” u















day. But as time passed, his innova-
tive works gained international fame.
In Paris, London, Cologne, New
York, and Venice his music always
drew large audiences, but his native
country refused to buy his works.

Artyomov at first had no idea of
composing a requiem. But once he’'d
thought of it, he was unable to think
of anything else, so he put aside an
almost finished ballet, Sola Fide, and
dedicated himself for four years to liv-
ing like a hermit in the Armenian
mountains. He was not at all sure that
the Requiem would be accepted be-
cause of its dedication, to the victims
of Stalinism.

The Requiem was accepted, how-
ever, and it became a real revelation.
The historical and educational society
Memorial performed it as a spiritual
hymn at its constituent assembly. The
Vatican asked for a tape recording of
it especially for Pope John Paul IL
The Soviet Culture Foundation orga-
nized the world premiére of the piece.
Artyomov was invited to the United
States to perform with the National
Symphony and also with chamber
orchestras.

In the United States Artyomov’s
works have been performed for five
years already. Two compact discs
with selections of his music have
come out on the Mobil Fidelity label.
The University of Nevada offered him
the position of composer in residence,
and the Las Vegas Symphony Or-
chestra commissioned a new sym-
phony. Rostropovich has commis-
sioned another piece for the National
Symphony’s new season.

Artyomov still prefers working in
Armenia (“It's closer to the skies”),
and he was there on the day of the
earthquake of December 7,1988.

“I'll never forget that day,” he re-
called. “What happened sounds like a
fatal and mystical succession of
events. First a painting fell off the
wall for no apparent reason. An hour
later my wife had a bad fall. Then the
mail carrier brought the news of my
father’'s death. And then there was
the earthquake.”

Artyomov works constantly. Rest is
a luxury he cannot afford. He
composes music even in his sleep. He
was composing music while we were
talking. ]

HAVE AN IDEA?

Continued from page 50

and which children’'s home will
receive the money they donated
for this purpose.

For instance, last year Komsomol-
skaya pravda printed a proposal by Al-
exander Starikov, a fitter from Riga,
Latvia, for a center for the physical
and social rehabilitation of Afghan
veterans. The project, called Dolg
(Duty), also envisioned help for the
families of those killed in Afghani-
stan. More than five million rubles
have been donated to this program.
Money has come from schoolchildren,
workers, college and university stu-
dents, retired people, members of the
armed forces, plants and factories,
and companies.

The government has decided to
build these rehabilitation centers in
various parts of the Soviet Union. The
program has begun receiving dona-
tions in hard currency. The founda-
tion has invited U.S. experts in pros-
thetics and in the psychology of social
rehabilitation to participate. Soviet-
American joint ventures are being set
up now (the Soviet side represented
by cooperatives) to make all types of
artificial limbs, wheelchairs, and other
appliances for the handicapped.

The foundation participates in sev-
eral Soviet-American joint ventures,
including an agreement signed with
the Center for U.S.-USSR Initiative.
Under this agreement the American
partners each month host a 20-mem-
ber Soviet delegation composed of the
authors of the most interesting social
innovations. A condition of participa-
tion is that in each group at least 90
per cent of the Soviets will be making
their first visit to the United States.
The aim of the program is to give So-
viet and American participants an
opportunity to exchange ideas about
new joint ventures in the social
sphere.

Komsomolskaya pravda readers have
also supported a project proposed by
Kirk Bergstrom of the United States
for an international student team to
spend a semester sailing around the
world.

Dennon Parry from Seattle pro-
posed a project, called Tom and

Huck, in which 15 young Americans
would team up with some young So-
viets to raft down the Ob River in
Siberia and then the Mississippi. With
the Ob leg already behind them
(much of the credit goes to the news-
paper’s readers for their support), the
young travelers will be rafting down
the Mississippi this summer.

By its modus operandi the founda-
tion has exemplified the democratic
principle new to Soviets, that any citi-
zen has the right to publish a project
for improvement in the life of society.
If the project is good, it is bound to
get financial support and to win na-
tional recognition for the author. This
principle could not possibly coexist
with the principle of bureaucratic
anonymity, a system that doomed in-
ventors to oblivion.

“The activists of the glasnost era,”
Alferenko says, ““apart from exercising
freedom of speech, have made use of
the freedom to act. This is also the
creed of the Foundation for Social In-
novation. Where there is a system of
support, the dormant public, com-
posed of potential innovators, sud-
denly awakens, and millions of peo-
ple, rather than just a few enthusiastic
eccentrics, start aspiring to really great
results.”

He couldn’t be more right. Thou-
sands upon thousands of people bring
their projects to the foundation. The
telephones never stop ringing.

A few of the most recent ideas are:

Yevgeni Korolyov, a builder from
Sverdlovsk in the Urals: “I suggest a
national system for preventing and
cleaning up after catastrophes. It
could be called Hope. The experience
of rescue operations in Chernobyl and
in Armenia prompts us to create a fast
action system that will possess a vast
research and technical potential.”

Oleg Yefremov, an actor and stage
director from Moscow: “I suggest a
Moscow-based International Theater
Center. We can find the money, and
we want to involve foreign companies
and Soviet cooperatives in the project,
and we would welcome donations
too. The center would have a stage
for professional and amateur perform-
ances and stage auctions, sales rooms,
and exhibitions.”
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Cities of the north have
joined forces.
Representatives of
Novosibirsk, Siberia, and
the twin cities
Minneapolis-St. Paul,
Minnesota, concluded a
sister cities agreement
early in 1989.

n official delegation from
Novosibirsk, Siberia, ar-
rived in Minnesota on
specific business—to sign
a sister city agreement
between Novosibirsk, on
the one hand, and twin
cities St. Paul and Min-
neapolis, on the other
hand. The group included Ivan
Indinok, chairman of the Executive
Committee of the Novosibirsk City
Soviet (a position equivalent to that of
mayor); Gherman Tyulenin, the city’s
chief architect; Gennadi Radayev,
Indinok’s deputy; and me, a Novosti
Press Agency correspondent. Indinok
had been elected to his post only
three months before the trip.

None of us doubted that the three
“mayors” (Minneapolis, St. Paul, and
Novosibirsk) would sign the sister city
agreement at a ceremony on February
9. But what will the agreement give
the three cities in practical terms? Will
it help their residents reach a new
level of mutual understanding and
cooperation?

I remember the cautious attitude of
the Soviet side toward the American
idea of direct partnership relations be-
tween cities in the two countries. So-
viet ideologists saw it as an attempt to
“undermine” socialism and to intro-
duce into Soviet society “ideals and
values that are alien to it.” I also re-
member a meeting with colleagues
from the Seattle Times in the fall of
1986. 1 asked them how often they
write about Seattle’s sister city, Tash-
kent. My American counterparts
could not give a single example, ex-
plaining that the people of Seattle did
not really take the sister city relation-
ship seriously.
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Much has changed since then. The
citizens of the Soviet Union and the
United States want to see each other
as human beings equally responsible
for the future of the world rather than
as ideological adversaries or potential
enemies. Our common responsibility
urges us to search for the multiplicity
of ties that can ensure stability for
each country and for the world.

Paula de Crosse and Susan Hart-
man, the executive directors of Con-
nect/US-USSR, an organization that
has made a great contribution to the
establishment of partnership relations
between our cities, prepared a busy
program for us. By February 9 we had
had talks with representatives of vari-
ous groups—artists at the Minneapo-
lis Institute of Arts, members of the
Dakota Indian community, professors
and students at Macalester College in
St. Paul, the Governor and State Sen-
ators of Minnesota, medical research-
ers, and members of the clergy. At
official receptions and informal din-
ners with the families of Americans,
people told us about their plans for
mutually advantageous cooperation—
from purchasing folk crafts in Novosi-
birsk to selling vegetable processing,
storing, and packing machines. We
honestly did not expect to find so
many proposals.

In short, by the time Indinok signed
the agreement, he had a clear idea of
Minnesota and the scientific, tech-
nical, cultural, and trade potential of
the twin cities.

“I quite agree with Governor Rudy
Perpich that Novosibirsk is lucky to
have such partners,” Indinok said.

Americans, for their part, learned a
great deal about Novosibirsk, the city
on the Ob River, and its people. At an

international convention of mayors
held at Macalester College, Indinok
spoke about perestroika and the wak-
ening political and business activity of
Soviet citizens. According to the
Americans, the Presbyterian Church
in which Indinok spoke has never at-
tracted so many people. We discov-
ered that Siberia is terra incognita for
many Americans.

Historically the Soviet Union’s ba-
sic industry and labor resources have
been concentrated in its European
part, while the largest deposits of
minerals and other natural resources
have been in Siberia. Over the past
few decades Siberia’s share in the
country’s economy has steadily
grown. But only now, in the era of
glasnost, have we realized that while
Siberia has been exceeding by two or
three times its production quotas, it
has been falling behind at the same
rate in the social sphere—in provid-
ing people with housing, medical fa-
cilities, day care, and other services.

Speaking before the mayors, Indi-
nok did not try to cover up the exist-
ing problems. On the contrary, he in-
vited the mayors to help with these
problems through joint efforts.

The fact that the local Soviets of
People’s Deputies (local governments)
are not the true masters on their re-
spective territories and that their
rights are tangibly curtailed is one of
the principal brakes on perestroika.
The USSR is working out a more rad-
ical law on local self-government that
will ensure the political, legal, and,
even more important, economic con-
ditions for direct involvement of the
population in handling all local af-
fairs, thereby making the local Soviets
genuine masters on their territory. »
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A FAREWELL
TO THE COLD WAR

“Most people view the cold war mentality as something outdated, which
clouded their judgment and prevented our nations from
concentrating on serious problems that we share.”

Sergei Plekhanov, 43, is
deputy director of the
Institute of the USA and
Canada, a research
institution of the USSR
Academy of Sciences. Dr.
Plekhanov has been studying
the United States for more
than 20 years. He is the
author of a number of
works on U.S. domestic
and foreign policy.

Dr. Plekhanov recently
gave an interview to
SOVIET LIFE’s Lyudmila
Yenyutina. Their topic:
Soviet-American relations
over the past 15 months,
since the Moscow

summit in May 1988.
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You remember
the warm wel-
@ come that was
accorded to Mr.
and Mrs. Reagan
@ in Moscow more
than a year ago. After the summit it
seemed that relations between the So-
viet Union and the United States
would be developing faster than ever
before, that our positions would be
coming closer and closer together,
and that cooperation would be pro-
moted in every field, especially in the
field of disarmament. To what extent,
in your opinion, have these hopes
come true?
A: Since the Moscow summit and
Mikhail Gorbachev’s visit to the U.S.
in December 1988, the Soviet Union
and the United States have achieved
a qualitatively new stage in normaliz-
ing and improving relations between
them. We have witnessed the disap-
pearance of the last ideological props
of the cold war era. Politicians and
columnists have been arguing over
whether or not the cold war has in
fact ended. For instance, the New York
Times published a series of articles on
that subject several months ago. The
summary article in early April con-
cluded that the cold war had indeed
come to an end.

What is even more significant is the
fact that similar pronouncements are
coming from people who were
present at the cold war’s very incep-
tion, for example, George Kennan.

Q: Was anything of this kind possible
a year ago?

A: Definitely not. A qualitative
change has occurred in public senti-
ment both in the United States and in
the Soviet Union. I would like to tell
you about comparative opinion polls
that were conducted last December in
Moscow and in four American cities:
New York, Boston, Detroit, and San
Francisco. The polls used the same
methodology. They have revealed
that most people in both countries
have discarded many of the stereo-
types that had dominated their per-
ceptions of the other country during
the decades after World War II. Cer-
tain ideological precepts have disap-
peared because they no longer corre-
spond to present-day realities. Most
people view the cold war mentality as
something outdated, which clouded
their judgment and prevented our na-
tions from concentrating on serious
problems that we share—environ-
mental protection, for example.

Lately we have observed many
more common trends in the dynamics
of public opinion in both countries. 1
believe that this is largely the result of
Mikhail Gorbachev’s speech at the
United Nations last December, which
helped people get rid of fears that had
influenced politics for a long time.

In that UN speech Gorbachev cap-
tured the imagination of the whole
world, putting forth ideas and specific
proposals on demilitarizing world
politics, reducing the influence of ide-



ology on international relations, and
redirecting humankind’s energy to-
ward the most acute problems that
face all of us—the pollution of the
natural environment, drug abuse, in-
ternational terrorism, and Third
World debt, for example. We in the
USSR believe that a new system of
international security should help to
solve these problems.

Finally, our perestroika policy is an
important factor in improving the in-
ternational situation. In this respect I
was much impressed by the April 10
issue of Time magazine, which was
devoted to the new image of the
USSR. Its verdict was that the current
changes in the Soviet Union are fun-
damental indeed. The old system is
yielding its place to a new one. Ex-
perts express differing views on
whether the reforms will succeed. But
in the final analysis Time came to the
conclusion that fundamental changes
in the USSR will have important
long-term consequences for the entire
system of international relations.

Q: For a long time the human rights
issue seriously hampered mutual un-
derstanding between our two coun-
tries. Is this still the case?

A: I think that the problem has been
virtually removed from the agenda.
The Vienna meeting was certainly a
milestone in this respect. Earlier, the
human rights situation poisoned East-
West relations and aggravated ideo-
logical confrontation. The problem
was exploited as a means of psycho-
logical warfare, of that very cold war
we mentioned earlier. Today human
rights are no longer a point of dis-
pute. A constructive dialogue has be-
gun, and our countries are cooperat-
ing in good faith. The current efforts
to make life in the Soviet Union more
democratic have created a different
situation. The documents signed in
Vienna confirm that the cold war has
ended.

Q: These are positive developments,
no doubt. But what, in your opinion,
is the factor that most complicates So-
viet-American relations?

A: It is—and I hope your readers will

understand that this is my personal
viewpoint—inertia and a slow reac-
tion on the part of the U.S. The So-
viet Union has gone very far in re-
forming its foreign policy. Of course
being in the lead for some time is
good for one’s ego. But what we need
now is a partner in dismantling cold
war structures. Unfortunately, our op-
posite numbers have trouble parting
with certain stereotypes, such as the
“deterrence” strategy. And yet this
kind of stereotype is also beginning to
erode. The sentiments of Western Eu-
rope and the stand of the United
States’ allies are also very important
in this respect.

Q: When we discussed Soviet-Ameri-
can relations last year, you referred to
them as cyclic and said that one could
not rule out the possibility that they
could cool off again. Are we witness-
ing such a cooling?

A: No—I am confident that it is not a
cooling. To use another metaphor,
Soviet-American relations are not
sliding downhill but coasting along a
plateau. There may be pitfalls and
setbacks, but the course is still along a
level plane. This is primarily because
factors that promote the improvement
of relations are still at work.

There is no alternative to the new
political philosophy. But the problem
is that the process of acceptance of
the new thinking is too slow, and it is
not free from zigzags that could com-
plicate the situation. And the biggest
problem of all is that we're losing
time when there’s no time to be lost.

Q: One often hears the suggestion
that the USSR is trying to drive a
wedge between the U.S. and its allies
in Western Europe. Would you like to
comment on this?

A: We want to cooperate with the
United States, Western Europe, and
Japan. We're not trying to pit anyone
against anyone else.

Q: The Western press seems to be
fascinated with the current campaign
in the USSR to denounce Stalinism.
What do you think about this?

A: Stalinism caused a great deal of

harm to our country, sending it in a
direction that has very little to do
with socialism. As a result, anti-
communist forces were able to con-
solidate their position in the West—a
factor that created additional difficul-
ties for socialism on the international
scene. It was in the interests of those
who pictured us as a dangerous ene-
my to equate the Soviet Union with
the bureaucratic administrative sys-
tem, purges, and labor camps. That is
why opponents of rapprochement be-
gan sounding the alarm as soon as it
became clear that profound changes
were taking place in the Soviet Union
and that a new model of socialism
was in the making. This explains their
reluctance to notice the current
changes. In this respect the interests
of our own conservatives and those of
rightist forces abroad are coming
closer together. Both groups are afraid
that perestroika will pull the rug out
from under them.

In the epoch of Stalinism we in the
Soviet Union lived in an extremely
harsh social environment. And rela-
tions between the USSR and the U.S.
were also extremely harsh. But peo-
ple’s views have changed. These days
our harsh realities are different—the
hole in the ozone layer; the threat of
nuclear war—and it still exists; the
arms race, which consumes huge
amounts of resources; drug abuse;
and AIDS. In the Third World there
are poverty and hunger as well.

Q: What, in your view, is the top-
priority problem on which our two
countries should concentrate their at-
tention now?

A: Disarmament remains the single
top priority. But while progress is al-
ready being made in that sphere, the
same cannot be said about the area of
environmental protection. The eco-
logical situation is getting worse be-
fore our very eyes.

It seems to me that the East and the
West are like two keenly competitive
card players who are so intent on
beating each other that they don’t no-
tice that the house is on fire. We sim-
ply cannot afford to play that game
much longer. ]
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ance with the Soviet Union in the war
against nazi Germany.

That lesson was not learned well,
however. It was the confrontation
concept that underlay Stalin’s ap-
proach to international relations, and
anything that did not fit fully into
that scheme was presented as mere
coincidence. The tough approach
taken during the period when the So-
viet Union was the single socialist is-
land in an ocean of capitalist nations
gave way to a more moderate one
when our relationship with Western
countries became less hostile. The
words “struggle” and “confrontation”
were replaced by “competition” and
even “‘emulation.”

Predictions about the results of the
struggle between the two systems
were various: At first the collapse of
capitalism was considered to be a
matter of a decade or two, but later
this dire prognosis was replaced by a
more realistic approach.

But it is only in the latest docu-
ments that attempts to guess the exact
date of establishing socialism world-
wide are not to be found. Perestroika
has given impetus to a revision of our
former approach to the relationship
between the states belonging to the
two sociopolitical systems. Emphasis
on universal human values and the
integrity of civilization has logically
led us to the firm conclusion that
peaceful coexistence of states belong-
ing to different social systems should
not be viewed as “a form of class
struggle.”

Is it accurate to describe the two
systems as “‘opposite” if one of them
is the product of the development of
the other? Revolution may facilitate
the birth of a new society but cannot
bring it to maturity if the material and
spiritual prerequisites are lacking. On
the other hand, if revolution is de-
layed for one reason or another when
the preconditions for the new order
are present, the birth of the new sodi-
ety is certain.

What we are talking about is not
any single act, of course, but a long
historical process of maturation of so-
cial relations.

This is a cornerstone of Marxism,
which Stalin tried to topple, dogmati-
cally interpreting the thesis of the so-
cialist revolution as being funda-

mentally different from any other
kind of revolution. He alleged, for in-
stance, that a bourgeois revolution
found the elements of the capitalist
structure in place and had only to rec-
oncile the government with the eco-
nomic basis, while a proletarian revo-
lution had to create a socialist
economy starting from scratch.

First of all, it is wrong to say that a
bourgeois revolution has only to
“complete the process” by changing
the political sphere alone. In fact, the
bourgeois revolution must fulfill the
herculean task of destroying the ves-
tiges of the previous social system,
that is, feudalism. True, the tasks of a
socialist revolution are much more
difficult and take more time to imple-
ment. But this does not mean that the

At first the collapse o
capitalism was
considered to be a
matter of a decade or
two, but later this dire
prognosis was replaced
by a more realistic
approach.

Marxist concept of society’s prepared-
ness for the introduction of socialist
principles (a concept that Lenin him-
self emphasized on many an occa-
sion) may be ignored or viewed as
invalid.

When he spoke about the greatest
possible preparedness for socialism,
Lenin meant a high level of socializa-
tion of productive forces, the social
character of work at major industrial
enterprises, the consciousness of the
working class, and strong democratic
traditions.

In this context, I think that Marx’s
idea that socialism is born with the
“birthmarks” of the old society was
grossly underestimated. It seems to
me that Marx meant that a free mar-
ket would coexist with planning; that
there would still be distribution ac-
cording to work, and hence inequal-
ity, though without exploitation of la-
bor; that there would still be the state

and the concomitant political domina-
tion, though it would be political
domination of the majority over the
minority, not vice versa as before.
That is what socialism was to inherit
from the previous order.

In the view of the founders of
Marxism, that heritage would be the
main difference between the first
phase of communism and its second
phase, which would be devoid of
those “‘birthmarks.” The original
Marxists” keen understanding of his-
torical realities helped them foresee
that the transition from capitalism to
communism could not be carried out
without that intermediate stage in so-
cial development. True, they thought
the process would be much shorter
than it actually has been. This is quite
understandable, though. Marx and
Engels thought that socialism would
first emerge in the more developed
capitalist countries and that it would
have at its disposal all the material
and intellectual resources accumu-
lated by humanity.

Lenin’s concept of the building of
socialism on the basis of the New
Economic Policy and peaceful coexist-
ence proceeded from that Marxist ap-
proach. Experience has corroborated
the viability of that approach, demon-
strating the utter unsoundness of
Stalin’s model.

In my view, the concept of the fatal
opposition of socialism and capital-
ism, which causes their irreconcilabil-
ity, has also been disproved by the
change in the capitalist system itself.

How has the West managed to ad-
just itself to today’s realities? Mostly
through the introduction of planning,
without which there would be no
progress in science and technology;
through the broadening of the domes-
tic market, emphasizing the manufac-
ture of consumer goods; and through
the extension of considerable efforts
in the social sphere, thus easing class
tensions. In a nutshell, certain ele-
ments of socialism have been intro-
duced in the West.

It is worth mentioning here the
question whether the two systems
might someday converge. The theory
put forward by John Kenneth Gal-
braith, which was once so popular,
was forgotten as the rivalry between

Continued on page 30
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left the biggest impression on me.

“We spent half a day at a college,
sitting in on classes and answering
questions in the assembly hall after-
ward. The Americans wondered
about the difference between Soviet
and American schools, what subjects
we have to take, why we wear uni-
forms, whether drug addiction is a
problem in the USSR, what our par-
ents do, how much money they
make.

“We were just flooded with ques-
tions. We got the impression that
American students knew very little
about Soviet life. This is why we need
exchanges so much.”

James Schultz was just about to
leave for Cheryle’s birthday party, so
our conversation was rather brief.
Asked if his family’s lifestyle differed
from that of the Krols, with whom
James had spent about a month, he
said: “I don’t see any essential differ-
ence. Every moming my father, a
lawyer at a big company, CSX Trans-
portation, and Igor Krol's father, an
engineer at a Moscow automotive fac-
tory, both rush to work. Our mothers
are homemakers. Household chores
are the same in both places. But the
educational systems are different. I
prefer the American one because I can
take the subjects I like best—econom-
ics, for instance.”

Cheryle Oshman was busy with
her guests. So while the young people
were having fun, I talked to Anna
Petrova’s parents, Cheryle’s hosts.
They told me that the girl had wanted
to come to the USSR very much. But
she lived with her divorced mother,
and they didn’t have the money for
the trip. To earn the 1,500 dollars she
needed, Cheryle had worked as a
salesclerk during the summer.

“Cheryle is a very sweet, hard-
working girl,” said the hostess, Inna
Petrova. “We are very fond of her
and will miss her when she leaves.
Today being her birthday and the
Americans’ last day in Moscow, we
wanted them to have a farewell party
that they would remember for a long
time. This moming Cheryle told us
that our family has become her sec-
ond home and that she is sad to
leave.

““We feel sad too. But we hope that
she’ll come back soon.” .
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the West and the East intensified. But
it seems that the theory has gained a
new lease on life lately.

I cannot agree that the two systems
will ever converge. Capitalism and so-
cialism are two wholly separate struc-
tures. It would be as impossible for
them to converge as it would be for
the Earth’s two poles to come to-
gether. But the convergence of nations
is an entirely different matter.

Western and Eastern nations are
bound to come together, borrowing
the best from each other. And the
best way to promote that convergence
is to concentrate our efforts on practi-
cal tasks—ensuring the survival of
civilization, upgrading the people’s
standard of living, ensuring human
rights, enhancing social justice, pro-
tecting the environment, and organiz-
ing effective use of advances in sci-
ence and technology.

The best way to treat an enemy is
to turn him or her into a friend, or at
least a good neighbor. In this interde-
pendent world of ours, which is
threatened by nuclear, ecological, and
other menaces, such an approach is
indispensable for the survival and
development of everyone.

And what about the merits of each
system? I believe that we should
abandon the approach that explains
everything by system alone.

Experience has shown more than
once that attempts to explain every
success and setback solely by socio-
political order are fallacious. After the
first sputnik was launched, the press
in our country wrote that socialism
was the launching ground for space
exploration. But it was clear even at
that time that any state with devel-
oped science and industry was capa-
ble of taking part in space exploration
if it had managed to amass the neces-
sary resources and viewed such pro-
grams as important to its interests.

Overcoming intersystem confronta-
tion would also facilitate the fulfill-
ment of another historic task. It
would put an end to confrontation
between the two main branches of
the working-class movement, creating
favorable conditions for their broad

cooperation and eventually for the
reunification of left-wing forces.

The differences between the two
main socialist trends chiefly concern
the approach to the methods of the
development of socialism. Modern so-
cial democracy has chosen as its theo-
retical creed and practical policy the
reliance on spontaneous socialization.
Social democracy sees as its mission
the mere guidance of that process
(whenever such guidance is possible).

The communist doctrine and policy
are characterized by a conceptual ap-
proach, the dominance of the con-
scious over the spontaneous. It was a
departure from those principles that
resulted in the failure of the reforms
attempted in the USSR following the
Twentieth Congress of the Commu-
nist Party of the Soviet Union.

But while being aware of the ad-
vantages of the communist doctrine,
we must also see the merits of the
social democratic doctrine. It is more
pragmatic and is aimed at immediate
results from social measures and po-
litical actions. If we recognize tlgose
merits, and also the very phenome-
non of evolutionary socialization, we
will do away with a major difference
between Communists and Social
Democrats.

We should remember that the con-
cept of the integral and interdepend-
dent world demands the broadest
possible public consent, at least on
the key issues of social development.
Some preconditions for this have al-
ready appeared. People are becoming
aware of the need for cooperation, for
universal human solidarity based on
such values as human rights and free-
doms, concern for peace and human-
kind’s natural and cultural environ-
ment, help for the destitute, and the
promotion of development.

It is obvious that if universal hu-
man interests are to be protected and
exercised, they must be seen as such.
And this cannot be attained without
working together, without overcom-
ing our ideological differences. |

Georgi Shakhnazarov is a corresponding
member of the USSR Academy of Sci-
ences and president of the Soviet Asso-
ciation of Political Science. This article
is reprinted, slightly abridged, from the
journal Kommunist.














































































THE BUCHAREST SUMMIT:
FAR FROM ROUTINE

The Warsaw Treaty Organization's
Political Consultative Committee met
for two days in early July in Bucharest,
Rumania. Valentin Falin, head of the
International Department of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union, talks with Novosti
Press Agency correspondent Stanislav
Polzikov about the meeting.

The Warsaw Treaty
° Organization’s Political
Consultative Committee
® has now concluded its
meeting in Bucharest. What were the
highlights of the committee’s delib-
erations? Was the meeting as routine
as the previous ones were?
A: To begin with, not all of the previ-
ous conferences of the Political Con-
sultative Committee have been rou-
tine. It is enough to recall the Berlin
conference, which adopted the War-
“saw Treaty’s military doctrine. This
was a crucial event of long-term im-
portance, which will go down in his-
tory as a contribution to the formation
of a new situation in Europe.

What distinguished this last meet-
ing was the ability of the member
states of the Warsaw Treaty Organi-
zation to react to a new and rapidly
changing situation. It was not only a
discussion of contemporary issues but
an attempt to find a response to the
challenge of our times: What should
Europe be like by the end of the
twentieth century? What should the
world be like? The Warsaw Treaty
Organization’s answer to these ques-
tions is clear and unequivocal. The
world should be free from nuclear
weapons and violence. It should be a
world in which each and every peo-
ple can make its own choice, both po-
litical and social; a world where each
and every nation can realize its poten-
tial in accordance with its traditions.

In addition to considering the ques-
tions that are traditionally discussed
at such meetings, the Political
Consultative Committee devoted a
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considerable amount of time to the
question of how to renew socialism.
In each country this process is differ-
ent, with variations in pace and sub-
stance. But it is a universal process.
The comparisons of opinions and ex-
perience, of sometimes opposing
viewpoints, and of various difficulties
represent a new and important phe-
nomenon. The discussion of these as-
pects of the international situation—
and countries’ domestic situations
have an impact on the international—
was businesslike and practical.

The shift of emphasis within the
Warsaw Treaty Organization from the
military aspect to the political is an
important step toward a violence-free
Europe. It also sets an example to our
partners in the West, since, as was
quite rightly pointed out in Bucharest,
a contradictory process is going on in
the NATO countries.

Q: Was a consensus reached at the
meeting?

A: There were varying opinions on
the international situation and the do-
mestic situation in certain countries.
But as I see it, this is a good thing.

Q: Looking back over the first half of
1989, how would you sum it up, with
reference to international events?
A: The year 1989 is connected with
changes taking place in a number of
countries. The United States has a
new president and new administra-
tion, with four years ahead of them.
It's quite likely that Bush will seek
reelection. So, as far as the American
factor is concerned—and this is im-
portant in international affairs—work
is already under way, and there’s
enough time to get down to serious,
solid work. Important things have
been happening in Europe as well,
primarily in relation to the implemen-
tation of the INF Treaty and the rele-
vant missiles deployed in Europe.
Major events have occurred on the
regional level. I mean the actual set-

tlement of some problems and spe-
cific steps toward the settlement of
others. Soviet troops have left Af-
ghanistan. Fighting has stopped be-
tween Iran and Iraq, and even though
political settlement is making slow
progress, a lean peace is better than a
fat victory. There have been shifts in
the Kampuchean knot of problems as
well. Vietnam is opening up opportu-
nities for a peaceful resolution of the
conflict. However, as often happens,
when one side makes concessions, the
other side starts increasing its pres-
sure and demands. Such a stance goes
against the new approaches and is a
manifestation of inertia. In Africa, es-
pecially in Angola and Namibia, the
situation is not simple either. There
have been contradictions and set-
backs, but there has also been ad-
vancement toward settlement. In
short, a beginning has been made.

I hope such important regions as
Central and Latin America and the
Middle East will not be excluded from
this process.

We also see the danger of new
types of weapons, including nuclear,
spreading throughout the world. If we
don’t act now, the problem of the
proliferation of nuclear weapons will
be even more difficult to solve, and
the task of the construction of a nu-
clear-free world still more compli-
cated. A nuclear-free world is not an
unrealistic goal. But it is unrealistic to
think that it is possible to survive in a
nuclear world.

If events develop according to the
program formulated by the socialist
countries, qualitative changes could
be possible by late 1989 or early
1990. There is a solid basis for
change, for instance, the Vienna talks.
These have proceeded at a rapid rate
and have so far been specific and sub-
stantive, unlike many other talks. So
in the first half of 1989 a great deal of
work has been done, although, in my
opinion, quite a lot of time has been
lost. n
























both in private and in public life. Crit-
ics even review their work as a unit.
Critical stings never miss Parshchikov
if Yeremenko is mentioned, and vice
versa.

As for me, I like their stuff. That’s
why I'm sitting in Yeremenko’s kitch-
enette together with my reticent
host—his face bearing its usual ex-
pression of slight ennui; cool and rea-
sonable Parshchikov; and their friend
Ivan Zhdanov. Zhdanov is also a
poet, but somehow not of the same
mold—probably because his poetic
seeds were sown in a different soil.
He studied at Moscow State Univer-
sity, and although he says he was ex-
pelled after a few years (how like a
poet), he still clings to his academic
background. Unlike the other two po-
ets, who live in Moscow, Zhdanov
hails from the town of Barnaul and
only occasionally ventures into the

capital to drop off his verses at an-

editorial board or to spend a couple of
days with his friends.

Still, whatever their destinies, these
three men represent the ultra avant-
garde in Soviet poetry. They have
been dubbed meta-metaphorists (dou-
bling again?), polyphonists, meta-real-
ists, and whatnot. But no matter what
the label, they remain what they
are—"‘poets with an unconventional
bent,” to use Zhdanov’s words.

Their verses are distinguished for
their abundance of quaint and whim-
sical metaphors. In one poem Yere-
menko puzzles the question of the
“length of an empty look,” which
then bends itself in two and “bites its
own tail”; Parshchikov paints an im-
age with “a face of bamboo conven-
tionality’”’; Zhdanov recommends that
we “read the mountains from left to
right”; and so on.

You might struggle in vain to plow
through the piles of similes and meta-
phors, wiping your brow as if you
were exerting physical as well as
intellectual energy, yet there’s some-
thing about the verses that won't let
you go once you've read them. And
you'll come back to them again and
again, each time getting closer to the
poet’s message, encoded in intricate
imagery.

“Too highbrow!” exasperated dilet-
tantes may well exclaim. “These met-
aphors are really enough to make the
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poems absolutely incomprehensible!”

Advocates of avant-garde poetry
reasonably object that all poetry—es-
pecially experimental poetry—must
be decipherable. Kirill Kovaldzhi, a
renowned poet, is a patron of the
meta-metaphorists. He writes in the
youth magazine Yunost (Youth), “The
quest for new means of expression is
like inventing a new instrument that
hasn’t yet been mastered.”

I think he’s right. A similar thing
happens to painters as they try to
transcend the boundaries of conven-
tion in the search for new techniques.

But poets cannot give up their tra-
ditional instrument—the word. Their
only way lies in discovering new po-
etic forms. This is exactly what the
meta-metaphorists are looking for.

In one poem Yeremenko
puzzles the question of the
“length of an empty look,”

which then bends itself
in two and “bites its
own tail”’; Parshchikov

paints an image with “a

face of bamboo
conventionality”’; Zhdanov
recommends that we

“read the mountains
Jfrom left to right.”

Regrettably, critics tend to overlook
(or are simply unwilling to discern)
the most important element of the
new poetry—that is, the desire to
comprehend the ego, that tangled
knot of human feelings and emotions.
Metaphor serves as the poet’s means
of attaining this.

“When I was abroad,” recollects
Parshchikov, “I saw a poster of a man
wearing an odd-looking hat that re-
sembled the Russian letter signifying
the English ‘I or ego. If you looked
at the poster from a certain angle, you
got the impression that the hat was at
a distance from the man and he was
approaching it. Just like us poets.
We're trying to reach this inner self.”

The evolution of the new verse
started in the late 1970s, when
Kovaldzhi set up a studio for begin-

ning poets. That studio became the
spawning ground for new talent. That
was also where the new thinking was
fostered.

“Kirill did a lot of spadework trying
to teach us poetry,” Parshchikov says.
“We had seminars where we ana-
lyzed each other’s verses. The atmo-
sphere was hot and the criticism ruth-
less. We were somewhat isolated
from the mainstream and received no
recognition from any of the “accepted

1 remember when Yevgeni
Yevtushenko slammed the door on
our poetry with the words ‘cheap
crap.” Since then he has had a change
of heart, though. Now he’s suggesting
we three publish a poetry album.”

“That's not surprising! It’s what
you call a generation gap,” Zhdanov
adds. “It's the same in prose. Obvi-
ously, we owe a lot to the older gen-
eration of poets. But along with an
attraction there is a repulsion. The po-
etry of the 1960s awakened a social
awareness in thousands of people; the
poetry of the 1980s is dominated by
personal emotions. But despite the
differences between the two genera-
tions, such highly regarded poets as
Yevtushenko and Bela Akhmadulina
support us. They seem to understand
that we have our own value system.”

Needless to say, recognition was
not instantaneous. The literary under-
ground was the first to accept the new
verse writers as full-fledged poets: In
1985 Parshchikov was awarded the
Andrei Bely Prize, which had been
started by several unofficial literary
magazines in Leningrad. Earlier this
year Zhdanov received the prize as
well. Yet the general public knew
nothing about these poets. The ap-
pearance of meta-metaphorical poetry
in Yunost in 1986 was a major break-
through. Since then other literary
journals have published the verses
from time to time. Zhdanov and
Parshchikov have had their books
published in the Soviet Union and
abroad, while a collection of Yere-
menko’s poems is to be published in
Finland.

Yeremenko’s verses have also ap-
peared in the Five Fingers Review (San
Francisco, California) and Parshchi-
kov’s in Ironwood (Tucson, Arizona)
and the Poetics Journal (Berkeley,
California). [ |




























































“Vlasov didn’t surrender an army.
That's been my view for many
years.”

In the spring of 1942 Gerodnik was
wounded and evacuated from the
front lines. He worked as an inter-
preter with the 2nd Shock Army. To-
day he is a writer. His book My War-
time Ski Trek describes the events on
the Volkhov Front.

Nikolai Putin, born in 1918 in
Onokhoi village, Buryatiya, a private
in the 13th Cavalry Corps: “In Janu-
ary 1942 our corps entered the breach
at Myasnoi Bor. I didnt return be-
cause I was taken prisoner. First I was
put in a camp for Soviet prisoners of
war on our territory; later we were
taken to Germany and France. I
worked in a mine. When the second
front was opened in Europe, I man-
aged to escape and reach the Ameri-
cans. I continued to fight within their
ranks. Here’s the document I was
given testifying to that fact.”

Putin shows me a small piece of

paper yellowed with time. The text is
typed in English. Addressed to Amer-
ican and Allied soldiers and MPs, the
note certifies that “Nikolai Putin, a
Russian refugee, is a friend and tem-
porary member” of Company D. It is
dated April 11, 1945, and it is signed
by a M.O. Sorensen, Captain, U.S.
Army.
The name of military leader Kirill
Meretskov does not figure in the
chronicles of the opening days of the
war. Why?

On June 24, 1941, Meretskov was
arrested and charged with participat-
ing in a “military plot.” Besides
Meretskov, other “plotters” included
the People’s Commissar of Arma-
ments, the aide of the Chief of the
General Staff, Chief of the Air De-
fense Department, and other army
leaders. False testimony was obtained
by force. Twenty-five men were shot.
“’“Meretskov was beaten until he
bled.” (This information was obtained
after Stalin’s death at the execution-
er’s trial.)

All that was happening while star-
vation was raging in blockaded Len-
ingrad and the enemy was already on
the approaches to Moscow.

Having miraculously survived, Me-
retskov found himself transported
from Stalin’s dungeons straight to
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Stalin’s office in the Kremlin. Merets-
kov writes in his memoirs:

Stalin took a few steps toward me
and said: “How do you do, Comrade
Meretskov. How are you feeling
now?”

“How do you do, Comrade Stalin.
I'm feeling quite well. Please explain
my combat mission.”

Stalin lit his pipe leisurely. . ..

Meretskov got his assignment—to
the northwest. The contents of
Stalin’s note to Meretskov, dated De-
cember 29, 1941, sheds an ominous
light on what was to come. The note
reads:

I would not like the offensive on
the Volkhov Front to turn into sepa-
rate skirmishes; it should be a con-
certed and powerful blow against the
enemy. I have no doubt that you will
try to turn the offensive into precisely
such a concerted and powerful
blow. . ..

How could Meretskov disobey? It
could well be that that note precipi-
tated the poorly prepared offensive
on the Volkhov Front.

ollowing the expedition to My-

asnoi Bor with Alexander

Orlov, I leave for Arkhangelsk

Region with Alexei Sukhanov-

sky, age 22. We are carrying
with us the identity tags of three sol-
diers who had died in Myasnoi Bor.
The three men had come from Ar-
khangelsk Region: Roman Porokhin,
born in 1904 in the village of Sultsa;
Ivan Vargasov, born in 1903 in the
village of Yerkino; and Mikhail
Stukov, born in 1916 in the village of
Svistunovka.

The villages of Yerkino and Sultsa
stand on the bank of the Pinega
River, wide and clean in this area and
abounding in fish.

Talent is said to possess the gift of
prophecy. Writer Fyodor Abramov,
who was born in these parts, wrote
about Myasnoi Bor a long time ago:

... These soldiers did not betray
their country. Bleeding to death, the
disunited detachments of the army
fought to their last breath and their
last cartridge. They were not just one
or a hundred; they comprised thou-

sands of the country’s sons. The 2nd
Shock Army did its duty honorably,
and the death of its men brought
nearer the victory in the battle for
Leningrad.

We find Roman Porokhin’s daugh-
ter still living in Sultsa. We tell her
about Myasnoi Bor and where her fa-
ther is buried. Yerkino is about twice
the size of Sultsa and has a popula-
tion of 700. Only 12 soldiers returned
to their homes after the war; 85 of the
local sons fell on the battlefield. The
Vargasovs had been a hard-working
family who had enjoyed the respect
of their fellow villagers. However, no
one in the village bears that surname
any more. Ivan Vargasov had no
brothers or sons, and only women
were left to carry on the family tradi-
tion. Ivan’s younger sister, Alexandra,
is now 82 years old, and his two
daughters still live in the village. The
elder daughter, Nina, is a baker. She
is married to an accountant, and they
have eight children and 14 grandchil-
dren. The younger daughter, Alexan-
dra, is a salesclerk, and her husband
is a driver. They have five children
and four grandchildren. Ivan Varga-
sov’s house still stands facing out on
the Pinega. It is now occupied by one
of his grandsons.

Locating the relatives of Mikhail
Stukov turns out to be more difficult.
Mikhail was born in the village of
Svistunovka, but he moved to Ar-
khangelsk before the war broke out.
His identity tag has both addresses.
We find none of Mikhail’s relatives in
the village and, in Arkhangelsk, the
house where he had lived before go-
ing to war no longer stands. Alexei
Sukhanovsky’s public announcement
about our search produces Mikhail's
son—engineer Gherman Stukov, age
50. Gherman tells us that he has lo-
cated his father’s younger sister living
in Leningrad, my home town.

Back in Leningrad, it takes us 20
minutes to get to Lydia Stukova-
Belorukova’s house. She is married to
a native Leningrader. Lydia tells us
that her elder brother fought outside
Moscow and returned from the front
without a leg. Her other brother,
Izosim, died in Berlin on May 5, 1945.
As for her third brother, Mikhail, she
knows nothing about his fate.






States, and joined the League of Na-
tions. If the world community had
pooled its efforts for a rebuff to the
aggressors, the vast potential of the
Soviet Union could have played a de-
cisive role. But the West did not ac-
cept the USSR'’s idea of collective se-
curity, having opposed it with a
policy of “appeasing” the aggressor.

After nazi troops marched into Vi-
enna in March 1938, Hitler demanded
another victim. This time it was
Czechoslovakia that fell.

The policy of appeasement was em-
bodied by the British Prime Minister,
Neville Chamberlain. Aristocratic and
conservative, he considered the Soviet
Union an unknown entity. He took
for granted the Fiihrer’s assertions
that the future of Germany would be
decided on its eastern frontiers. Con-
sequently, Chamberlain concluded
that it was necessary to make conces-
sions to Germany, not to interfere
with its actions, and to meet all its
claims.

By the autumn of 1938 Chamber-
lain deemed it necessary to meet with
Hitler in person. In the early morning
of September 15, the 69-year-old
Prime Minister flew to Munich. That
was his first flight in an airplane. It
wasn’t until evening that, tired and
hardly able to walk, he reached the
Fiihrer’s home in the Alps. The meet-
ing produced the September 19 Brit-
ish-French ultimatum to Czechoslo-
vakia. The ultimatum offered
Czechoslovakia a chance to renounce,
of its own free will, the regions with a
predominantly German population.
The Czechoslovakian Government re-
jected this proposal.

Nevertheless, on September 29 four
powerful leaders met in Munich: Hit-
ler, Mussolini, Chamberlain, and
French Prime Minister Edouard Dala-
dier. On the same day they signed a
pact under which Czechoslovakia was
to surrender to Germany without de-
lay the Sudetenland and adjacent ar-
eas. Czechoslovakia was to lose one-
fifth of its territory, a quarter of its
population, half of its heavy industry,
and powerful defensive structures.

“The Only One That
Remained with Us...”

These words addressed to the So-
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viet Union belong to Eduard Benes,
President of Czechoslovakia from
1935 to 1938. He described the tragic
events of September 1938 in his
memoirs:

... Personally, I never had even the
slightest doubt about the Soviet posi-
tion. I was convinced that it would
honor its obligations. ... We immedi-
ately informed the Soviet Ambassa-
dor about the interference of Great
Britain and France, and the plan they
offered on September 19, 1938.. ..

Always aware of the risk of war, I
asked him to relay to his government
in Moscow the following two ques-
tions:

1. I still hope that France will
come to its senses and realize what
Hitler is after. In that case, a war will
break out. Considering our joint
treaty, what will the Soviet Union
do?

2. Suppose France finally refuses
to fulfill its commitments, while
Czechoslovakia continues its resist-
ance, which leads to an armed con-
flict with Germany. What will the So-
viet Union do in this case?

The Soviet Government gave clear-
cut answers to BeneS’ questions: The
USSR would help Czechoslovakia
militarily even if France refused to
honor its commitments to Prague.
This help would be rendered on the
condition that Czechoslovakia de-
fended itself and asked for Soviet aid.

“I was very grateful to the Soviet
Union for this answer,” wrote Benes.
“In this hour of trial it was the only
one that remained with us and of-
fered us more than it was obliged to.”
However, as the former Czechoslo-
vakian President explained, the Mu-
nich conference “ruled out subse-
quent assistance to us and the very
participation of the Soviet Union in
the September crisis.”

In September 1938 the military po-
tential of nazi Germany was largely
inferior to that of France and the So-
viet Union. Czechoslovakia was not
helpless either. It had a fortified line
of defense along its border with Ger-
many, an efficient army, and a devel-
oped military industry. The Czecho-
slovakian Chargé d’Affaires in Berlin
assured a Soviet diplomat that “the
Czechs, even if left to themselves,
would be able to hold out for at least
four months.”

In those alarming days the Soviet
Union did not limit itself to verbal
statements. It moved 30 rifle divisions
to its western border and put its air
defenses and tank divisions on red
alert. More than 300,000 men were
mobilized from the reserves. The So-
viet Union kept the French Govern-
ment informed about these moves.
The Western powers knew that the
USSR would fulfill its Allied duty, but
this ran counter to their plans.

After Munich

In Munich Hitler agreed to sign a
bilateral Anglo-German declaration,
which was actually a nonaggression
pact. The two countries expressed
their desire never to wage war against
each other, as well as to remove any
pretext for differences. After his meet-
ing with Hitler, Chamberlain decided
that peace had been henceforth guar-
anteed for a whole generation.

In December of the same’year a
similar Franco-German declaration
was made public in Paris. The gov-
ernments of France and Germany de-
clared that they had no territorial dis-
putes and would maintain contacts
with each other and hold consulta-
tions in case the international situa-
tion threatened to be aggravated. In
effect, this was also a nonaggression
pact.

Many people in the West believed
that Munich had appeased Hitler.
This view was shared by the U.S.
Government. On the eve of the meet-
ing of the four powers, the U.S. Presi-
dent sent a cable to his Czechoslo-
vakian counterpart. Benes wrote in
his memoirs:

Roosevelt’s cable was understandable

diplomatically and correct in protocol

and form: The neutral United States
wished to appear equally objective to
both conflicting sides and urged them
to reach agreement by peaceful

means; and to conduct a search for a

peaceful, honest, and constructive so-

lution of these questions. But the

United States did not analyze the rea-

sons behind the conflict and ignored

the fact that, under the circumstances,
agreement on the proposed terms
could only mean preparations for the
complete destruction of Czechoslo-
vakia, which Hitler would carry out
Continued on page 35



THE FRIENDSHIP

A

By Leonid Mitrokhin

The fiftieth anniversary of the start of World War 11
prompts a look into the wartime archives.
What they reveal reads somewhat like a documentary

saga of Soviet-American sharing.

s I review the
many documents
of the Union of
Societies for
Friendship and
Cultural Rela-
tions with For-
eign Countries,
housed in the
Central State Archives of the October
Revolution in Moscow, a feeling of
great warmth and respect for the
American people wells up inside me.

Immediately after nazi Germany at-
tacked the Soviet Union in June 1941,
a deluge of letters and telegrams from
the United States flooded the USSR.
They were messages from American
government officials, scientists, artists,
priests, workers, and farmers express-
ing their heartfelt sympathy, admira-
tion, and solidarity with the Soviet
people in their struggle against the
nazi invaders and wishing the Soviet
Union an early victory.

A large number of the letters and

* telegrams came from the nationwide

American organization Russian War
Relief, which was established in mid-
1941. At one time the organization’s
membership ran into the tens of thou-
sands, and the functions it sponsored
attracted hundreds of thousands of
ple.

The 70 chapters of Russian War Re-
lief were active in virtually every state
in the Union. I like to think of these

Leonid Mitrokhin, Candidate of Science
(History), is a Jawaharlal Nehru inter-
national prize winner.

smaller groups as spontaneously
emerging bodies of citizen diplomacy.
Between June and December 1941
Russian War Relief activists raised
over nine million dollars for its war
relief fund, and it did much to edu-
cate the American public about the
Soviet Union and, most important, its
valiant fight to protect universal hu-
man values.

Many of America’s most prominent
citizens expressed their solidarity with
the Soviet Union in that cause. One
letter received by the Union of Soviet
Societies is dated August 28, 1941. It
was written by the famous American
anthropologist Ales Hrdlicka of the
Smithsonian Institution in Washing-
ton, D.C. Accompanying his letter
was a pair of German-made binocu-
lars that Hrdlicka was donating to the
Soviet Army, with the request that
the gift be passed on to some Soviet
commander. The binoculars were pre-
sented to Hero of the Soviet Union
Pavel Kutepov, who later sent the
American anthropologist his thanks
and an autographed photograph of
himself

In June 1942, to mark the first anni-
versary of the Soviet Union’s entrance
into the war, hundreds of American
scientists, scholars, and artists sent
messages and telegrams to the USSR
in care of Professor Harold Chapman
Brown, president of the American
Russian Institute in San Francisco,
California. Many of the letter writers
stated that when the war was over,
liberated humanity would never for-
get the Soviet Union’s gallant

struggle against the Axis aggressors.

The most touching letters were
from ordinary Americans, especially
American women. Early in 1942 the
United States held a week of solidar-
ity with Soviet women. The honorary
chairperson was Eleanor Roosevelt.
The American women responded
with gifts and letters for Soviet sol-
diers. One letter, dated November 15,
1941, was sent by Clara Scala of
Stanford, Connecticut:

Dear Red Army Soldier,

It is nearly impossible for me to
express my feelings toward you and
the glorious Red Army. We are so
proud and grateful but sad that you
should have to sacrifice so much.

We in America will do everything
in our power to help in this bitter
fight to crush Hitlerism. The making
of this sweater is only “a drop in the
sea,” but I have loved doing it.

The acts of friendship did not go
unnoticed. A letter dated November
7, 1942, from Red Army Sergeant
Fyodor Grigorievich Sviridov, who
was stationed at the front, expressed
the sentiments of his fellow soldiers:

Dear Friends,

Thank you so much for your gifts.
Across thousands of kilometers we
can feel your fraternal helping hand.
We can feel that the American people
are with us. Long live an alliance of
the people of freedom-loving coun-
tries, the USSR and the USA! Death
to the German occupiers!

U.S. citizens donated dollars—p
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Prominent Russian painter Nikolai
Roerich was made the honorary presi-
dent of the American Russian Cul-
tural Association.

The Americans held a special re-
gard for the wartime work of Soviet
composer Dmitri Shostakovich,
whose Seventh Symphony was per-
formed in the United States and Mex-
ico 47 times between July 14 and De-
cember 31, 1942.

In October 1942 many outstanding
musicians and artists in the United
States sent greetings to Shostakovich
on his birthday. Below are excerpts*
from a few of the telegrams that the
composer received:

I was astounded by the grandeur of
your new symphony, and I look for-
ward to the opportunity of meeting
you again when the war is over. In
my mind I am always with you.

Signed: Leopold Stokowski

On behalf of artists and all the
American people, I send you greet-
ings and profound gratitude for your
contribution to world culture and for
your expressing the valor and hero-
ism of the great Russian nation.

On behalf of myself, I send my
warm greetings to you and through
you to the Russian people.

Signed: Paul Robeson

It is a great pleasure and honor to
have the opportunity to congratulate
the greatest musical genius now liv-
ing in Russia and to send warm
greetings to him and his courageous
comrades, who are waging a hard
struggle for themselves and for the
great Allied cause. I am convinced
that the ultimate victory will be with
us.

Signed: Charlie Chaplin

In wartime an important role was
played by American correspondents
reporting from the USSR. Reporters
included well-known author Erskine
Caldwell and his photographer-jour-
nalist wife, Margaret Bourke-White.
When nazi Germany declared war on
the Soviet Union, Caldwell and
Bourke-White happened to be in the
Soviet Union, and they decided to
stay on and cover the war. They
broadcast regularly to the United
States from the Radio Committee in

*Retranslated from the Russian.

Moscow’s Pushkin Square. Here is
one example:

There had been three consecutive
nights with no Luftwaffe. Twelve
minutes before I was due on the air,
the antiaircraft guns began booming
so loudly that we had to close all cor-
ridor doors, and still we could not
keep the sound out of the studio. As
the cultural program started, a 500-
pound bomb fell outside in the court-
yard. It threw me against the wall. . ..
The boudoir clock lay at my feet, and
it was plain that it had ticked its last
transoceanic tock.

One American citizen, S. Blumen-
thal, was inspired to write a poem en-
titled “They Shall Not Pass.” It reads,
in part:

But Russia, with unconguered soul,

united will endure

And though the way be long and hard,

her victory is sure;

Her industries shall be restored, her

granaries shall be filled

And from the ashes, Phoenix-like, her

cities shall be rebuilt.

And the Soviet people responded.
Prominent Soviet author Konstantin
Simonov addressed the following to
the United States in 1943:

The feeling of friendship between
soldiers is born when two soldiers
fight a common enemy. Our people
and our army are particularly aware
of their friends’ feats of arms; they
have eagerly read about such feats
and are proud of their friends.

Last spring I returned from Mur-
mansk and wrote an article entitled
“The Americans.” It is about the
American seamen who transported
cargoes for us. In this story I attempt
to explain what it is like to ship car-
goes to the Soviet Union via the
Northern Sea Route, and how much
heroism is needed every time to do it
successfully, amid the greatest of
dangers. I remember the interest with
which the Soviet servicemen read this
story. It probably wasn’t because the
story was very good but because the
story responds to the aspirations of
our servicemen. They had longed for
the feeling of soldiers’ solidarity.
When they read about the feats of the
American seamen, a real sense of this
feeling became reality for them.

Ernest Bloch, an American, wrote in
June 1942 in his message* to the So-
viet Union:

Let us passionately hope that after
Victory is achieved, none of us in the
United States will ever forget your
immense contribution to this victory
or the feeling of gratitude that we
have for you. Let us hope that in the
days of reconstruction we will be able
to come together and cooperate with .
confidence in fraternity for the benefit
of humanity.

In November of the same year, The
United Nations, a cantata set to the
music of Shostakovich, was per-
formed in the United States. The
words by Harold J. Rome included
these lines:

As sure as the sun meets the morning
And rivers go down to the sea

A new day for mankind is dawning
Our children shall live proud and free.

Today it is the duty of Soviet and
American artists, scholars, scientists,
and public figures to restore the spirit
of cooperation, to restore it many
times over, in order to exclude the
very word “war” from both vocabu-
laries and from life itself. Anything
less than this would be a betrayal of
the ideals of the generation that came
before us, a desecration of the legacy
of those who defended peace and
civilization in World War II.

Recently an idea for a Soviet-Amer-
ican museum was proposed in the
USSR. To me, a museum or a center
like that would fill in one of the so-
called blank spots in history. Even
more important, the museum could
serve as a reminder of the devastation
of war and help us to prevent another
one in the future.

What is crystal-clear today is that
the wartime solidarity between the
American and the Soviet people is a
subject that has not yet been covered
in full. There are enough priceless
wartime documents in the Soviet and
the American archives to fill volumes.

We Soviet historians want to use
this opportunity through SOVIET
LIFE magazine to propose to Ameri-
can scholars, scientists, public figures,
groups, and participants in those glo-
rious deeds and developments that
we pool our efforts to write a com-
memorative book on the friendship
between American and Soviet citizens
during the war.
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these debates boils down to the fol-
lowing two questions: Was the pact of
August 23, 1939, really a must for the
USSR? Did the Soviet Union have
any alternative?

I think that one of the most radical
positions on this issue is held by Pro-
fessor Mikhail Semiryaga. In his arti-
cle entitled “August 23, 1939,” which
was published in the Soviet weekly
Literaturnaya gazeta, he comes to the
following conclusion:

For extending peace only for itself,
the Soviet Union paid an exorbitant
price, but the pact did not ensure its
national interests nonetheless. . .. The
signing of the pact was a political
miscalculation on the part of the So-
viet leaders.

A contrary view is held by Yevgeni
Rybkin, Doctor of Science (Philoso-
phy). He maintains that “the Soviet-
Nazi agreements of 1939 practically
predetermined the victory in 1945.”

Semiryaga believes that Germany
stood to gain more from the non-
aggression pact than the Soviet
Union. By June 1941, that is, on the
eve of the attack on the USSR, the
Nazis had occupied practically the
whole of Western Europe. A total of
290 million people (counting the sat-
ellite countries) lived on nazi-occu-
pied territory. The gap in such a cru-
cial strategic factor as the strength of
the population changed in Germany’s
favor. The plunder of the occupied
countries enabled Hitler to drastically
increase his reserves of strategic and
other raw materials and place a pow-
erful industry at the service of his war
machine. As a result, nazi Germany
managed to considerably increase its
armed forces: The number of divi-
sions grew from 103 to 214, tanks
from 3,200 to 5,600, and aircraft from
4,400 to 10,000. These moves allowed
Hitler to develop military superiority
over the Soviet Union.

What did the Soviet-Nazi agree-
ments of 1939 give the USSR? The
Soviet Union gained precious time,
which enabled it to form 125 new di-
visions, to partially reorganize its
army and military industry, and to
move the borders by 250 to 300 kilo-
meters away from its vital centers.

In Semiryaga’s opinion, these
agreements were by no means in the
USSR’s favor. That's why he consid-
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ers it a “miscalculation on the part of
the Soviet leaders.” What does he
think would have been an alternative
to the conclusion of these agree-
ments? “The Soviet Union could have
dismissed Germany’s proposal as un-
acceptable or prolonged talks with it,”
he writes. “’At the same time, the So-
viet Union could have been patiently
but persistently working for the con-
clusion of a military agreement with
Great Britain and France. Even if an
agreement had not been signed at
once, the threat of one being signed
would have hung over the head of
the aggressor like the Sword of Dam-
ocles, deterring it from immediate
ventures.”

The nazi aggression could
only have been prevented by
the success of the British-
Franco-Soviet talks. But
neither Great Britain nor
France wanted to strike a
military-political alliance
with the USSR.

“But this tactic had already been
used and had not justified itself by
that time,” object Alexander Orlov
and Stepan Tyushkevin, two promi-
nent Soviet historians, in their article
entitled “The Pact of 1939: There Was
No Alternative.”

Three days after the Nazis occupied
Czechoslovakia, the Soviet Govern-
ment proposed that six powers—
Great Britain, France, the USSR, Po-
land, Rumania, and Turkey—convene
a conference to discuss measures to
curb nazi aggression. Paris and Lon-
don turned down the proposal.

In April of 1939 the USSR pro-
posed to Great Britain and France a
tripartite agreement on mutual assist-
ance and a military convention on ac-
tions in the event of aggression
against one of the contracting parties.
The response to this was also nega-
tive. In the beginning of June the So-
viet Government sent Great Britain
and France its draft of a treaty on mu-

tual assistance and an invitation to
their foreign ministers to come to
Moscow for negotiations. British For-
eign Secretary Lord Halifax refused to
go himself and sent minor officials to
conduct the proposed talks.

The talks in Moscow started in the
middle of June. By the beginning of
August the sides merely agreed that
British and French military missions
would come to Moscow to conduct
negotiations. When these talks
started, the Soviet delegation pre-
sented its official powers for their
conduct and the signing of a military
convention. The French delegation
had powers just to hold the talks. The
British had no powers whatsoever.

In the event of a German aggres-
sion in the West or against Poland,
the Soviet Union was ready to give
military assistance to Great Britain
and France. Yet the Western partners
in the talks dodged reciprocal com-
mitments. One more question re-
mained outstanding: How could the
Soviet troops be used in practical
terms if the Germans attacked? The
Soviet Union did not have a common
border with Germany. To fight
against the aggressor, Soviet troops
needed to secure permission to pass
over Polish territory. Meanwhile, the
Polish Government stubbornly re-
jected all proposals on that score.

While the Western partners were
creating a semblance of talks with
Moscow, London and Berlin main-
tained intensive, tacit contacts, though
they were no secret to the Soviet
leaders. Chamberlain was expected to
meet Goring in London on August 23.
Somewhat earlier Chamberlain had
sent a message to Hitler, suggesting a
new version of the Munich deal, this
time at the expense of Poland.

At that time the nazi aggression
could only have been prevented by
the success of the British-Franco-So-
viet talks. But neither Great Britain
nor France wanted to strike a mili-
tary-political alliance with the USSR.
Of course the fact should not be ig-
nored that the repressive Stalin re-
gime did not create for the USSR an
image of “partner” in Western eyes.
Be that as it may, the negotiations in
Moscow were shipwrecked, and the
last chance for halting the war in Eu-
rope by concerted effort was missed.ll


















ficial Church and the Old Believers
petered out toward the mid-1800s.
But today, just as 300 years ago, Old
Believers claim they are the custodi-
ans of the true Orthodox faith.

Piirisaar, an island 15 square kilo-
meters in area, is located in Lake Pei-
pus, in Estonia. The tiny island is not
to be found on any tourist map. Even
though the island is 12 kilometers
from the mainland shore today, local
legend has it that 250 years ago the
island women carried on trade with
the outside world by selling their
homemade brooms, which they threw
to people on the mainland. A likely
explanation for the legend is that in
those days a spit projected far into the
lake from the mainland, but that over
the years it has been washed away.

The lake has been gradually en-
croaching on the island as well. The
water is creeping up to the home of
the local Church elder, Kirill Yershov.
Every spring Yershov must raise his
cobblestone dam higher and higher.
At the other end of the settlement the
spring floods are so heavy that the
fishermen can sail right up to their
porches.

Piirisaar Island belonged to the
Tartu Old Believers Church (Estonia),
which used to send its priests out to
the island. The community provided
the priest with a house and a salary
for conducting services several times a
week and for educating the children,
in both religious and secular subjects.
After World War II the community se-
lected pastors from their midst and
built a two-story general school to
take the place of the parish school.
The pastor worked at the kolkhoz
with the rest of the community and
received an additional payment from
the community for conducting Sun-
day services.

“We thought that all male Old Be-
lievers wore beards, but you yourself
are one of the few bearded men
we’ve seen on the island,” I said to
Pastor Karp Korzubov, aged 88.

“Our religion forbids shaving, but
now most men shave anyway,” the
pastor answered. “The laws were
strict in the old days. For instance, if a
man went out among the unfaithful,
he had to go to the priest for confes-
sion and penance. Only after that was
the man allowed to drink from his
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own mug at home. We called the Or-
thodox ‘antichrists” because they had
anathematized us. But today you may
come across visiting Orthodox, local
Catholics, and others in our prayer
house, and we go to theirs.

“We still have some ‘special’ Old
Believers, who live on the western
shore of the lake. They call them-
selves ‘Slaves of God’ and regard
even us as ‘impure.’

“I'm not actually a priest, only
something like a deputy. I'll retire the
minute a younger man appears. Our
former pastor had an embroidered
chasuble, while I wear a plain, dark
blue one. In the old days the men
came to service dressed in embroi-
dered shirts; now they simply put on
a good suit.”

“Has the service changed?”

“We stopped delivering sermons a
long time ago. Now people come for
confession only once a year. We used
to name babies according to the
Church calendar; now parents choose
any name they like.”

Besides Karp Korzubov, the island
has an “official”” leader—Andrei
Leshkin, 72, chairman of the local Ex-
ecutive Committee and secretary of
the party organization, which has a
membership of seven.

“As you can see, the population of
Piirisaar is predominantly of pension
age,” he said. “Of the 130 people liv-
ing on the island, 87 are senior citi-
zens. About 20 years ago the island
had a population of 1,500. The men
caught fish for an Estonian collective
farm nearby. Today only three of us
fish for a living; the rest are amateur
anglers. Most of the people have
turned to farming because the land is
very fertile.

“Our way of life takes some getting
used to. Many people from the main-
land come here to buy a summer cot-
tage. But who wants to live here in
the winter? It was so cold last winter
that the wolves came out of the forest
and into our settlement. Snow came
up to our windowsills, and food had
to be dropped in by plane.”

In the summer the island’s popula-
tion nearly doubles when children
and grandchildren come to visit. Still,
there is little sign of the relaxed
“summer resort” life. From morning
until night the elderly islanders and

their children toil in the onion fields.
Children visit their parents in order to
work, not play.

Even though outward signs of re-
ligiosity are few in the community,
practically everyone in Old Believer
families has a Church wedding. Chil-
dren are baptized, and divorce is not
practiced.

There have been quite a number of
Old Believer-Estonian marriages on
Piirisaar. And although Russia and
Estonia argued for centuries about
who really owned the island, there
have never been conflicts at the per-
sonal level. On the contrary, Piirisaar
natives speak both Russian and Esto-
nian, and the two groups have grown
closer over the years.

Many Old Believers—clean-shaven
and wearing caps with broad visors—
cannot be differentiated from Esto-
nians. The same goes for the appear-
ance of their homes.

In the middle of the island stands
an abandoned Russian Orthodox
church and near it, an old cemetery
overgrown with burdock.

“The church was closed in the
twenties,” said Fyodor Kondratiyev,
who, as both a member of the village
Executive Committee and a member
of the Church council, represents
simultaneously the secular authority
and the spiritual authority. “We're go-
ing to start restoring it next year. The
collective farm has promised to help.”

“Do you think that the island will
revive?”

“It will if the fishermen stay. Fish is
netting a good price these days. If you
work hard, you can make good
money during the fishing season.

“In the old days the fishermen
were like one close-knit family. Peo-
ple on the island never locked their
doors. After the catch, tables laden
with food were brought out into the
street to treat the returning fishermen.
On St. Peter's Day and Christmas
people gathered from all around. The
young men put on their embroidered
shirts, and the women got all dressed
up. The ring dances would have a
hundred dancers. The singing could
be heard way out on the eastern
shore of the lake, where the Russians
lived. Those were the good old days.
Who knows what the future has in
store?” u



THE ARTS

CULTURE
These Wonderful Changing Times

eople are quick to grow ac-

customed to good things,

and it would seem that’s

always been the case. But

even four years ago it
would have been difficult for anyone
to imagine the scope of the changes
that have occurred in the Soviet
Union and throughout the world.
Naturally, the thaw in Soviet-Ameri-
can relations has given a boost to cul-
tural exchanges between the two
countries. These relations had been
dormant for several years. During that
period the magazines SOVIET LIFE
and AMERICA were the sole cultural
link between the countries. But today
no one is surprised by televised
spacebridges between the two coun-
tries that attract diverse audiences,
from schoolchildren to government
officials. A couple of months ago mil-
lions of television viewers watched
the first international auction tele-
vised by Soviet TV. Among the auc-
tion’s sponsors was the joint Soviet-
American Intermedbio Company.
Viewers played an active part in the
auction, the proceeds of which went
to help earthquake victims.

The Soviet Union is becoming an
open society, and this, among other
things, enriches our culture. More and
more we are feeling that we are a part
of the global cultural treasure-trove
and that not only “we” but also
“they” stand to lose from the lack of
contact with other cultures. Within a
short period of time, several public
organizations have been set up that
are pooling the efforts of our two
countries in the field of culture. The
joint Soviet-American film company
that was recently established is al-
ready shooting films. The newly cre-
ated American-Soviet theater is busy

By Marina Khachaturova

organizing tours of theatrical compa-
nies and promoting joint productions.
This fall Muscovites were to have
seen productions of the Arena Stage,
a theater in Washington, D.C,, and, in
return, the Taganka Theater in Mos-
cow was to have performed in several
U.S. cities. Unfortunately, financial
reasons caused this exchange to be
canceled. Theatergoers in both coun-
tries may have been disappointed this
time, but the future holds much
promise.

Earlier this year, in February, Mos-
cow’s Yermolova Theater premiéred
the Clifford Odets’ play Awake and
Sing under the title Bronx, New York.
American Michael Miner from the Ac-
tors Theater in Saint Paul, Minnesota,
directed the Moscow staging. An arti-
cle about the production appeared in
the April issue of SOVIET LIFE.

Two exceedingly interesting Ameri-
can exhibits also were held in Mos-
cow in January and February: a pho-
tography exhibit commemorating the
centennial of the United States’ Na-
tional Geographic Society featuring
some 300 photographs from the
pages of National Geographic maga-
zine and an extensive, several-room
show of Robert Rauschenberg’s
works. The exhibit of the “father of
Pop Art,” who was in Moscow for the
opening, is yet another proof of the
positive changes under way in the So-
viet Union. For three whole decades
Rauschenberg’s work was seen in this
country as nothing but an illustration
of the “crisis of bourgeois culture.”
Significantly, in Moscow Rauschen-
berg’s works shared space with cre-
ations of Kazimir Malevich, whose
works had long been scorned.

Today pluralism is a subject of
great interest all over the Soviet

Union. Art is a nursery of pluralism.
A show of modern Soviet avant-garde
art in Moscow made names for many
previously unknown artists and pre-
sented a wide variety of genres. A
similar show held in Western Europe
was a huge success. Our avant-garde
poetry is also making breakthroughs.

The current changes in the intellec-
tual sphere have given birth to a le-
gion of theater studios, which are
struggling to outgrow their amateur-
ism and become big time. Today
nothing stands in the way of their
development. Success depends on
their own potential, the recognition of
viewers, and attendance at perform-
ances. These studios are very active:
They perform a great deal, tour vari-
ous cities, hold festivals, and have the
support of theatrical journals. They
are popular with young (and not so
young) people and provide an alter-
native to established theaters.

Could we imagine composer Alfred
Schnitke’s music festival four years
ago? Well-known conductor Gennadi
Rozhdestvensky played only one
piece by Schnitke then. Our official
music circles were indignant, while
those who managed our culture were
implacably opposed to further per-
formances. But when a festival of
modern music was held recently, mu-
sic lovers and professional musicians
heard a whole week of Schnitke.

The current changes in Soviet soci-
ety provide for the diversification of
international cultural exchanges. Even
the traditional international festivals
that were held in this country are
changing their format as they expand
their representation. Many interna-
tional events that are sure to be of
interest for the cultural world are
scheduled for this year. u
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gospel to the unenlightened.

A son of well-to-do peasants from
the fertile Voronezh Region in south-
ern Russia, Herman took to piety and
book learning from the time he was a
child. His fiery imagination was cap-
tivated by the solitary mystical expe-
riences of the hermits of old.

Missionary work in Alaska offered
Father Herman a chance both to per-
form feats of devotion and to live
among new people who intrigued
him. Firmly set on leaving, he re-
ceived Nazarius’ blessing and a schol-
arly assignment: Father Herman was
to collect information on the Russian
settlements in Alaska and to write a
detailed report.

At long last the mission of five
monks, with Archimandrite Joasaph
at its head, set out on its arduous
journey. Two monks and two novices
joined the mission in Irkutsk.

The route that the missionaries
traveled was well trod by that time.
From Yakutsk, they embarked on the
Okhotsky Highway, which eventually
brought them to the ocean. They en-
countered only one surprise—and an
extremely flattering one at that—
along the way: None other than
Grigori Shelekhov himself accompa-
nied them to Okhotsk. The Russian
Columbus felt it his duty to take a
closer look at the missionaries and to
instruct them on the unusual flock to
which they would minister.

In August 1794 one of Shelekhov’s
ships set sail for Kodiak Island, carry-
ing, besides the missionaries, a mixed
group of traders and hunters and a
cargo of necessities for the settlers.
Called back to Irkutsk by urgent busi-
ness, Shelekhov made do by giving
the missionaries a set of instructions
for Governor Baranov, including an
order that a monastery be built on
Kodiak.

Perspicacious and practical, Bara-
nov grasped the situation at once: a
waste of the trading company’s
money, and what money at that?!

The newly arrived clergy were
more optimistic. “With zeal and dili-
zence, we started building a church,
mproving our quarters, and preach-
ng Christianity with the help of inter-

reters and colonists. Father Herman
s responsible for the bakery. Many
atives have already embraced the

true faith,” Archimandrite Joasaph re-
ported back to Father Nazarius.

Archimandrite Joasaph, seduced by
visions of a brilliant career, embel-
lished the truth and shamelessly ex-
aggerated the number of baptisms
that were performed. Taking his hu-
man weaknesses into account, it’s
easy to understand his position. For
the most part, the monks in his
charge were lazy and ignorant and
could hardly cope with the huge task
of gaining the natives’ confidence and
taming the Russian colonists.

The reckless outlaws caused a great
deal of trouble for the company’s
manager, Baranov, and he, a rigid and
exacting man with an unbending
sense of justice, showed them no
mercy. The trading company was es-
sential for the Russian economy and,
consequently, its dealings were
closely watched from St. Petersburg:
Too many ventures would fail if order
were not imposed.

The missionaries’ attitude toward
the indigenous population was an-
other object of concern. The Holy
Synod’s instruction to Archimandrite
Joasaph read, in part:

The utmost tact is needed as you
bring the converts to prayer and fast-
ing. Set a time for edifying talks with
the people and repeat the Gospel's
truths again and again in the simplest
words you can find. Do not close
your eyes to their circumstances.
Help them as best you can.

This document describes Russian
policy in the New World in the ab-
stract. But these good intentions were
very rarely carried out in practice. The
monks, with the exception of Father
Herman, waved the instructions
aside.

Shelekhov’s sudden death in Ir-
kutsk in July 1795 made the indomi-
table Alexander Baranov sole head of
the trading company, and he worked
hard to make it prosper, even with a
stone wall of monastic resistance. The
missionaries sabotaged his initiatives
and turned his men against him. The
high wooden fence of the Kodiak mis-
sion hid ugly doings from the laity’s
eyes. Driven crazy by idleness, the
monks spent their time in drunken
brawls. Father Herman was the sole

abstainer. He toiled in the vegetable
garden and in the bakery, and in his
spare time he painstakingly collected
information on the medieval settle-
ments of the Novgorod refugees who
had fled to Kodiak to escape the
wrath of Ivan the Terrible.

In 1798 the ecclesiastical authorities
summoned Archimandrite Joasaph to
Irkutsk to report about his missionary
work. His scholarly description of Ko-
diak was published posthumously in
1805. The Archimandrite died in 1799
in a wreck of the frigate Phoenix. The
Archimandrite’s demise spelled the
virtual end of the Alaskan mission. At
the turn of the nineteenth century,
only one monk remained on Ko-
diak—Father Herman.

Explorer Ferdinand Wrangel de-
scribed Father Herman as follows:

That monk was the best. Excelling
in piety and intelligence, he was the
true head of the mission....We can
only regret that he could not keep the
brethren on the path of God. Hot-
tempered, he could never put up with
insults and abuse. He rose passion-
ately in defense of the natives against
the traders, hunters, and their elders,
all famous for cruelty and debauch-
ery. That caused him much suffering.
He was the only one to hold on.
Now he shines as a paragon of indus-
try, piety, and unblemished morals.
This holy man belongs to the number
of truly outstanding people.

Father Herman’s one cherished
dream was to start a hermitage. Even-
tually he moved to tiny Fir Island and
lived quietly, tilling his vegetable plot.
New Balaam, a small convent, soon
sprang up nearby. Mother Superior
Sophia was an Aleut who converted
to the Orthodox Church and became
a nun after her husband, a Russian
merchant, died.

Mother Sophia died in 1836, and
Father Herman not long after. The
convent was dissolved, and the nov-
ices were married. But they never for-
got their pious and hard-working
youth, and they brought up their chil-
dren and grandchildren in faith and
industry.

When Father Herman was canon-
ized, a solemn procession brought his
remains from Fir Island to Kodiak Is-
land for eternal rest near the local Or-
thodox church.
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the joint venture will send dozens of
young Soviet engineers to work in the
United States. The results of their
work will be used back home. If the
project is a success, it will be the most
important thing that has happened in
the annals of Soviet-American eco-
nomic cooperation thus far, though
there is no way of expressing its value
in termsiof money.

“Bye-bye, America”

This is the title of a song by a pop-
ular Soviet rock group, Nautilus
Pompilius. The song is about a man
who has to change his previous prim-
itive view of the United States, which
he envisions as a country of blue
jeans, chewing gum, and Coca-Cola.
In the same way we all are overcom-
ing the enemy image of the United
States.

Exchanges of visits between Soviet
and American military personnel at
differentilevels contribute a great deal
to this process. Admiral James Crowe,
former chairman of the U.S. Joint
Chiefs of Staff, expressed this quite
accurately when he was on board the
Soviet cruiser Kirov during his visit to
the Soviet Union: “Hearing our na-
tional anthem played on the quarter-
deck of a Soviet man-of-war brought
home, as no other gesture could, the
changing times.”

Shevardnadze said at his press con-
ference in Wyoming: “For the first
time in the framework of considering
global or international issues, agree-
ments were reached on the joint
elaboration of specific proposals to ex-
tend cooperation in the field of ecol-
ogy, including preparations for the
UN conference on the environment
and development in 1992.

“While advancing a number of our
proposals, we support some interest-

ing new ideas from the American
side.

“We talked about using the market,
introducing economic methods of
regulating the national economy, and
problems of regulating the circulation
of money.

“The Secretary of State provided
interesting information on the Ameri-
can economy.”’

Baker stressed for his part that So-
viet-American relations, having
passed from confrontation to dia-
logue, were entering a new stage—

The work of the new
legislature, the
Supreme Soviet, is
another positive
factor in the
development of
Soviet-American
relations.

toward cooperation. His conclusion is
obvious in the six agreements that
were signed in Wyoming,.

There has also been another devel-
opment which, although different in
nature, is no less striking. Soviet and
American natural and social scientists
and cultural personalities met last
summer to discuss the “values of
Western civilization.”

The meeting showed that the West-
ermn values that the Americans spoke
about coincided—in terms of prior-
ities and the way of expressing them,
though not in appraisal—with the
values Soviet people are tirelessly dis-
cussing today. Gorbachev expressed
the core of the matter in his address
to the UN General Assembly last

year, when he proposed that the val-
ues that are cardinal to the whole of
humankind should be put above na-
tional interests in international poli-
tics. This position was unanimously
supported by the Congress of Peo-
ple’s Deputies of the USSR and re-
flected in its resolution on guidelines
for the USSR’s domestic and foreign
policy.

The work of the new legislature,
the Supreme Soviet, is another posi-
tive factor in the development of So-
viet-American relations. When dis-
cussing foreign policy issues, deputies
take into consideration the arguments
of the other side. This imparts greater
authority to our decisions on ques-
tions of the defense budget, the con-
clusion of international treaties, and
the government’s foreign economic
policy.

Academician Vitali Goldansky, a
member of the Supreme Soviet’s For-
eign Relations Committee, said that
various international agreements were
acquiring great importance for us be-
cause many of their provisions were
applicable to our internal affairs.
Goldansky emphasized the Vienna HF-
nal Document. When the committee
has to decide whether or not some
Soviet legislation is compatible with
international law, priority will be
given to international legal norms, he
said.

The present state of relations be-
tween the Soviet Union and the
United States is such that a logical
and natural course of developments
justifies the boldest expectations. The
next Soviet-American summit meet-
ing will be held in 1990 at the end of
spring or the beginning of summer.
We have ample reason to expect that
the results of this new meeting will
elevate our relations to an even
higher level. |
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tention was given to the reliability
and durability of the Energia

booster. | ‘
The creation of the shuttle Buran
was inseparably linked with the de-
sign of the Energia booster. In its
. design Buran essentially differs

from all spacecraft created earlier in
this country.

With an initial mass of about 105
tons, Buran can deliver 30 tons of
payload |into orbit and return up to
20 tons ito Earth. The large cargo
compartment aboard the ship meas-
ures 4.7 meters in diameter and 18.3
meters in length, and has an over-
all volume of about 350 cubic me-
ters. Such a compartment can house,
for instance, a base unit of the Mir
orbital station or the Kvant research
module., It is possible not only
to store cargo and apparatus in
the conipartment but also to ser-
vice them before unloading and
to monitor their operation up to
the moiment of separation from
Buran. |

Buran’s over-all length is 36.3 me-
ters. Its iheight while parked is 16.5
meters, its fuselage 5.6 meters in di-
ameter, and its wing span 24 meters.
The planned number of crew mem-

" bers is two to four, but the ship can

take aboard six to eight additional
specialists for conducting various re-

-~ search pro;ects The flight duration

will depend on each specific mis-

sion. At first this will be not more

than seven days, but later it will
! reach 30 days.

signed for the spacecraft. In the most

heat-intensive sections, such as fin -
leading edges, graphite-based heat
shield materials are used. The appli-
cation of plates strictly retains the
craft’s aerodynamic design. Special
consideration is given to the position
of each of the approximately 38,000
plates on the spacecraft’s surface. Al-
together, the plates weigh about
nine tons.

During the entire period that the
Energia-Buran system was being de-
veloped, special ground-based facili-
ties were being designed for it. The
highly automated launching pad
was engineered to provide for over
500 emergency situations.

Preparations for the blastoff of
the booster and the craft at the
cosmodrome take place separately.
After initial assembly and compre-
hensive tests of the booster and the
ship have been completed, they are
transported on special docking carts
to the Vehicle Assembly Building
(VAB). A special erector then trans-
ports the two to the launching com-
plex and raises them to a vertical
position.

Despite the obvious similarity of
many basic characteristics of

Comparative characteristics
of the Energia-Buran
and American space

shuttle systems.

Enemg;a‘mtran dnd’ the
space shattle, Wex, ‘have “two - 'c
pletely different space systems. Th
is natural—EneTgla .appeared  se
eral years later than the Amencan
system, and technology, asis ‘;well
known, is develmeg ata fast er;a
faster rate. Of no less unportance
the fact that the creators of the.tw
systems have chosen different tech
nical concepts relying on differen
production bases. Not infrequen
the designers set themselves differ-
ent tasks. But the main distinét
between the two lies in the.uit
sality of Energm. Unlike ‘the sp
shuttle, this is precisely a "boost
rocket, not an |orbital plané’
vided with boosters S

This leads to a lot of othe:
ences. For instance, the Am
complex has a single control
while our system has .two:
pendent systems—that o
booster and that of the craft, Ener
gia’s oxygen-hydrogen engines
installed on the booster unit,*’wh
the space shuttle (

emergency the Bnergm booster can,~ ~
continue its mission even with one . -
of the engines shut off, ‘while. the
solid-propellant ~engines~ “‘the .
space shuttle’s™ ﬁrst stage‘ '

this possibility.
In the near tul;e tlusm\z
transport system’ will énable

cessfully to implement prO)ectsnthat i
- can y1€ld a hlgh ecommc etum :

s

| The ship’s elec-
i tronic brain con-

sists of four com-

puters that control
the vehicle’s mo-
tion in jall phases
of the flight. This
‘brain ' ensures
xnavigattmal accu-
iracy nd the
smooth| operation
\of all| onboard
systems.

Two types of
heat b arrier, in
the forn'l of plates
made of superthin
lt:lean artz fiber,
were specially de-

' ENERGIA-BURAN AMERICAN .
CHARACTERISTIC ~ SYSTEM SPACE SHUTTLE |
1. Payload (into an 30 tons (with an orbital 29.5 tons (with an orbita!
orbit 200 kilometers  |inclination of 50.7 inclination of 28 N
high) degrees) degrees) . .

2. Orbit-to-Earth 156-20 tons 14.5 tons
payload

3. Liftoff mass 2,400 tons 2,040 tons
4. Number of crew 2 to 10 people 3 to 10 people
members

5. Time able to 7 to 30 days 17 to 30 days
function in orbit ‘ ,

6. Number of times 100 times 100 times
reused

7. Method of Touchdown on dry land * | Splashdown
salvaging the units

of the first stage






















act decisively, everything will stay the
way it is now, or even get worse.

Q: What kind of response did you ex-
pect when you announced your
candidacy?

A: As a matter of fact, I expected a
more negative reaction from the dele-
gates than I actually got. I'm glad I
was wrong. I think that even the
people who complained will realize
sooner or later that it was something
that had to be done and that con-
tested elections must be the norm.

Q: Some 700 delegates voted for
your name to be put on the secret
ballot. What was that—a kind of op-
position to Gorbachev?

A: No. The elections by secret ballot
demonstrated that an overwhelming
majority voted for Gorbachev, with
only 87 ballots cast against him. That
is the real situation. Those who
backed my inclusion were in fact vot-
ing for contested elections.

Q: Do you know how your constitu-
ency feels about all this?

A: During the congress I received
more than 1,000 telegrams and let-
ters. Most of them congratulated me
and expressed a conviction that such
a step was necessary: After all, we
must learn democracy in deeds, not in
words.

Q: Are there any political leaders in
our country who could be of the same
stature as Mikhail Gorbachev?

A: For the moment, there are practi-
cally none. But there are very talented
people in our country with a very
high intellectual and civic potential.
Informal leaders must be allowed to
show themselves.

Q: You are a design engineer. Your
profession is not directly linked with
politics. But you have proposed a
well-prepared program of social and
economic change, and your self-nomi-
nation had a clear-cut civic motive be-
hind it. What made you decide to
take up politics?

A: Changes in the country’s political
climate.

Q: How did your career in politics
begin?
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A: It all began with a campaign for
the right to elect a director of our in-

- stitute. The campaign lasted two

years, and now we have a director,
chosen from among eight contenders.

Q: What do you think are the first-
priority changes that have to be made
in our society?

A: I spoke about that at the congress.
We need a law-based state above all
other things. Democracy is based on
compliance with the law.

Q: What problem do you think is the
most difficult to solve in our state?

A: Monopoly in public, political, and
economic life. Unless we get rid of
that, we won't get anywhere. We will
have shortages until we eliminate mo-
nopoly in management—we need to
abolish industrial ministries. But this
is only one aspect of the matter, be-
cause the abolition of a central man-
agement does not eliminate the pro-
ducer’s monopoly. For many years we
have followed a policy of setting up
giant, oversized enterprises. Some-
times the result has been that a given
item is produced by only one or two
manufacturers throughout the entire
country.

Production decentralization is a
very complex question. We may need
a special mechanism here—for exam-
ple, an antimonopoly law. Self-regu-
lation is possible only in a competi-
tive economy. This is the only way to
deal with shortages.

Q: The most sensitive issue at the
congress seems to have been the na-
tionalities question. Do you see any
ways of resolving this problem?

A: T purposely avoided including this
issue in my program because I think
that I have the right to raise only
those matters to which I can offer
some solution. Still, I believe that au-
tonomy should be granted not only to
the union republics. We must have
total decentralization and complete
municipal self-government. In the re-
publics themselves—the Baltic repub-
lics, for example—they call this re-
gional economic autonomy. Within
the larger republics, like the Russian
Federation or Kazakhstan, economic
autonomy for districts could be intro-
duced as well.

Q: How do you assess the deputy
composition of the congress?

A: The speeches I heard and the way
the voting went have confirmed my
fears and apprehensions. In fact, some
of the other deputies said the same
thing—that some deputies from pub-
lic organizations were placemen of
the administrative apparatus. If you
read their speeches carefully, you will
see that most of them—at least three-
quarters—are quite conservative. If it
weren’t for this group, the radical-
conservative ratio would have been
more balanced. But now the conserv-
atives have the edge, which will allow
the apparatus to remain firmly in
power.

The psychological atmosphere that
prevailed at the congress also worried
me. Maybe we have to begin not with
global issues but with elementary lec-
tures on standards of behavior, on
parliamentary traditions. The level of
legal and political standards—not to
mention personal standards—was ex-
tremely low.

Q: Do you think the USSR Supreme
Soviet, which was elected at the con-
gress, will be able to do its job well?
A: T am very much dissatisfied with
the procedure of elections to the Su-
preme Soviet and with its compo-
sition. It's all so typical of the old
days. Most of the deputies don’t even
know many of the people who were
elected, and I think we will regret our
haste more than once.

I am not happy that the elections to
the Supreme Soviet were held almost
without alternative, without contest.
As the tone was set in electing the
head of state, so things continued.
These were actually not elections, but
the approval of appointments. I think
the people—judging from the meet-
ings I attended in Moscow—do not
approve of that.

We have elected a Supreme Soviet
oriented toward slow reforms. No
radical changes are to be expected
from a body with such a composition
—almost half the deputies are party
apparatchiks, so that a stable conserv-
ative majority of those voting will al-
ways be ensured. There was a mo-
ment when the situation could have
changed radically, that is, when the
question was raised of a mandatory
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almykia, in the southeast of the Euro-

pean USSR, is a region with unique nat-

ural conditions. It is home to a number

of rare species of flora and fauna. Of all

of these, the saiga, or steppeland ante-

lope, is the most precious to zoologists.

Kalmykia is the only place in Europe where the
saiga survives to this day.

There was a time when great saiga herds wan-

dered all over Eurasia. Fossilized bones have

THE ANTELOPE

OF THE

KALMYK STEPPE

By Lyudmila Mareyeva
Photographs by Vyacheslav Bobkov

been excavated in Central and Eastern Europe.
Soviet paleontologists have found saiga bones in
the Ukraine, Central Russia, and around Omsk
and Krasnoyarsk in Siberia that demonstrate the
amazing adaptability of these antelope to all
kinds of natural conditions.

Even in the seventeenth century saigas were
no rarity in the Carpathian foothills, throughout
the Caspian Depression, and on the Kazakh
steppe. The tenacious animals have roamed Eu-
rope since the Pleistocene epoch. Their Pleisto-
cene contemporaries, the mammoth, the saber-
toothed tiger, the woolly rhinoceros, and other
beasts, died out with the drastic changes in natu-
ral conditions that took place during that epoch.

Saiga bones are found in great numbers on
our prehistoric ancestors’ camping sites. Some
large bones bear traces of fire; others had been
broken with stone axes to get at the marrow.
Humans have hunted the saiga ever since that
time with no lesser persistence, but the antelope
has survived to this day.

The worst time for the saiga came in the mid-
nineteenth century, when it was the vogue to
decorate homes with horns and antlers. Russia
exported close to four million pairs of deer ant-
lers and lyrate saiga horns to China alone within
a period of 30 years. The massacre of male ante-
lope brought a dire imbalance to the saiga popu-
lation and caused a slump in reproduction.

Worst of all, a cold spell set in, which would
last several decades. Winters became longer and
more snowy. The deep snow partially thawed in
the daytime, and the freezing nights covered it
with a crust of ice. The animals could not get
through it to the frozen grass, and they had to

survive on the tops of the tallest weeds sticking
out—a starvation ration. The animals could not
migrate to areas with a milder climate. Their
hooves slipped so badly on the ice that even to
take a step or two was a problem. Winter after
winter the white steppe expanses were strewn
with emaciated, long-legged corpses.

As the twentieth century set in, all that re-
mained of the vast saiga population were tiny
herds scattered in isolated areas of the European
part of the Caspian Depression, in the semidesert
of Kazakhstan, the Great Lakes Depression in
Mongolia, and the Tien Shan Mountains.

The Kalmyk steppes gave refuge to the last
European saigas. Zoologists thought that the an-
telope was doomed. “The species is sure to be-
come extinct quite soon,” Dmitri Kashkarov, an
expert on desert and steppeland fauna, wrote in
1932.

These last decades have restored the saiga.
Herds are spreading across their old habitat.
There are several reasons for this speedy revival.
One is the decrease in numbers of the saiga’s
natural enemy, the wolf. Another is that saigas
breed rapidly. Still more important was the na-
tional protection program that prohibited hunt-
ing saigas for almost 30 years.

Some herds have reached several thousand
head. But the growth slowed down with the
years, and the saiga population is keeping steady
at the 160,000 mark.

For this, we humans are to blame, however
much we have done for the hooknose antelope.
Farmers have come to the steppeland, which is
now crisscrossed with irrigation canals. This
steppe is one of the many wild spots humankind
has changed beyond recognition. Birds and
beasts can find no peace anywhere. Saigas have
nowhere to graze; their age-old migration routes
are gone. Still, there are green fields. The rus-
tling young wheat would make any antelope’s
mouth water. No wonder the herds raid the
crops. Driven off by the exasperated farmers, the
saigas rush forward in terror. But there is no
escape when a canal crosses their path. The
adult animals plunge into the water, and the
young dash to and fro along the shore, bleating
pitifully. On the average, the canals take 25,000
antelope lives every year.

Clearly, something had to be done. Academi-
cian Vladimir Sokolov, a Muscovite, gathered a
group of experts from the Institute of Experimen-
tal Biology of Alma-Ata, Kazakhstan, and Mos-
cow’s A. N. Severtsov Institute of Evolutionary
Morphology and Animal Ecology of the Acad-
emy of Sciences of the USSR. The experts were
to find the most practicable ways to preserve the
saiga population at a level allowing hunting. Not
that species preservation was quite a new issue
in biology—it has been under study for over 50










































Colonel Machin knew Demyanen-
ko well. The man was an experienced
navigator who had quickly mastered
the American equipment. Machin
used to take Demyanenko along in
his B-25 bomber when visibility was
close to zero, and the lieutenant had
never let him down. He also liked the
man very much personally.
Demyanenko was always a quick
study and was popular for his sharp
wit and guitar playing. His disappear-
ance upset the Soviets and the Ameri-
cans alike.

Two weeks later the search was
called off. Machin sent a message to
Moscow, reporting Demyanenko’s
disappearance. The colonel had lost
many friends at the front, but he just
couldn’t believe that this one was
dead.

Another week passed. It seemed
that there was no hope that Demya-
nenko would turn up. One fine day
Machin was asked to report to Gen-
eral Gaffney.

““Michael, I've got some good news
for you,” said the general. “My pilots
were returning from Nome and they
spotted some white fabric on a tree
high up in the mountains. Maybe it’s
your lost navigator sending a distress
signal.”

Gaffney took Machin over to the
map and showed him the exact loca-
tion. Machin flew to the spot right
away. The weather was fine, and he
arrived there in no time at all. Swoop-
ing low, he saw a piece of a parachute
hanging from a dead tree on the
ridge’s crest. But there was no sign of
Demyanenko.

Other crews took up the search in
the days that followed, but to no
avail. Any hope of finding the naviga-
tor began to wane.

About a month had passed since
Demyanenko had disappeared, and
the midnight sun shone more dimly
with each passing day. Machin de-
cided to make one more flight over
the search area. He flew his B-25 low
over the ridge, eventually descending
to treetop level and flying along the
riverbanks to the north, trying to see
what was going on in the valley be-
low him.

Suddenly he thought he saw a
black smoking strip straight ahead.
Machin could hardly believe his

eyes—there was grass burning on the
riverbank.

“It's Demyanenko, all right!”” Ma-
chin shouted to other crew members.
Almost at the same time, he spotted
the lieutenant. Demyanenko rose
heavily from the burned-out patch of
grass, took off his jacket, and waved
it as hard as he could. He was a pa-
thetic figure, indeed, in his tattered
blue shirt.

The plane’s crew dropped a sleep-
ing bag stuffed with bread, cookies,
and chocolate bars. The bag also con-
tained a pistol and a box of cartridges.

Demyanenko walked slowly over
to the bag and sat down on it, his
eyes still on the plane. “The man
looks really exhausted,” said Machin
to himself.

The crew threw down a glove,
which landed at Demyanenko’s feet.
A note inside read: “Stay where you
are. Don't eat too much. Help is on
the way.” Demyanenko recognized
Machin’s handwriting. As the bomber
made another pass, Demyanenko
looked up and nodded.

When Machin was sure that the
lieutenant understood him correctly,
he switched his attention to the sur-
rounding terrain. There was a small
lake overgrown with reeds and
bushes some two miles away. A small
flying boat might make it. Machin re-
membered seeing a light, single-en-
gined flying boat make a landing on
the Yukon River in Galena. But this
lake was a far cry from the Yukon,
and the plane might crash on takeoff,
hitting the bushes with its pontoons.

Making one more pass over the riv-
erbank, the B-25 headed for Ladd
Field with just enough fuel left for the
return flight.

When the B-25 taxied to a stop,
Machin rushed to General Gaffney’s
office.

““Have you really found the naviga-
tor, Michael?”” asked Gaffney, his face
beaming with joy. “Congratulations!”

“It's a bit too early for that, Sir,”
replied Machin, shaking the general’s
hand. ““We still have to rescue him.”

“Can you pinpoint the exact loca-
tion?” asked Gaffney. Machin found
the place on the wall map. “There are
lots of hills down there,” he said.
“But there is a small lake nearby. I
can’t find it on the map, though.”

Gaffney produced a scaled-up map
from his desk. Together with Machin,
he looked at it for some time and was
overjoyed to find the lake tucked in
the mountains.

“Can a single-engined flying boat
land there?”” asked Machin.

“There’s a flying boat stationed at
the Anchorage Air Force Base,” re-
plied Gaffney. “I'll tell the crew to fly
over to Galena.”

When Machin touched his B-25
bomber down at Galena, the flying
boat was already there, bobbing
gently on the Yukon's waters. A
handsome young lieutenant com-
manded the crew. After studying the
map, he found the lake and agreed to
cooperate with the Soviet colonel on
all counts.

After the three-man flying boat
landed, the B-25 continued flying in
circles, showing the way to Demya-
nenko; the area was overgrown with
grass and the Americans could have
easily lost their way. Two American
crew members waded through the
grass and brought Demyanenko back
to the plane. Upon seeing the flying
boat, the exhausted navigator fainted.
The pilots took him carefully inside
the cockpit.

Machin reached Galena some time
before the Americans did, and he no-
tified the locals that a plane was
bringing in a Soviet pilot soon. The
story of the Soviet serviceman who
had spent a month out in the wilder-
ness spread like wildfire, and all off-
duty personnel, as well as Eskimo
from a nearby village, came rushing
to see the flying boat land.

They gently earried Demyanenko
out of the plane. He was unconscious,
his face swollen almost beyond recog-
nition from mosquito bites.

An ambulance rushed Demyanenko
to the hospital, where he was imme-
diately treated. But he still did not re-
gain consciousness. Hospital person-
nel found the pockets of his jacket
stuffed with blackberries.

Three days later Demyanenko re-
gained consciousness. At Machin'’s re-
quest, a flying ambulance took the
lieutenant to the general hospital in
Fairbanks, where the doctors brought
him back to stable condition. But
Demyanenko was so weak that Ma-
chin was allowed to see him for only »
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Chestnyakov’s paintings are filled
with folklore characters—the witch
Baba Yaga, goblins, and birds and an-
imals that live in harmony with the
Shablovo villagers. But his paintings,
which may seem quite simple at first
sight, have a deeper meaning. Art
critics who have studied his paintings,
diaries, and tales have discovered that
Chestnyakov had a thorough knowl-
edge of the Russian and foreign lit-
eratures of his time. His library
contained books on the Eastern phi-
losophies, including the Indian. He
knew Indian myths and had read the
Mahabharata and the Ramayana. He
was a connoisseur of the old Russian
Kitezh literature. (The term ‘Kitezh”
comes from the name of a legendary
sunken city.) These ancient folk tales
are different visions of a peasants par-
adise on earth. One such place was
the mysterious Land of the Sirens,
populated by bird-women of the
same name. It was not surprising that
Chestnyakov entitled the most impor-
tant writing of his life The City of Uni-
versal Welfare.

A very special social mythology un-
derlies Chestnyakov’s fantasies. The
artist used this mythology to codify
his thoughts.

Let's take an example. January 9,
1905, is now known as Bloody Sun-
day, the day the czar’s army opened
fire on a peaceful procession to the
czar’s palace in St. Petersburg. Chest-
nyakov lived through the massacre by
sheer luck. Shortly afterward, he
painted The City. It shows no Winter
Palace and no troops shooting at peo-
ple. It shows a fairy city populated by
“little people” and an approaching gi-
ant comet—a folk symbol of misfor-
tune. Curiously, the czar’s throne is
empty. “We have no czar,” workers
said after Bloody Sunday, when they
erected the barricades of the 1905
revolution.

Chestnyakov’s Village Wedding is a
genre scene showing a wedding cart
with a bride and groom surrounded
by a crowd of people. But if you take
a closer look at the painting, you will
have to ask yourself why there are no
adults in the crowd. And why the axis
of the cart wheel gradually transforms
into the beam of a burial vault, from
which a bearded old man (one of the
living dead?) looks out. Thus, joy al-
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most sacrilegiously borders on sor-
row. And the newlyweds occupy a
small space surrounded by little flags.
Is this a hint that the average peasant
has only enough land to be buried in?
In his remote village the lone
thinker dreamed about no more nor
less than happiness for all of human-
kind. He wrote in his diary in 1914
when the First World War broke out:

Suffering brothers, children of the
earth! I urge you, whoever you may
be, to stop the war and make peace.
Nations, choose your own represent-
atives so that they might gather to-
gether to discuss international prob-
lems. Stop the hostilities and, while
peace negotiations are under way, get
down to cultural work, discussions of
the talks by the international assem-
bly, and the elaboration of projects
aimed at the peaceful normalization
of international relations. . . .

These words were written long be-
fore the establishment of the League

A very special social
mythology underlies
Chestnyakov’s fantasies.
The artist used this
mythology to codify his
thoughts.

of Nations, the United Nations, or the
World Peace Council.

Chestnyakov enthusiastically wel-
comed the October 1917 Revolution
with a poem and the painting Peace,
which became his direct response to
Lenin’s Decree on Peace. Since that
time, a new, romantic note appeared
in Chestnyakov’s art. Everything in
Peace is highly romantic: mounted
musicians led by a lady in white
(symbolizing Freedom and the Revo-
lution) and a boy with a banner in-
scribed with the word Peace; the chil-
dren’s festivities and the round
dances in which animals and even
fairies, brownies, and mermaids take

part; the children receiving the simple
fruit of the forest—nuts and berries.

Chestnyakov was actively involved
in the construction of a new life. He
was elected to the Kologriv City So-
viet and was offered a job as an art
teacher. He set up the House of Art in
Kologriv, where he headed a theater
group and an art studio. He organized
exhibitions of his works and a travel-
ing theater. In Shablovo he estab-
lished a children's art studio.

“We studied everything there,” re-
calls Larisa Golushkina, a former stu-
dent of Chestnyakov’s. “We learned
to draw, listen to music, and play mu-
sical instruments. We developed a
taste for literature and theater. He
taught us to see the beauty of nature
and to respect parents and older peo-
ple in general. He said that people
should not hurt one another, boast,
curse, or deceive or envy anyone. All
the good that is in me is rooted in
that children’s studio.”

In the 1920s Chestnyakov finally
finished his most important work—
Paradise City, which he began at the
turn of the century. He painted more
than 120 characters on a huge canvas,
which symbolizes his dreams of a
happy future. He showed rivers flow-
ing with milk and festively dressed
people carrying cakes and flowers.
Someone is playing a reed pipe, an-
other lavishes gifts upon his fellow
citizens, and still another is clearing
the ground for a feast. Clearly, these
are all symbols of much more serious
things than just rivers of milk. The
artist worked on this painting at the
same time he was writing his novel
Marco Beschastny, a social utopia. His
autobiographical hero dreams about
the village of the future, in which
brick houses will replace squalid
dwellings. There will be statues in the
streets, a lake with ships, and electric-
ity setting machines into motion that
will make peasants” work easier.

Chestnyakov’s restored works were
shown in his native Kostroma and in
Kologriv, Moscow, and Leningrad.
They were also exhibited in Italy and
France. A French art connoisseur left
the following entry in the Visitors
Book: “Chestnyakov’s works should
be known to everyone. He is a classic.
He showed us the soul of a kind and
beautiful Russia.” |






eople ask me why it
took a special resolu-
tion of the Central
Committee Politburo
of the Communist
Party of the Soviet
Union for Russian
philosophical treasures to reappear in
print for the first time in decades, and
why the Soviet press now carries
works written 50 years ago or more as
sensational novelties.

If we are to see how timely this
revivalist boom is, we have to under-
stand the abyss into which philoso-
phy in our country has fallen.

Unfortunately, we don’t know what
we don’t know. Too many of us are
convinced that Russian culture at the
end of the nineteenth century and in
the first decade and a half of this one
was ridden with ethical and intellec-
tual decadence. It is true that deca-
dent trends were present. But in gen-
eral, Russian culture of that time
produced a glorious renaissance of re-
ligion and philosophy, which made
an impact on all of Europe.

It was in Russia that the first shoots
of phenomenology, existentialism,
and personalism emerged. Our coun-
try gave the most serious response to
Immanuel Kant's query, “What is
man?”’ The Russian quest was carried
westward, to come back to us decades
later as revelation.

Many great Russian scholars were
exiled abroad in 1922, long before
Stalinism took the upper hand. These
philosophers of world renown—Ni-
kolai Berdyayev, Sergei Bulgakov,
Semyon Frank, Nikolai Lossky, Lev
Karsavin, and Pitirim Sorokin, among
others—were luckier than many.
They worked on in their countries of
adoption, and their acclaim and influ-
ence grew steadily. The philosophers
who stayed at home, whom their ex-
iled compatriots envied at first, met a
harder fate. Pavel Florensky and Gus-
tav Schpet died in prison camps.
Alexei Losev survived to be released,
but he never published a line for
more than 20 years. The works of
Vladimir Solovyov, who had died in
the very beginning of the century,
were consigned to oblivion, from
which they emerged only on rare oc-
casions—for some officious ideologue
or other to throw dirt at them.

So it really took high-level resolu-

tions to rediscover the terra incognita
of Russian philosophy. Vladimir So-
lovyov was one of the most brilliant
revelations that met us as the. curtain
rose before Soviet eyes.

Son of the renowned historian

Sergei Solovyov, who wrote the clas-

sic History of Russia Since Ancient

Times, Vladimir came by right of birth

into the most refined intellectual mi-
lieu of his time.

In his youth, there was no outward(
sign of the spirituality Solovyov was
to attain with the years. On his fa-
ther's advice, Vladimir entered the
department of history and philology

at Moscow State University, but he

soon left that department to study
physics and mathematics. Paradoxi-
cally, Solovyov turned to theology
only after he had taken up science.
“Science has no ultimate goal of life
to offer you,” he wrote to a cousin at

Solovyov argued that his .
day demanded a supreme

synthesis. He called this

synthesis “positive '
umtotahty ”

one of the means to achieve it.”
Now Solovyov saw his m:lssion in

the reform of Chnstlamty He felt he

was destined to give Chnstlamty

modemn form and bring out its hu-

mane core, in order to - attract all
hearts to it. So he left the department

of physics and mathematics, took a_
degree in history and philology, and
started on a lecture course at the Mos-‘ T
‘ series of public lectures on the philos-
~ophy of religion. Huge, speliboiind.

cow Theological Academy.

Spinoza’s was the philosophy thatif
first fascinated the young Solovyov.
Somewhat later, Schopenhauer made -
an even deeper impression. But Schel- -

ling had the greatest, lifelong influ-

ence on the Russian philosopher..
Solovyov’s philosophical system pro-

ceeded from Schelling and used. the"ton Godmanhood, the léctures gave a -

Schellingian vocabulary.

Profound erudition shone even in
Solovyov’s candidate’s thesis, The Cri--
sis of Western Philosophy: Against the:
Positivists, which he defended at the: .

‘called this: synthesm
: umtotahty

age of 21 Here Solovyov put forward

for the first time his. central idea of
total-unity,” or “unitotality.” By this

he meant a global cultural synthesis. -
‘Soon_after he got his degree, the
young man took a position at Mos-
cow State University as a lecturer in
contemporary philosophy. A few hal-
cyon years followed, which revealed
his poetic gift. Sent to Great Britain
on a research assignment, he worked

- at the British Museum library and fol-
- lowed his occult inclinations, as was

the vogue in those days. -

A mystical experience gave Solov-
yov’s life an abrupt turn. In a radiant
apparition Sophia, the Divine Wis- -
dom, sent him to Egypt. There, in the
desert, the vision was repeated. =~ -

-A quiet winter in Cairo followed.
Solovyov began writing his. dialogue
Sophia, his first attempt to make a sys-
tem of his views.

Back in Russia, he contmued to put
his revelations into the form of a

- philosophical doctrine. These were
*+ busy years: Solovyov now had a Mos- -
" cow State University professorship in '
logic and in the history of philosophy.
- He was also working on his doctoral " .
. dissertation, Critique of Abstract Prin-
- ciples, which he defended bnlhantly
. at the age of 27. By “abstract prindi- -
. .+ -ples” Solovyov meant empiricism and
that time. ”The true ﬁnal goalj.,.ls in:
ethics (or religion); science enters as-

rationalistic. idealism—philosophies -
he implacably opposed and described :.

' as “primitively bookish”’—as well as
“the “ultramundane clericalism” of Ro--

man - Catholicism, Though' acknowl- -
a -edging that all these intellectual
‘trends had borne fruit in their time,
Solovyov argued that his day ‘de-

manded: a supreme synthesls ‘He
positlve‘ -

Early in 1878 Solovyov delivered a *

audlences of Moscow intellectuals and:

society people came to hear him
speak: Among Solovyov’s. distin-.
.guished listeners were Fyodor Dos-:
toyevsky and Leo Tolstoy

Later appearing in print as Léctdres

 critical analysis of Western and East-

ern Christianity, reco g the mer-

_its of both trends. The West had given
the world the idea of individualism,

petsomﬁed in the god- , whlle the
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universalistic idea of the man-god had
dawned in the East. Now the task
was to achieve a blending of both
principles of Christianity. The idea of
synthesis that underlay all philoso-
phy, as Solovyov saw it, now em-
braced religion. From then on his
searching thought never left theologi-
cal matters.

His quest now entered a new, even
more ambitious stage. His ethics and
epistemology, which had been put
forward in Critique of Abstract Princi-
ples, were now to be supplemented
by an esthetic system all his own. Ar-
guing with the Schillerian and Dos-
toyevskian formula that beauty was
destined to save the world, Solovyov
wrote:

It is a fearful risk to burden beauty
with the mission of universal salva-
tion, when we have first to save
beauty from artistic and journalistic
experiments that seek to replace the
fair ideal with the down-to-earth, in
all its ugliness.

The last decade of Solovyov’s life
proved the most prolific. His genius
reached its peak, to leave us two in-
spired essays: The Meaning of Love, a
glorification of sublime feelings based
on analyses of the poetry of Pushkin
and Tyutchev; and Three Conversa-
tions, whose air of ironical travesty set
off its apocalyptic spirit. Step by step
Solovyov progressed to his cardinal
work, The Justification of the Good.

To the end of his life, the philoso-
pher would wander about the Russian
countryside. On one of these journeys
he fell gravely ill and went to stay
with his friends the Princes Trube-
tskoi in Uzkoye, their family seat near
Moscow. It was there that Solovyov
died.

Yevgeni Trubetskoi (1863-1920), a
philosopher himself, left reminis-
cences of tremendous interest. Here is
a small but informative excerpt.

If you had ever seen Vladimir
Solovyov, you retained him in your
memory forever as a man totally un-
like other mortals. His appearance
and especially his large and beautiful
eyes were striking in their inimitable
combination of infirmity and vital-
ity—a mighty spirit in a helpless
body.

Solovyov was extremely short-
sighted, and things that others saw
perfectly well were hidden from his
eyes. Squinting from under his bushy
brows, he could hardly discern the
outlines of what lay under his very
nose. But when he gazed into the dis-
tance, his feeble sight penetrated
through the surface of things into
depths forbidden to our mortal senses
—he saw something not of this
world, something hidden from us all.
His eyes radiated a spiritual light.
Whenever he looked at you, he
looked into your very soul. His was
the gaze of a man aloof from the out-
ward aspect of our earthly reality.

All that was ordinary was alien to
his richly endowed nature. No won-
der he was such an innocent in ev-
eryday affairs, and anyone could
swindle him. He was always being
robbed and mercilessly taken advan-
tage of. Despite his vast literary earn-
ings, he walked around penniless, of-
ten in rags and tatters. Solovyov was

If you want to put the
essence of Solovyoy’s
doctrine into two words,
those words would be
love and unity.

a disinterested person if ever there
was one. He gave away money with-
out counting it—not only because of
his rare, childlike kindness but also
because he was totally unrealistic in
all practical matters.

Solovyov led a beggarly life and
had to cut his demands to those of an
ascetic. He once said to a friend, “One
meal every two days is quite enough,
and a dinner a day is nothing more
than a bad habit.”

A rolling stone, Solovyov never
had a hearth and home. He died a
wanderer, sheltered by friends. He
taxed his health severely; often he
started working after a party, spent
the rest of the night writing, and went
to bed toward noon. He was a vege-
tarian who lived on subsistence ra-
tions whenever his friends weren't
there to take care of him. But when-
ever a friend dropped in, Solovyov
would bring out a bottle of wine and
sit drinking and talking into the small
hours. :

Solovyov’s overflowing spirituality
defied everyday arrangements. He re-
belled against everything drab and
well ordered. His genius gained in
power in a sickly body. The doctors
who treated him before his death
were astonished to see that he had
lasted even for 47 years and that this
suffering flesh could be the home of
such a powerful and daring mind.

The traits that determined his phi-
losophy ruled Solovyov’s life. His
doctrine was completely alien to any-
thing one-sided.

He spared nothing for his friends
and was prepared for any sacrifice if
they needed it. But the idea of
Solovyov as a paterfamilias was pre-
posterous. Family life was not for
him. His feelings were too stormy; the
demands he put on those he loved
were too high. His poems and prose
describe love as the incarnation of all
things sublime. Love was everything
to him, he said. Deprived of it, “this
life would lose all its color.” The truth
lay in love alone. Whatever was out-
side love was paltry and transient. But
dominated by his genius, Solovyov
could not bind himself with any tie,
be it the duties of family or any other
duty.

In one of his essays Solovyov as-
serted with humility that he had pro-
duced no doctrine of his own and that
all he had written was only a com-
mentary on the holy truth that Russia
had known ever since it had em-
braced Christianity. This is accurate to
some extent: Solovyov’s teaching was
wholly in keeping with the traditions
of Russian spirituality. Yet his synthe-
sis is so profound and so brilliant in
its harmony that we ought to recog-
nize it as an original philosophy.

Absorbed and developed by Solov-
yov, Russian philosophy carries an
all-penetrating moral message. Now
that our country is going through a
social revival and discarding its dead
mental dogma, this message has a
special impact on us. Many social and
economic patterns have brought our
society to a moral decline, which pre-
vailing ethical concepts make all the
worse. Political pragmatism has re-
placed ethics.

True, politics offers ways to practi-
cal goals, but it takes a crude, simplis-
Continued on page 62
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“Children grow up with no aware-
ness of extended family. Family al-
bums have been viewed as outdated
or even ‘philistine.’

“But now interest in the larger fam-
ily is reviving. Under perestroika the
archives are no longer ‘classified,” and
contacts with relatives living abroad
have been expanded. Many of those
who concealed their genealogy for
years out of fear—for instance, those
who had members of the clergy or
officers of the czarist army among
their ancestors—are now establishing
contacts with their relatives and find-
ing out about their ancestry.

“One of the things I do is trace the
genealogy of certain prominent fam-
ilies. Sometimes such effort is inspired
by anniversaries of families that have
played a prominent role in the history
of this country.”

“My First Friend,
My Beloved Friend”

According to one chronicle, a man
named Vasili Lopovskoi moved from
Ryazan to Novgorod in 1388. His
family eventually divided into two
branches: one named Pushchin, after
his elder son, Pushcha (which means
“virgin forest’’), and the other
Muravyov, after his younger son,
Muravei (which means ““ant”).

Descendants of the Muravyov and
Pushchin families, both those living
in the USSR and those abroad, gath-
ered in Leningrad to celebrate the
500th anniversary of the families.

Every family’s history has its pinna-
cle, a person or group of people in
whom their descendants take particu-
lar pride. Such a peak was repre-
sented in the Pushchin-Muravyov
family by the Decembrists.

Most of the Decembrists were aris-
tocratic officers who had fought in
Russia’s victorious 1812 battles
against Napoleon. The officers then
staged a revolt in Senate Square in St.
Petersburg on December 14, 1825, to
put an end to Russia’s autocratic rule.
The uprising was suppressed. As
many as 579 cases were investigated,
leading to the execution of five De-
cembrists in the Peter and Paul For-
tress. One of them was Sergei
Muravyov-Apostol, who was only

one of 10 members of the Muravyov
family who took part in the revolt,

Decembrist Ivan Pushchin (1798-
1859) inspired some of the great poet
Alexander Pushkin’s glorious verse.
In his message to Siberia, where Ivan
Pushchin was serving a life sentence,
Pushkin addressed him as “my first
friend, my beloved friend.” That letter
was brought to Siberia by Alexandra
Muravyova, the wife of a Decembrist
who decided to share her husband’s
fate.

At the Tsarskoye Selo Lyceum
Pushkin and Pushchin occupied
neighboring rooms, No. 13 and No.
14. Big Jeanneau, as they called
Pushchin for his herculean stature,
was Pushkin’s closest friend from that
time forward. Pushchin did not show
any of the brilliant faculties some of

People are looking at the
history of their country,
demanding that all the
“blank spots” be filled.

Many people are also
taking an interest in the
history of their own
family.

his classmates boasted, and he was
very modest. But he was known for
his sense of justice, so his fellow stu-
dents at the lyceum invariably chose
him as the arbiter whenever there
was a dispute.

After finishing the lyceum, Pu-
shchin joined the army and a secret
society of revolutionary officers. He
dreamed that Pushkin would join
their cause. As it turned out, Pushchin
was not the only one who had this
dream—Pushkin’s freedom-loving
verses were to be found as evidence
in practically every Decembrist’s case.
But Pushkin himself was in exile dur-
ing the revolt, having been banished
to the village of Mikhailovskoye,
Pskov Gubernia, in the summer of
1824.

In January 1825 Pushchin went to
Mikhailovskoye to see his exiled
friend, who missed the capital and
the company of his friends terribly.
The two friends drank champagne
and talked until morning. As it turned
out, that was to be the last time Push-
kin and Pushchin were ever to see
each other.

On December 14, 1825, Pushchin
took part in the revolt. His cloak was
torn by many bullets when the shoot-
ing began. The day after the revolt
was suppressed, an old school friend,
Prince Gorchakov, brought Pushchin
a passport and offered to help him
escape aboard a foreign ship. Pu-
shchin refused—he felt he should
share his comrades’ suffering.

Pushchin spent 30 years in Siberia
for his participation in the uprising.
Only after Nicholas I had died and
amnesty was granted to all of the De-
cembrists did he return. He died two
years later. Such a man was the great
Pushkin’s friend.

Almost a century and a half later,
Pushchin’s and Pushkin’s descend-
ants happened to come to Leningrad
at about the same time.

Visiting Their Ancestors’ Land

The celebrations of the 500th anni-
versary of the Pushchin family were
attended by members from many
countries, including the United States.

Many of the people at the event,
descendants of female members of
the family, have different names now.
But one of the visitors, a young busi-
nessman from the United States, is
his famous ancestor’s namesake: His
name, too, is Ivan Ivanovich Pu-
shchin. Pushchin addressed the as-
sembly in fluent Russian.

"We live far away from Russia, but
we keep our family honor, the lan-
guage, and the Orthodox faith,” he
said.

In the lyceum Visitors Book, entries
made by Pushchin’s descendants are
next to those written by descendants
of Alexander Pushkin’s younger
daughter, Natalia. The latter came
from Great Britain. They were ac-
companied by Prince Georgi Golitsyn,
who visits the Soviet Union quite of-

Continued on page 62

59



































































































Siberia, for instance, has no effect on unemploy-
ment in the Central Asian republic of
Uzbekistan. The want ad that appeals to a com-
puter specialist obviously won’t appeal to a
weaver. And a want ad offering a job at a can-
nery means nothing to a journalist.

Meanwhile, in the early eighties the United
States created nearly 300 employment data
banks, which are a kind of “dating” service
between job seekers and employers. We don't
have anything of the kind. We don’t even have a
single state-run employment information service
capable of providing objective data about the
labor situation nationwide and in individual
regions,

Some time ago I came across the following
report by the TASS news agency: “Who would
think that an ‘association of the unemployed,’
which claims to represent the interests of 23 mil-
lion people, would crop up in this country?”

It's a frightening number of people, but is it
accurate? Can our state-run employment agen-
cies provide their own information? In any case,
it appears that the independent organization
is more thorough than its “official’” counterpart.

A law guaranteeing employment is being
drafted, but I have doubts about its effectiveness
unless a special employment fund is created and
principles for creating it are formulated. Sweden,
for example, allocates nearly two per cent of its
gross national product to the financing of em-
ployment programs. We cannot afford this, but,
according to Rudev, if we allocated at least 0.3
per cent of our gross social product to these pur-
poses, or about two billion rubles, it would be a
social revolution in the area of implementing our
citizens’ right to work.

It is possible that to create an employment
fund, we may need to take deductions from the
profits of factories and plants and the earnings of
their workers.

When I was in Great Britain, I got into a con-
versation with a young man named Michael, the
driver of the bus in which our delegation was
touring the country.

“I have no full-time job,” Michael told me. He
did not sound very upset. “This is a part-time
summer job for me.” And he started explaining
to me the intricacies of the complex unemploy-
ment benefit system.

What are we to do? In the present situation we
can hardly pay high unemployment benefits for
a long period of time. So it is more important for
us to concentrate on measures to prevent unem-
ployment, that is, to regulate in advance the pro-
cess of work force reduction, retraining, and re-
employment. In building new enterprises, we
must take into account the demographics in dif-
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ferent regions and stimulate the development of
enterprises and cooperatives for young people,
mothers, pensioners, and the handicapped. We
should also encourage factories and industrial
plants to increase the number of shifts in order
to increase the number of jobs, without building
new enterprises.

I remember a speaker at the summer session
of the new Soviet parliament, the Supreme So-
viet, saying that we used to consider a high level
of social security one of the chief advantages of
socialism. At the same time, he said, this high
level of social security has had a depressing ef-
fect on productivity.

This feeling of job security has created wide-
spread apathy and indifference. People no longer
take pride in what they are doing. While declar-
ing the right to work, which is guaranteed by the
USSR Constitution, we ignore quality and the
need to pay workers in accordance with their
actual input.

Productivity and job efficiency are the only
means of restructuring the Soviet economy. To
continue cultivating the myth about full employ-
ment in order to simply find a place for everyone
is both expensive and immoral. People may lose
their jobs due to modernization and greater job
efficiency, so we must not shut our eyes to that
and continue to proclaim abstract slogans. We
can’t ignore the laws of economics.

The sooner we abandon the dogma about full
employment, the sooner we resolve our chronic
economic and social problems, realize that life is
a constant struggle, and begin to value enterprise
and initiative.

Not everyone may like it. For too long we
looked at reality through rose-colored glasses.
Many readers’ letters to Pravda bear this out. "I
don’t want and, I think, all Soviet people do not
want a labor exchange and unemployment to
appear in this country,” wrote Mikhail Golubev
of Saratov.

“It makes me angry whenever I think of all
those lazy bums who'll be receiving unemploy-
ment benefits,” wrote another reader, Gennadi
Pirozhkov, from the Perm region.

Many people here still think that unemploy-
ment is something that depends on someone’s
will rather than on the economic state of society.
They fail to realize that it is social insecurity and
poverty that create social outcasts.

So, is the threat of unemployment hovering
over us? It is a meaningless question because
unemployment is now a fact of life in many
regions of the country. The question we must
answer now is: What should be done to ease the
situation, to avoid its pitfalls, and to guarantee
and safeguard our citizens’ right to work? ]


































































































































