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Speeches

The Nobel Lecture

Mr. Chairman, Ladies and gentlemen,

This momentis no less emotional for me than the one when
I first learned about the decision of the Nobel Committee. For
on similar occasions great men addressed humankind — men
famous for their courage in working to bring together moral-
ity and politics. Among them were my compatriots.

The award of the Nobel Peace Prize makes one think once
again about a seemingly simple and clear question: What is
peace?

Preparing for my address I found in an old Russian en-
cyclopedia a definition of “peace” as a “commune” — the tra-
ditional cell of Russian peasant life. I saw in that definition
the people’s profound understanding of peace as harmony,
concord, mutual help, and cooperation.

This understanding is embodied in the canons of world
religions and in the works of philosophers from antiquity to
our time. The names of many of them have been mentioned
here before. Let me add another one to them. Peace “propa-
gates wealth and justice, which constitute the prosperity of
nations;” a peace which is “just a respite from wars ... is not
worthy of the name;” peace implies “general counsel”. This
was written almost 200 years ago by Vasiliy Fyodorovich Ma-
linovskiy — the dean of the Tsarskoye Selo Lyceum at which
the great Pushkin was educated.

Since then, of course, history has added a great deal to
the specific content of the concept of peace. In this nuclear
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age it also means a condition for the survival of the human
race. But the essence, as understood both by the popular wis-
dom and by intellectual leaders, is the same.

Today, peace means the ascent from simple coexistence
to cooperation and common creativity among countries and
nations.

Peace is movement towards globality and universality of
civilization. Never before has the idea that peace is indivisible
been so true as it is now.

Peace is not unity in similarity but unity in diversity, in
the comparison and conciliation of differences.

And, ideally, peace means the absence of violence. It is an
ethical value. And here we have to recall Rajiv Gandhi, who
died so tragically a few days ago.

I consider the decision of your Committee as a recog-
nition of the great international importance of the changes
now under way in the Soviet Union, and as an expression
of confidence in our policy of new thinking, which is based
on the conviction that at the end of the twentieth century
force and arms will have to give way as a major instrument
in world politics.

I see the decision to award me the Nobel Peace Prize also
as an act of solidarity with the monumental undertaking
which has already placed enormous demands on the Soviet
people in terms of efforts, costs, hardships, willpower, and
character. And solidarity is a universal value which is becom-
ing indispensable for progress and for the survival of hu-
mankind.

But a modern state has to be worthy of solidarity, in other
words, it should pursue, in both domestic and international
affairs, policies that bring together the interests of its peo-
ple and those of the world community. This task, however
obvious, is not a simple one. Life is much richer and more
complex than even the most perfect plans to make it bet-
ter. It ultimately takes vengeance for attempts to impose ab-
stract schemes, even with the best of intentions. Perestroika
has made us understand this about our past, and the actual
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experience of recent years has taught us to reckon with the
most general laws of civilization.

This, however, came later. But back in March-April 1985
we found ourselves facing a crucial, and I confess, agonizing
choice. When I agreed to assume the office of the General
Secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union Cen-
tral Committee, in effect the highest State office at that time,
I realized that we could no longer live as before and that I
would not want to remain in that office unless I got support
in undertaking major reforms. It was clear to me that we had
a long way to go. But of course, I could not imagine how im-
mense were our problems and difficulties. I believe no one at
that time could foresee or predict them.

Those who were then governing the country knew what
was really happening to it and what we later called “zastoi”,
roughly translated as “stagnation”. They saw that our soci-
ety was marking time, that it was running the risk of fall-
ing hopelessly behind the technologically advanced part
of the world. Total domination of centrally-managed state
property, the pervasive authoritarian-bureaucratic system,
ideology’s grip on politics, monopoly in social thought and
sciences, militarized industries that siphoned off our best,
including the best intellectual resources, the unbearable bur-
den of military expenditures that suffocated civilian indus-
tries and undermined the social achievements of the period
since the Revolution which were real and of which we used to
be proud — such was the actual situation in the country.

As a result, one of the richest countries in the world, en-
dowed with immense overall potential, was already sliding
downwards. Our society was declining, both economically
and intellectually. And yet, to a casual observer the country
seemed to present a picture of relative well-being, stability
and order. The misinformed society under the spell of pro-
paganda was hardly aware of what was going on and what
the immediate future had in store for it. The slightest mani-
festations of protest were suppressed. Most people consid-
ered them heretical, slanderous and counter-revolutionary.
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Such was the situation in the spring of 1985, and there
was a great temptation to leave things as they were, to make
only cosmetic changes. This, however, meant continuing to
deceive ourselves and the people.

This was the domestic aspect of the dilemma then before
us. As for the foreign policy aspect, there was the East-West
confrontation, a rigid division into friends and foes, the two
hostile camps with a corresponding set of Cold War attri-
butes. Both the East and the West were constrained by the
logic of military confrontation, wearing themselves down
more and more by the arms race.

The mere thought of dismantling the existing structures
did not come easily. However, the realization that we faced
inevitable disaster, both domestically and internationally,
gave us the strength to make a historic choice, which I have
never since regretted.

Perestroika, which once again is returning our people
to commonsense, has enabled us to open up to the world,
and has restored a normal relationship between the coun-
try’s internal development and its foreign policy. But all this
takes a lot of hard work. To a people which believed that its
government’s policies had always been true to the cause of
peace, we proposed what was in many ways a different policy,
which would genuinely serve the cause of peace, while differ-
ing from the prevailing view of what it meant and particu-
larly from the established stereotypes as to how one should
protect it. We proposed new thinking in foreign policy.

Thus, we embarked on a path of major changes which
may turn out to be the most significant in the twentieth cen-
tury, for our country and for its peoples. But we also did this
for the entire world.

I began my book about Perestroika and the new thinking
with the following words: “We want to be understood”. After
a while I felt that it was already happening. But now I would
like once again to repeat those words here, from this world
rostrum. Because to understand us really — to understand so
as to believe us — proved to be not at all easy, owing to the
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immensity of the changes under way in our country. Their
magnitude and character are such as to require in-depth
analysis. Applying conventional wisdom to Perestroika is un-
productive. It is also futile and dangerous to set conditions,
to say: We’ll understand and believe you, as soon as you, the
Soviet Union, come completely to resemble “us”, the West.

No one is in a position to describe in detail what Pere-
stroika will finally produce. But it would certainly be a self-
delusion to expect that Perestroika will produce “a copy” of
anything.

Of course, learning from the experience of others is
something we have been doing and will continue to do. But
this does not mean that we will come to be exactly like oth-
ers. Our State will preserve its own identity within the inter-
national community. A country like ours, with its uniquely
close-knit ethnic composition, cultural diversity and tragic
past, the greatness of its historic endeavors and the exploits
of its peoples — such a country will find its own path to the
civilization of the twenty-first century and its own place in it.
Perestroika has to be conceived solely in this context, other-
wise it will fail and will be rejected. After all, it is impossible
to “shed” the country’s thousand-year history — a history,
which we still have to subject to serious analysis in order to
find the truth that we shall take into the future.

We want to be an integral part of modern civilization, to
live in harmony with mankind’s universal values, abide by
the norms of international law, follow the “rules of the game”
in our economic relations with the outside world. We want
to share with all other peoples the burden of responsibility
for the future of our common house.

A period of transition to a new quality in all spheres of
society’s life is accompanied by painful phenomena. When
we were initiating Perestroika we failed to properly assess and
foresee everything. Our society turned out to be hard to move
off the ground, not ready for major changes which affect peo-
ple’s vital interests and make them leave behind everything
to which they had become accustomed over many years. In
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the beginning we imprudently generated great expectations,
without taking into account the fact that it takes time for peo-
ple to realize that all have to live and work differently, to stop
expecting that new life would be given from above.

Perestroika has now entered its most dramatic phase.
Following the transformation of the philosophy of Pere-
stroika into real policy, which began literally to explode the
old way of life, difficulties began to mount. Many took fright
and wanted to return to the past. It was not only those who
used to hold the levers of power in the administration, the
army and various government agencies and who had to
make room, but also many people whose interests and way
of life was put to a severe test and who, during the preceding
decades, had forgotten how to take the initiative and to be
independent, enterprising and self-reliant.

Hence the discontent, the outbursts of protest and the
exorbitant, though understandable, demands which, if sat-
isfied right away, would lead to complete chaos. Hence, the
rising political passions and, instead of a constructive op-
position which is only normal in a democratic system, one
that is often destructive and unreasonable, not to mention
the extremist forces which are especially cruel and inhuman
in areas of inter-ethnic conflict.

During the last six years we have discarded and destroyed
much that stood in the way of a renewal and transforma-
tion of our society. But when society was given freedom it
could not recognize itself, for it had lived too long, as it were,
“beyond the looking glass”. Contradictions and vices rose
to the surface, and even blood has been shed, although we
have been able to avoid a bloodbath. The logic of reform has
clashed with the logic of rejection, and with the logic of im-
patience which breeds intolerance.

In this situation, which is one of great opportunity and of
major risks, at a high point of Perestroika’s crisis, our task is to
stay the course while also addressing current everyday prob-
lems — which are literally tearing this policy apart — and to do
it in such a way as to prevent a social and political explosion.
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Now about my position. As to the fundamental choice, I
have long ago made a final and irrevocable decision. Nothing
and no one, no pressure, cither from the right or from the
left, will make me abandon the positions of Perestroika and
new thinking. I do not intend to change my views or convic-
tions. My choice is a final one.

It is my profound conviction that the problems arising
in the course of our transformations can be solved solely by
constitutional means. That is why I make every effort to keep
this process within the confines of democracy and reforms.

This applies also to the problem of self-determination of
nations, which is a challenging one for us. We are looking for
mechanisms to solve that problem within the framework of
a constitutional process; we recognize the peoples’ legitimate
choice, with the understanding that if a people really decides,
through a fair referendum, to withdraw from the Soviet Union,
a certain agreed transition period will then be needed.

Steering a peaceful course is not easy in a country where
generation after generation of people were led to believe that
those who have power or force could throw those who dis-
sent or disagree out of politics or even in jail. For centuries all
the country’s problems used to be finally resolved by violent
means. All this has left an almost indelible mark on our entire
“political culture’, if the term is at all appropriate in this case.

Our democracy is being born in pain. A political cul-
ture is emerging — one that presupposes debate and plu-
ralism, but also legal order and, if democracy is to work,
strong government authority based on one law for all. This
process is gaining strength. Being resolute in the pursuit of
Perestroika, a subject of much debate these days, must be
measured by the commitment to democratic change. Being
resolute does not mean a return to repression, diktat or the
suppression of rights and freedoms. I will never agree to
having our society split once again into Reds and Whites,
into those who claim to speak and act “on behalf of the
people” and those who are “enemies of the people”. Being
resolute today means to act within the framework of po-
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litical and social pluralism and the rule of law to provide
conditions for continued reform and prevent a breakdown
of the state and economic collapse, prevent the elements of
chaos from becoming catastrophic.

All this requires taking certain tactical steps, to search for
various ways of addressing both short- and long-term tasks.
Such efforts and political and economic steps, agreements
based on reasonable compromise, are there for everyone to
see. I am convinced that the One-Plus-Nine Statement will go
down in history as one such step, as a great opportunity. Not
all parts of our decisions are readily accepted or correctly un-
derstood. For the most part, our decisions are unpopular; they
arouse waves of criticism. But life has many more surprises in
store for us, just as we will sometimes surprise it. Jumping to
conclusions after every step taken by the Soviet leadership, af-
ter every decree by the President, trying to figure out whether
he is moving left or right, backward or forward, would be an
exercise in futility and would not lead to understanding.

We will seek answers to the questions we face only by
moving forward, only by continuing and even radicalizing
reforms, by consistently democratizing our society. But we
will proceed prudently, carefully weighing each step we take.

There is already a consensus in our society that we have
to move towards a mixed market economy. There are still
differences as to how to do it and how fast we should move.
Some are in favor of rushing through a transitional period
as fast as possible, no matter what. Although this may smack
of adventurism we should not overlook the fact that such
views enjoy support. People are tired and are easily swayed
by populism. So it would be just as dangerous to move too
slowly, to keep people waiting in suspense. For them, life to-
day is difficult, a life of considerable hardship.

Work on a new Union Treaty has entered its final stage.
Its adoption will open a new chapter in the history of our
multinational state.

After a time of rampant separatism and euphoria, when
almost every village proclaimed sovereignty, a centripetal
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force is beginning to gather momentum, based on a more
sensible view of existing realities and the risks involved.
And this is what counts most now. There is a growing will
to achieve consensus, and a growing understanding that we
have a State, a country, a common life. This is what must be
preserved first of all. Only then can we afford to start figuring
out which party or club to join and what God to worship.

The stormy and contradictory process of Perestroika,
particularly in the past two years, has made us face squarely
the problem of criteria to measure the effectiveness of State
leadership. In the new environment of a multiparty system,
freedom of thought, rediscovered ethnic identity and sov-
ereignty of the republics, the interests of society must ab-
solutely be put above those of various parties or groups, or
any other sectoral, parochial or private interests, even though
they also have the right to exist and to be represented in the
political process and in public life, and, of course, they must
be taken into account in the policies of the State.

Ladies and gentlemen, international politics is another
area where a great deal depends on the correct interpretation
of what is now happening in the Soviet Union. This is true
today, and it will remain so in the future.

We are now approaching what might be the crucial point
when the world community and, above all, the States with the
greatest potential to influence world developments will have
to decide on their stance with regard to the Soviet Union,
and to act on that basis.

The more I reflect on the current world developments,
the more I become convinced that the world needs Perestroi-
ka no less than the Soviet Union needs it. Fortunately, the
present generation of policy-makers, for the most part, are
becoming increasingly aware of this interrelationship, and
also of the fact that now that Perestroika has entered its criti-
cal phase the Soviet Union is entitled to expect large-scale
support to assure its success.

Recently, we have been seriously rethinking the substance
and the role of our economic cooperation with other coun-
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tries, above all major Western nations. We realize, of course,
that we have to carry out measures that would enable us re-
ally to open up to the world economy and become its organic
part. But at the same time we come to the conclusion that
there is a need for a kind of synchronization of our actions
towards that end with those of the Group of Seven and of the
European Community. In other words, we are thinking of a
fundamentally new phase in our international cooperation.

In these months much is being decided and will be decid-
ed in our country to create the prerequisites for overcoming
the systemic crisis and gradually recovering to a normal life.

The multitude of specific tasks to be addressed in this
context may be summarized within three main areas:

— Stabilizing the democratic process on the basis of

a broad social consensus and a new constitutional
structure of our Union as a genuine, free, and volun-
tary federation;

— Intensifying economic reform to establish a mixed
market economy based on a new system of property
relations;

— Taking vigorous steps to open the country up to the
world economy through ruble convertibility and ac-
ceptance of civilized “rules of the game” adopted in
the world market, and through membership in the
World Bank and the International Monetary Fund.

These three areas are closely interrelated.

Therefore, there is a need for discussion in the Group of
Seven and in the European Community. We need a joint pro-
gram of action to be implemented over a number of years.

If we fail to reach an understanding regarding a new
phase of cooperation, we will have to look for other ways,
for time is of the essence. But if we are to move to that new
phase, those who participate in and even shape world poli-
tics also must continue to change, to review their philosoph-
ic perception of the changing realities of the world and of
its imperatives. Otherwise, there is no point in drawing up a
joint program of practical action.
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The Soviet leadership, both in the center and in the re-
publics, as well as a large part of the Soviet public, understand
this need, although in some parts of our society not everyone
is receptive to such ideas. There are some flag-wavers who
claim a monopoly of patriotism and think that it means “not
getting entangled” with the outside world. Next to them are
those who would like to reverse the course altogether. That
kind of patriotism is nothing but a self-serving pursuit of
one’s own interests.

Clearly, as the Soviet Union proceeds with Perestroika,
its contribution to building a new world will become more
constructive and significant. What we have done on the ba-
sis of new thinking has made it possible to channel inter-
national cooperation along new, peaceful lines. Over these
years we have come a long way in the general political co-
operation with the West. It stood a difficult test at a time
of momentous change in Eastern Europe and of the search
for a solution to the German problem. It has withstood the
crushing stress of the crisis in the Persian Gulf. There is no
doubt that this cooperation, which all of us need, will be-
come more effective and indispensable if our economies
become more integrated and start working more or less in
synchronized rhythm.

To me, it is self-evident that if Soviet Perestroika suc-
ceeds, there will be a real chance of building a new world
order. And if Perestroika fails, the prospect of entering a new
peaceful period in history will vanish, at least for the foresee-
able future.

I believe that the movement that we have launched to-
wards that goal has fairly good prospects of success. After all,
mankind has already benefited greatly in recent years, and
this has created a certain positive momentum.

The Cold War is over. The risk of a global nuclear war has
practically disappeared. The Iron Curtain is gone. Germany
has united, which is a momentous milestone in the history of
Europe. There is not a single country on our continent which
would not regard itself as fully sovereign and independent.
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The USSR and the USA, the two nuclear superpowers,
have moved from confrontation to interaction and, in some
important cases, partnership. This has had a decisive effect
on the entire international climate. This should be preserved
and filled with new substance. The climate of Soviet-US trust
should be protected, for it is a common asset of the world
community. Any revision of the direction and potential of
the Soviet-US relationship would have grave consequences
for the entire global process.

The ideas of the Helsinki Final Act have begun to acquire
real significance, they are being transformed into real poli-
cies and have found a more specific and topical expression in
the Charter of Paris for a New Europe. Institutional forms of
European security are beginning to take shape.

Real disarmament has begun. Its first phase is nearing
completion, and following the signing, I hope shortly, of the
START Treaty, the time will come to give practical consider-
ation to the ideas which have already been put forward for
the future. There seems, however, to be a need to develop a
general concept for this new phase, which would embrace
all negotiations concerning the principal components of the
problem of disarmament and new ideas reflecting the chang-
es in Europe, the Middle East, Africa and Asia, a concept that
would incorporate recent major initiatives of President Bush
and President Mitterand. We are now thinking about it.

Armed forces and military budgets are being reduced.
Foreign troops are leaving the territories of other countries.
Their strength is diminishing and their composition is be-
coming more defense-oriented. First steps have been taken
in the conversion of military industries, and what seemed
inconceivable is happening: recent Cold War adversaries are
establishing cooperation in this area. Their military officials
exchange visits, show each other military facilities that only
recently used to be top secret and together consider ways to
achieve demilitarization.

The information environment has changed beyond recog-
nition throughout Europe and in most of the world, and with
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it, the scale and intensity and the psychological atmosphere of
communication among people of various countries.

De-ideologizing relations among States, which we pro-
claimed as one of the principles of the new thinking, has
brought down many prejudices, biased attitudes and sus-
picions and has cleared and improved the international
atmosphere. I have to note, however, that this process has
been more intensive and frank on our part than on the part
of the West.

I dare say that the European process has already ac-
quired elements of irreversibility, or at least that conflicts
of a scale and nature that were typical of Europe for many
centuries and particularly in the twentieth century have
been ruled out.

Should it gain the necessary momentum, every nation
and every country will have at their disposal in the foresee-
able future the potential of a community of unprecedented
strength, encompassing the entire upper tier of the globe,
provided they make their own contribution.

In such a context, in the process of creating a new Europe,
in which erstwhile “curtains” and “walls” will be forever rel-
egated to the past and borders between States will lose their
“divisive” purpose, self-determination of sovereign nations
will be realized in a completely different way.

However, our vision of the European space from the At-
lantic to the Urals is not that of a closed system. Since it in-
cludes the Soviet Union, which reaches to the shores of the
Pacific, and the transatlantic USA and Canada with insepa-
rable links to the Old World, it goes beyond its nominal geo-
graphical boundaries.

The idea is not at all to consolidate a part of our civili-
zation on, so to say, a European platform versus the rest of
the world. Suspicions of that kind do exist. But, on the con-
trary, the idea is to develop and build upon the momentum
of integration in Europe, embodied politically in the Charter
of Paris for the whole of Europe. This should be done in the
context of common movement towards a new and peaceful
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period in world history, towards new interrelationship and in-
tegrity of mankind. As my friend Giulio Andreotti so aptly re-
marked recently in Moscow, “East-West rapprochement alone
is not enough for progress of the entire world towards peace.
However, agreement between them is a great contribution to
the common cause”. Asia, Africa, Latin America, the Near and
Middle East, all of them, are to play a great role in this com-
mon cause whose prospects are difficult to forecast today.

The new integrity of the world, in our view, can be built
only on the principles of the freedom of choice and balance
of interests. Every State, and now also a number of existing
or emerging regional interstate groups, have their own inter-
ests. They are all equal and deserve respect.

We consider it dangerously outdated when suspicions are
aroused by, for instance, improved Soviet-Chinese or Soviet-
German, German-French, Soviet-US or US-Indian relations,
etc. In our times, good relations benefit all. Any worsening of
relations anywhere is a common loss.

Progress towards the civilization of the 21st century
will certainly not be simple or easy. One cannot get rid
overnight of the heavy legacy of the past or the dangers cre-
ated in the post-war years. We are experiencing a turning
point in international affairs and are only at the beginning
of a new, and I hope mostly peaceful, lengthy period in the
history of civilization.

With less East-West confrontation, or even none at all,
old contradictions resurface, which seemed of secondary im-
portance compared to the threat of nuclear war. The melting
ice of the Cold War reveals old conflicts and claims, and en-
tirely new problems accumulate rapidly.

We can already see many obstacles and dangers on the
road to a lasting peace, including:

— Increased nationalism, separatism, and disintegration-

al processes in a number of countries and regions;

— The growing gap in the level and quality of socio-eco-

nomic development between “rich” and “poor” coun-
tries; dire consequences of the poverty of hundreds of
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millions of people, to whom informational transpar-
ency makes it possible to see how people live in de-
veloped countries. Hence, the unprecedented passions
and brutality and even fanaticism of mass protests.
Poverty is also the breeding ground for the spread of
terrorism and the emergence and persistence of dic-
tatorial regimes with their unpredictable behavior in
relations among States;

The dangerously rapid accumulation of the “costs” of
previous forms of progress, such as the threat of envi-
ronmental catastrophe and of the depletion of energy
and primary resources, uncontrollable overpopula-
tion, pandemics, drug abuse, and so on;

The gap between basically peaceful policies and selfish
economies bent on achieving a kind of “technologi-
cal hegemony”. Unless those two vectors are brought
together, civilization will tend to break down into in-
compatible sectors;

Further improvements in modern weaponry, even if
under the pretext of strengthening security. This may
result not only in a new spiral of the arms race and a
perilous overabundance of arms in many States, but
also in a final divorce between the process of disarma-
ment and development, and, what is more, in an ero-
sion of the foundations and criteria of the emerging
new world politics.

How can the world community cope with all this? All
these tasks are enormously complex. They cannot be post-
poned. Tomorrow may be too late.

I am convinced that in order to solve these problems
there is no other way but to seek and implement entirely
new forms of interaction. Such interaction is indispens-
able if we are to consolidate positive trends which have
emerged and are gaining strength, and which we simply
must not sacrifice.

However, to accomplish this all members of the world
community should resolutely discard old stereotypes and
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motivations nurtured by the Cold War, and give up the
habit of seeking each other’s weak spots and exploiting
them in their own interests. We have to respect the pecu-
liarities and differences which will always exist, even when
human rights and freedoms are observed throughout the
world. I keep repeating that with the end of confrontation
differences can be made a source of healthy competition, an
important factor for progress. This is an incentive to study
each other, to engage in exchanges, a prerequisite for the
growth of mutual trust.

For knowledge and trust are the foundations of a new
world order. Hence the necessity, in my view, to learn to
forecast the course of events in various regions of the globe,
by pooling the efforts of scientists, philosophers and hu-
manitarian thinkers within the UN framework. Policies,
even the most prudent and precise, are made by human
beings. We need maximum insurance to guarantee that de-
cisions taken by members of the world community should
not affect the security, sovereignty and vital interests of its
other members or damage the natural environment and the
moral climate of the world.

I am an optimist and I believe that together we shall be
able now to make the right historical choice so as not to miss
the great chance at the turn of centuries and millenia and
make the current extremely difficult transition to a peace-
ful world order. A balance of interests rather than a balance
of power, a search for compromise and concord rather than
a search for advantages at other people’s expense, and re-
spect for equality rather than claims to leadership — such
are the elements which can provide the groundwork for
world progress and which should be readily acceptable for
reasonable people informed by the experience of the twen-
tieth century.

The future prospect of truly peaceful global politics lies
in the creation through joint efforts of a single international
democratic space in which States shall be guided by the prior-
ity of human rights and welfare for their own citizens and the
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promotion of the same rights and similar welfare elsewhere.
This is an imperative of the growing integrity of the modern
world and of the interdependence of its components.

I have been suspected of utopian thinking more than
once, and particularly when five years ago I proposed the
elimination of nuclear weapons by the year 2000 and joint
efforts to create a system of international security. It may
well be that by that date it will not have happened. But
look, merely five years have passed and have we not actu-
ally and noticeably moved in that direction? Have we not
been able to cross the threshold of mistrust, though mis-
trust has not completely disappeared? Has not the politi-
cal thinking in the world changed substantially? Does not
most of the world community already regard weapons of
mass destruction as unacceptable for achieving political
objectives?

Ladies and gentlemen, two weeks from today it will be
exactly fifty years since the beginning of the Nazi invasion of
my country. And in another six months we shall mark fifty
years since Pearl Harbor, after which the war turned into a
global tragedy. Memories of it still hurt. But they also urge us
to value the chance given to the present generations.

In conclusion, let me say again that I view the award of
the Nobel Prize to me as an expression of understanding of
my intentions, my aspirations, the objectives of the profound
transformation we have begun in our country, and the ideas
of new thinking. I see it as your acknowledgment of my com-
mitment to peaceful means of implementing the objectives
of Perestroika.

I am grateful for this to the members of the Committee
and wish to assure them that if I understand correctly their
motives, they are not mistaken.

June 5, 1991
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From the Address to the 43rd Session of the
United Nations General Assembly

We have come here to show our respect for the United Na-
tions, which increasingly has been manifesting its ability to
act as a unique international center in the service of peace
and security.

We have come here to show our respect for the dignity
of this Organization, capable of accumulating the collective
wisdom and will of mankind.

Recent events have been making it increasingly clear that
the world needs such an organization, and that the Organi-
zation itself needs the active involvement of all its Members,
their support for its initiatives and actions and their potenti-
alities and original contributions that enrich its activity.

[...] The role played by the Soviet Union in world affairs
is well known, and in view of the revolutionary Perestroika
under way in our country, which contains a tremendous po-
tential for peace and international co-operation, we are now
particularly interested in being properly understood.

That is why we have come here to address this most
authoritative world body and to share our thoughts with
it. We want it to be the first to learn of our new, important
decisions.

What will mankind be like when it enters the twenty-
first century? People are already fascinated by this not-too-
distant future. We are looking ahead to it with hopes for the
best, and yet with a feeling of concern.

The world in which we live today is radically different
from what it was at the beginning, or even in the middle,
of this century, and it continues to change, as do all its
components.

The advent of nuclear weapons was just another tragic
reminder of the fundamental nature of that change. A mate-
rial symbol and expression of absolute military power, nu-
clear weapons at the same time revealed the absolute limits

26



Speeches

of that power. The problem of mankind’s survival and self-
preservation came to the fore.

We are witnessing most profound social change. Whether
in the Fast or the South, the West or the North, hundreds of
millions of people, new nations and States, new public move-
ments and ideologies have moved to the forefront of history.
Broad-based and frequently turbulent popular movements
have given expression, in a multidimensional and contradic-
tory way, to a longing for independence, democracy, and so-
cial justice. The idea of democratizing the entire world order
has become a powerful socio-political force.

At the same time the scientific and technological revolu-
tion has turned many economic, food, energy, environmental,
information and population problems, which only recently
we treated as national or regional, into global problems.

Thanks to the advances in mass media and means of trans-
portation the world seems to have become more visible and
tangible. International communication has become easier than
ever before. Today, the preservation of any kind of closed society
is hardly possible. This calls for a radical review of approaches
to the totality of the problems of international co-operation as
a major element of universal security. The world economy is
becoming a single organism, and no State, whatever its social
system or economic status, can develop normally outside it.
That places on the agenda the need to devise fundamentally
new machinery for the functioning of the world economy, a
new structure of the international division of labor.

At the same time, the growth of the world economy re-
veals the contradictions and limits inherent in traditional-
type industrialization. Its further extension and intensifica-
tion spell environmental catastrophe.

However, there are still many countries without suffi-
ciently developed industries, and some have not yet moved
beyond the pre-industrial stage. One of the major problems
is whether they can join in the search for environmentally
clean production. And there is another problem: instead of
diminishing, the gap between the developed and most of the
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developing countries is increasingly growing into a serious
global threat. Hence the need to begin a search for a fun-
damentally new type of industrial progress, one that would
meet the interests of all people and States.

In a word, the new realities are changing the entire world
situation. The differences and contradictions inherited from
the past are diminishing or being displaced, but new ones
are emerging. Some of the past differences and disputes are
losing their importance, but conflicts of a different kind are
taking their place.

Life is making us abandon established stereotypes and
outdated views. It is making us discard illusions. The very
concept of the nature and criteria of progress is changing. It
would be naive to think that the problems plaguing mankind
today can be solved with the means and methods that were
applied or that seemed to work in the past. Indeed, man-
kind has accumulated a wealth of experience in the process
of political, economic and social development under highly
diverse conditions. But that experience belongs to the prac-
tices and to a world that have become, or are becoming, parts
of the past. That is one of the signs of the crucial nature of
the current phase of history.

The greatest philosophers sought to grasp the laws of social
development and find an answer to the main question: How
to make man’s life happy, just and safe. Two great revolutions,
the French Revolution of 1789 and the Russian Revolution of
1917, exerted a powerful impact on the very nature of history
and radically changed the course of world developments. Both
of them, each in its own way, gave a tremendous impetus to
mankind’s progress. To a large extent those two revolutions
shaped the way of thinking that is still prevalent in social con-
sciousness. It is a most precious spiritual heritage.

But today we face a different world, for which we must
seek a different road to the future. In seeking it, we must, of
course, draw upon accumulated experience and yet be aware
of the fundamental differences between the situation yester-
day and what we are facing today. Yet the novelty of the tasks
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before us, as well as their difficulties, goes well beyond that.
Today, we have entered an era when progress will be shaped
by universal human interests. Awareness of that dictates that
world politics, too, should be guided by the primacy of uni-
versal human values.

The history of past centuries and millennia was a history
of wars that raged almost everywhere, of frequent desperate
battles to the point of mutual annihilation. They grew out
of clashes of social and political interests, national enmity,
ideological or religious incompatibility. All that did happen.
And even today, many would want those vestiges of the past
to be accepted as immutable law.

However, concurrently with wars, animosities and di-
visions among peoples and countries, another trend, with
equally objective causes, was gaining momentum: the pro-
cess of the emergence of a mutually interrelated and integral
world. Today, further world progress is possible only through
a search for universal human consensus as we move forward
to a new world order.

We have come to a point where the disorderly play of
elemental forces leads to an impasse. The international com-
munity must learn how it can shape and guide developments
in such a way as to preserve our civilization and to make it
safe for all and conducive to normal life.

We are speaking of co-operation, which could be more
accurately termed co-creation and co-development. The for-
mula of development at the expense of others is on the way
out. In the light of existing realities, no genuine progress is
possible at the expense of the rights and freedoms of indi-
viduals and nations or at the expense of nature.

Efforts to solve global problems require a new scope and
quality of interaction of States and socio-political currents,
regardless of ideological or other differences.

Of course, radical changes and revolutionary transfor-
mations will continue to occur within individual countries
and social structures. This is how it was and this is how it will
be. But here, too, our time marks a change. Internal trans-
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formations can no longer advance their national goals if
they develop only along parallel courses with others without
making use of the achievements of the outside world and of
the potential inherent in equitable co-operation.

In those circumstances, any interference in such internal
developments designed to redirect them to someone’s liking
would have all the more destructive consequences for the es-
tablishment of a peaceful order.

In the past differences were often a factor causing mutual
rejection. Now, they have a chance of becoming a factor for
mutual enrichment and mutual attraction.

Behind differences in social systems, in ways of life and in
preferences for certain values stand different interests. There
is no escaping that fact.

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

Pondering all this, one comes to the conclusion that, if
we are to take into account the lessons of the past and the
realities of the present, if we are to reckon with the objec-
tive logic of world development, we must look together for
ways to improve the international situation and build a new
world, and, if so, we ought to agree on the basic, truly univer-
sal prerequisites and principles of such action.

It is obvious, for instance, that the use or threat of force
can no longer, and must no longer, be an instrument of for-
eign policy. This applies, above all, to nuclear arms, but that
is not the only thing that matters. All of us, and primarily the
stronger of us, must exercise self-restraint and totally rule
out any outward-oriented use of force. That is the first and
the most important component of a non-violent world, an
ideal which we proclaimed, together with India, in the Delhi
Declaration and which we invite you to follow.

After all, it is now quite clear that building-up military
power makes no country omnipotent. What is more, one-
sided reliance on military power ultimately weakens other
components of national security.
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It is also quite clear to us that the principle of freedom
of choice is mandatory. Its non-recognition is fraught with
extremely grave consequences for world peace. Denying that
right to peoples, under whatever pretext or rhetorical guise,
jeopardizes even the fragile balance that has been attained.
Freedom of choice is a universal principle that should allow
of no exceptions.

It was not simply out of good intentions that we came
to the conclusion that that principle was absolute. We were
driven to it by an unbiased analysis of the objective trends of
today. More and more characteristic of them is the increas-
ingly multi-optional nature of social development in differ-
ent countries. This applies both to the capitalist and to the
socialist systems. The diversity of the socio-political struc-
tures that have grown out of national liberation movements
over the past decades also attests to this.

This objective fact calls for respect for the views and po-
sitions of others, tolerance, a willingness to perceive some-
thing different as not necessarily bad or hostile, and an ability
to learn to live side by side with others, while remaining dif-
ferent and not always agreeing with each other. As the world
asserts its diversity, attempts to look down on others and to
teach them one’s own brand of democracy become totally
improper, to say nothing of the fact that democratic values
intended for export often lose their worth very quickly.

What we are talking about, therefore, is unity in diversity.
If we assert this politically, if we reaffirm our adherence to
freedom of choice, then there is no room for the view that
some live on Earth by virtue of divine will, while others are
here quite by chance. The time has come to discard such
thinking and to shape our policies accordingly. This would
open up prospects for strengthening the unity of the world.

The new phase also requires de-ideologizing relations
among States. We are not abandoning our convictions, our
philosophy or traditions, nor do we urge anyone to abandon
theirs. However, neither do we have any intention of being
hemmed in by our values, which would result in intellectual
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impoverishment, for it would mean rejecting a powerful
source of development — the exchange of everything original
that each nation has independently created.

In the course of such exchange, let everyone show the ad-
vantages of their social systems, their way of life and their val-
ues, not just by words or propaganda, but by real deeds. That
would be a fair rivalry of ideologies. But it should not be ex-
tended to relations among States, otherwise we would simply
be unable to solve any of the world’s problems, such as devel-
oping wide-ranging, mutually beneficial and equitable co-op-
eration among nations; making efficient use of the achieve-
ments of scientific and technological revolution; restructuring
the world economy and protecting the environment; and
overcoming backwardness and eliminating hunger, disease, il-
literacy and other global scourges. Similarly, we would not be
able to eliminate the nuclear threat and militarism.

These are our reflections on the patterns of world devel-
opment on the threshold of the twenty-first century.

Of course, we are far from claiming to be in possession
of the ultimate truth, but, on the basis of a thorough analy-
sis of the past and newly-emerging realities, we have con-
cluded that it is on these lines that we should jointly seek
the way to the supremacy of the universal human idea over
the endless multitude of centrifugal forces, and to preserve
the vitality of this civilization, which is possibly the only
one in the entire universe.

Could this view be a little too romantic? Are we not overes-
timating the potential and maturity of the world’s social con-
sciousness? We have heard such doubts and such questions,
both in our country and from some of our Western partners.

I am convinced that we are not floating above reality.
Forces have already emerged in the world that in one way or
another stimulate the arrival of a period of peace. The peo-
ples and large sectors of the public do, indeed, ardently wish
for an improvement in the situation. They want to learn to
co-operate. It is sometimes amazing how powerful this trend
is. It is also important that it is beginning to shape policies.
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Changes in philosophical approaches and in political re-
lations form a solid prerequisite for imparting, in line with
worldwide objective processes, a powerful impetus to the ef-
forts designed to establish new relations among States. Even
those politicians whose activities used to be geared to the Cold
War and sometimes linked with its most critical phases are now
drawing appropriate conclusions. Of all people, they find it par-
ticularly hard to abandon old stereotypes and past practices,
and, if even they are changing course, it is clear that, when new
generations take over, opportunities will increase in number.

In short, the understanding of the need for a period
of peace is gaining ground and beginning to prevail. This
has made it possible to take the first real steps towards cre-
ating a healthier international environment and towards
disarmament.

What are the practical implications of that? It would be
natural and sensible not to abandon everything positive that
has already been accomplished and to build on the gains
of the past few years, on all that we have created working
together. I refer to the process of negotiations on nuclear
arms, conventional weapons and chemical weapons and the
search for political approaches to ending regional conflicts.
Of course, I refer, above all, to political dialogue — a more
intense and open dialogue aimed at the very heart of prob-
lems instead of confrontation, at an exchange of constructive
ideas instead of recriminations. Without political dialogue,
the process of negotiations cannot advance.

We regard prospects for the near and more distant future
quite optimistically. Just look at the changes in our relations
with the United States. Little by little, mutual understanding
has started to develop and elements of trust have emerged,
without which it is very hard to make headway in politics.

In Europe, such elements are even more numerous. The
Helsinki process is a great process. I believe that it remains
fully valid. Its philosophical, political, practical and other di-
mensions must all be preserved and enhanced, while taking
into account new circumstances.
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Current realities make it imperative that the dialogue that
ensures normal and constructive evolution of international
affairs involve, on a continuous and active basis, all coun-
tries and regions of the world, including such major powers
as India, China, Japan and Brazil, and other countries — big,
medium and small.

[...] Everyone should join in the movement towards
greater world unity. [...]

Yet, in my talks with foreign Government and political lead-
ers, with whom I have had over 200 meetings, I have sometimes
sensed their dissatisfaction that at this crucial time, for one rea-
son or another, they sometimes find themselves on the sidelines,
as it were, of the main issues of world politics. It is natural and
appropriate that no one is willing to resign himself to that.

If, although different, we are indeed part of the same
civilization, if we are aware of the interdependence of the
contemporary world, this fact must be increasingly present
in politics and in practical efforts to harmonize international
relations. Perhaps the term Perestroika would not be quite
appropriate in this context, but I do call for the building of
new international relations.

I am convinced that our time and the realities of today’s
world make it necessary to internationalize dialogue and the
negotiating process. This is the main, most general conclu-
sion that we have come to in studying the global trends that
have been gaining momentum in recent years and in partici-
pating in world politics.

In this specific historical situation we face the question of
a new role for the United Nations. We feel that States must to
some extent review their attitude to the United Nations — this
unique instrument without which world politics would be
inconceivable today. The recent reinvigoration of its peace-
making role has again demonstrated the ability of the United
Nations to assist its members in coping with the daunting chal-
lenges of our time and working to humanize their relations.

Regrettably, shortly after it was established the Organiza-
tion sustained the onslaught of the cold war. For many years
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it was the scene of propaganda battles and continuous po-
litical confrontation. Let historians argue who is more and
who is less to blame for this. What political leasers today
need to do is to draw lessons from that chapter in the history
of the United Nations, which turned out to be at odds with
the very meaning and objectives of our Organization. One
of the most bitter and important lessons lies in the long list
of missed opportunities. As a result, at a certain point the
authority of the United Nations diminished, and many of its
attempts to act failed.

It is highly significant that the reinvigoration of the role
of the United Nations is linked to an improvement in the
international climate. In a way, the United Nations blends
together the interests of different States. It is the only Orga-
nization capable of merging into a single current their bilat-
eral, regional and global efforts.

New prospects are opening up for it in all areas that fall nat-
urally under its responsibility — the politico-military, econom-
ic, scientific, technological, environmental and humanitarian
areas. Let us take, for example, the problem of development,
which is a truly universal human problem. The conditions in
which tens of millions of people live in a number of third-
world regions are becoming a real threat to mankind.

[...] What is needed here is to combine the efforts and
take into account the interests of all groups of countries —
something that only this Organization, the United Nations,
can accomplish.

External debt is one of the gravest problems. Let us not
forget that in the age of colonialism the developing world, at
the cost of countless losses and sacrifices, financed the pros-
perity of a large portion of the world community. The time
has come to make up for the losses that accompanied its his-
toric and tragic contribution to global material progress.

We are convinced that here, too, the internationalization
of our approach offers a way out. [...]

We invite members to consider the following: limiting
the developing countries official debt-servicing payments, de-
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pending on the economic performance of each of them, or
granting them a long period of deferral of the repayment of a
major portion of their debt; supporting the appeal of the Unit-
ed Nations Conference on Trade and Development for reduc-
tion of debts to commercial banks; guaranteeing government
support for market arrangements to assist in third-world debt
settlement, including the formation of a specialized interna-
tional agency that would repurchase debts at a discount.

The Soviet Union favors a substantive discussion in multi-
lateral forums of ways of settling the debt crisis, including con-
sultations, under the auspices of the United Nations, among
Heads of Government of debtor and creditor countries.

International economic security is inconceivable unless
related not only to disarmament but also to the elimination
of the threat to the world’s environment. In a number of re-
gions the state of the environment is simply frightening. A
conference on the environment within the framework of the
United Nations is scheduled for 1992. We welcome this de-
cision and are working to ensure that this forum produces
results commensurate with the scope of the problem.

But time is running out, although much is being done in
various countries. Here again I should just like to underscore
most emphatically the prospects opening up in the process
of disarmament — particularly, of course, nuclear disarma-
ment — for environmental revival.

Let us also think about setting up within the framework
of the United Nations a center for emergency environmental
assistance. Its function would be to send international groups
of experts without delay to areas with a badly deteriorating
environment. The Soviet Union is also ready to co-operate
in establishing an international space laboratory or manned
orbital station designed exclusively for monitoring the state
of the environment.

In the general area of space exploration the outlines of
a future space industry are becoming increasingly clear. The
position of the Soviet Union is well known: activities in outer
space must rule out the appearance of weapons there. Here
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again there has to be a legal base. The groundwork for it —
the provisions of the 1967 Treaty and other agreements — is
already in place.

However, there is already a strongly felt need to develop
an all-embracing regime that would be entrusted to a world
space organization. We have put forward on more than one
occasion our proposal to establish such an organization.
[...] The entire system could function under the auspices of
the United Nations.

The whole world welcomes the efforts of this Organi-
zation, its Secretary-General, Mr. Perez de Cuellar, and his
representatives in untying knots of regional problems. I
should like to elaborate on this. Paraphrasing the words of
the English poet that Hemingway took as an epigraph for
his famous novel, I will say this: the bell of every regional
conflict tolls for all of us.

That is particularly true since those conflicts are taking
place in the third world, which already faces many ills and
problems of such magnitude that is has to be a matter of
concern to us all.

The year 1988 has brought a glimmer of hope in this
area of our common concerns as well. That has been felt in
almost all regional crises. On some of them, there has been
movement. We welcome it, and we did what we could to
contribute to it.

[...] The concept of comprehensive international secu-
rity is based on the principles of the United Nations Charter
and is predicated on the binding nature of international law
for all States.

Being in favor of demilitarizing international relations,
we want political and legal methods to prevail in solving
whatever problems may arise.

Our ideal is a world community of States which are based
on the rule of law and which subordinate their foreign policy
activities to law.

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

In a nuclear age the effectiveness of international law
should be based not on enforcing compliance but rather on
norms reflecting a balance of State interests.

In addition to the ever-increasing awareness of the ob-
jective commonality of our destiny, that would make every
State genuinely interested in exercising self-restraint within
the bounds of international law.

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

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

In that context, I should like to join the voice of my coun-
try in the expressions of high appreciation of the significance
of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights adopted 40
years ago on 10 December 1948.

Today, that document retains its significance. It, too, re-
flects the universal nature of the goals and objectives of the
United Nations.

The most fitting way for a State to observe the anniver-
sary of the Declaration is to improve its domestic conditions
for respecting and protecting the rights of its own citizens.

Before I inform you on what specifically we have un-
dertaken recently in that respect, I should like to say the
following.

Our country is going through a period of truly revolu-
tionary uplifting.

The process of Perestroika is gaining momentum. [...]

The theoretical work, a reassessment of what is happen-
ing, the finalization, enrichment and readjustment of politi-
cal positions have not been competed. They are continuing.
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But it was essential to begin with an overall concept, which,
as now confirmed by the experience of these past years, has
generally proved to be correct and has no alternative.

For our society to participate in efforts to implement the
plans of Perestroika, it had to be democratized in practice. Un-
der the sign of democratization, Perestroika has now spread to
politics, the economy, intellectual life and ideology.

We have initiated a radical economic reform. We have
gained experience. At the start of the next year, the entire na-
tional economy will be redirected to new forms and methods
of operation. [...]

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

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

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

Without pausing, we have begun the second stage of this
process with the main task of improving the relationship be-
tween the center and the republics [...].

A great deal of work lies ahead. Major tasks will have to
be dealt with concurrently.

[...] Soviet democracy will be placed on a solid norma-
tive base. I am referring, in particular, to laws on the freedom
of conscience, glasnost, public associations, organizations,
and many others.

In places of confinement there are no persons convicted
for their political or religious beliefs.

Additional guarantees are to be included in the new
draft laws that rule out any form of persecution on those
grounds.
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Naturally this does not apply to those who have commit-
ted actual criminal offences or State crimes, such as espionage,
sabotage, terrorism and so on, whatever their political or ideo-
logical beliefs. Draft amendments to the penal code have been
prepared and are awaiting their turn. Among the articles being
revised are those relating to capital punishment.

The problem of exit from and entry to our country, includ-
ing the question of leaving it for family reunification, is being
dealt with in a humane spirit. As the Assembly will know, one
of the reasons for refusal of permission to leave is a person’s
knowledge of secrets. Strictly warranted time limitations on
the secrecy rule will now be applied. [...] This removes from
the agenda the problem of the so-called refuseniks.

We intend to expand the Soviet Union’s participation in
the human rights monitoring arrangements of the United
Nations and the Conference on Security and Co-operation
in Europe (CSCE). We believe that the jurisdiction of the In-
ternational Court of Justice at The Hague as regards the in-
terpretation and implementation of agreements on human
rights should be binding on all States. [...]

Overall, this is our credo: political problems must be
solved by political means only; human problems in a hu-
mane way only.

Let me now turn to the main issue without which none
of the problems of the coming century can be solved: dis-
armament.

International development and communications have
been distorted by the arms race and the militarization of
thinking. As the Assembly will know, on 15 January 1986 the
Soviet Union put forward a program for building a nuclear-
weapon-free world. Translated into actual negotiating posi-
tions, it has already produced material results. Tomorrow
marks the first anniversary of the signing of the Treaty be-
tween the United States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-
Range and Shorter-Range Missiles — INF Treaty. I am there-
fore particularly pleased to note that the implementation
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of the Treaty — the elimination of missiles — is proceeding
normally in an atmosphere of trust and businesslike work.
A large breach has thus been made in a seemingly unbreak-
able wall of suspicion and animosity. We are witnessing the
emergence of a new, historic reality; a turning away from the
principle of super-armament to the principle of reasonable
defense sufficiency.

We are present at the birth of a new model of ensuring se-
curity, not through the build-up of arms, as was almost always
the case in the past, but on the contrary through their reduc-
tion on the basis of compromise. The Soviet leadership has
decided to demonstrate once again its readiness to reinforce
this healthy process, not only by worlds but also by deeds.

Today I can report to the General Assembly that the So-
viet Union has taken a decision to reduce its armed forces.
Within the next two years their numerical strength will be
reduced by 500,000 men. The numbers of conventional ar-
maments will also be substantially reduced. This will be done
unilaterally, without relation to the talks on the mandate of
the Vienna meeting.

By agreement with our Warsaw Treaty allies we have de-
cided to withdraw, by 1991, six tank divisions from the Ger-
man Democratic Republic, Czechoslovakia and Hungary and
to disband them. Assault landing troops and several other
formations and units, including assault crossing units with
their weapons and combat equipment, will also be withdrawn
from the groups of Soviet forces stationed in those countries.
Soviet forces stationed in those countries will be reduced by
50,000 men and their armaments by 5,000 tanks.

All Soviet divisions remaining for the time being on the
territories of our allies are being reorganized. Their structure
will be different from what it is now; after a major cutback in
their tanks it will become clearly defensive.

At the same time we shall reduce the numerical strength
of the armed forces and the numbers of armaments sta-
tioned in the European part of the Soviet Union. In total,
Soviet armed forces in this part of our country and in the
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territories of our European allies will be reduced by 10,000
tanks, 8,500 artillery systems and 800 combat aircraft.

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

In taking this fundamental decision the Soviet leadership
is expressing the will of the people, who have undertaken a
profound renewal of their entire socialist society. We shall
maintain our country’s defense capability at a level of rea-
sonable and reliable sufficiency so that no one tempted to
encroach on the security of the Soviet Union and our allies.

By all our activities in favor of demilitarizing interna-
tional relations we wish to draw the attention of the inter-
national community to yet another pressing problem: the
problem of transition from the economy of armaments to
an economy of disarmament. Is conversion of military pro-
duction a realistic idea? I have already had occasion to speak
about this. We think that it is indeed realistic.

[...] It would be useful to set up a group of scientists to
undertake a thorough analysis of the problem of conversion
as a whole and as applied to individual countries and regions
and report to the Secretary-General of the United Nations,
and subsequently for this matter to be considered at a session
of the General Assembly.

Finally, since I am here on American soil, and also for
other obvious reasons, I have to turn to the subject of our
relations with this great country. I had a chance to appreciate
the full measure of its hospitality during my memorable visit
to Washington exactly a year ago.

Relations been the Soviet Union and the United States
of America have a history of five and a half decades. As the
world has changed, so have the nature, role and place of those
relations in world politics. For too long they developed along
the lines of confrontation and sometimes animosity, either
overt or covert. But in the last few years the entire world has
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been able to breathe a sigh of relief, thanks to the changes for
the better in the substance and the atmosphere of the rela-
tionship between Moscow and Washington.

No one intends to underestimate the seriousness of our
differences and the toughness of our outstanding problems.
We have, however, already graduated from the primary
school of learning to understand each other and seek solu-
tions in both our own and the common interest.

The USSR and the United States have built the largest
nuclear and missile arsenals; but it is those two counties
that, having become specifically aware of their responsibility,
have been the first to conclude a treaty on the reduction and
physical elimination of a portion of their armaments which
posed a threat to both of them and to all other countries.
Both countries possess the greatest and most sophisticated
military secrets; but it is those two counties that have laid
a basis for and are further developing a system of mutual
verification both of the elimination of armaments and of
the reduction and prohibition of their production. It is those
two countries that are accumulating experience for future
bilateral and multilateral agreements.

We value this. We acknowledge and appreciate the contri-
butions made by President Ronald Reagan and by the mem-
bers of his Administration, particularly Mr. George Shultz.

All this is our joint investment in a venture of historic im-
portance. We must not lose that investment, or leave it idle.

The next United States administration, headed by Presi-
dent-elect George Bush, will find us a partner who is ready-
without long pauses or backtracking — to continue the dia-
logue in a spirit of realism, openness and goodwill, with a
willingness to achieve concrete results working on the agen-
da which covers the main issues of Soviet/United States rela-
tions and world politics.

I have in mind, above all, consistent movement towards
a treaty on 50-percent reductions in strategic offensive arms
while preserving the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballis-
tic Missile Systems (ABM Treaty); working out a convention

43



Mikhail Gorbachev

on the elimination of chemical weapons — here, as we see fit,
prerequisites exist to make 1989 a decisive year; and nego-
tiations on the reduction of conventional arms and armed
forces in Europe.

I also have in mind economic, environmental and hu-
manistic problems in their broadest sense.

It would be quite wrong to put the positive changes in
the international situation exclusively to the credit of the
USSR and the United States. [...]

During the course of negotiations we are constantly
aware of the presence of other major Powers, both nuclear
and non-nuclear. Many countries, including medium-sized
and small countries, and of course the Non-Aligned Move-
ment and the intercontinental Group of Six, are playing a
uniquely important constructive role.

We in Moscow are happy that an ever-increasing number
of statesmen, political, party and public figures and-I should
like to emphasize this — scientists, cultural figures, represen-
tatives of mass movements and various churches, and activ-
ists of the so-called people’s diplomacy are ready to shoulder
the burden of universal responsibility.

In this regard I believe that the idea of convening on a
regular basis, under the auspices of the United Nations, an
assembly of public organizations deserves attention.

We are not inclined to simplify the situation in the world.

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

Yes, the willingness to give up confrontation in favor of
dialogue and co-operation is being felt strongly. But it is still
far from becoming a permanent feature in the practice of
international relations.

Yes, movement towards a nuclear-weapon-free and non-
violent world is capable of radically transforming the politi-
cal and intellectual identity of our planet. But only the first
steps have been taken, and even they have been met with
mistrust in certain influential quarters and face resistance.
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The legacy and the inertia of the past continue to be felt.
Profound contradictions and the roots of many conflicts
have not disappeared. And there remains another funda-
mental fact, which is that a peaceful period will be taking
shape in the context of the existence and rivalry of different
socio-economic and political systems.

However, the thrust of our international efforts and one
of the key elements of the new thinking is that this rivalry
should be given a quality of reasonable competition with due
regard for freedom of choice and balance of interests. Then
it would even become useful and productive from the stand-
point of global development.

Otherwise, if as in the past the arms race remains its ba-
sic component, this rivalry would be deadly. More and more
people throughout the world — leaders as well as ordinary
people — are beginning to understand that.

I conclude my first address to the United Nations with
the same feeling that I had when I began it — a feeling of re-
sponsibility to my own people and to the world community.

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

I should like to believe that our hopes will be matched by
our joint efforts to put an end to an era of wars, confronta-
tion and regional conflicts, to aggressions against nature, to
the terror of hunger and poverty as well as to political ter-
rorism.

That is our common goal and we can only reach it to-
gether.

December 7, 1988
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Final Televized Address as President
of the USSR

Addressing you for the last time as President of the USSR, I
find it necessary to state my position with regard to the path
we have embarked upon since 1985 — especially since contro-
versial, superficial and biased judgements abound.

Fate had decided that, when I became head of state, it
was already obvious that there was something wrong in
this country. We had plenty of everything: land, oil, gas and
other natural resources, and God has also endowed us with
intellect and talent — yet we lived much worse than people
in other industrialized countries and the gap was constantly
widening.

The reason was apparent even then — our society was sti-
fled in the grip of a bureaucratic command system. Doomed
to serve ideology and bear the heavy burden of the arms race,
it was strained to the utmost.

All attempts at implementing half-hearted reforms —and
there have been many — failed, one after the other. The coun-
try was losing hope. We could not go on living like this. We
had to change everything radically.

For this reason, I never regretted that I did not use my
position as General Secretary merely to ‘reign’ for a few years.
This would have been irresponsible and immoral.

I understood that initiating reforms on such a large
scale in a society like ours was a most difficult and risky
undertaking. But even now, I am convinced that the demo-
cratic reforms started in the spring of 1985 were histori-
cally justified.

The process of renovating this country and bringing about
fundamental changes in the international community proved
to be much more complex than originally anticipated. How-
ever, let us acknowledge what has been achieved so far.

Society has acquired freedom; it has been freed politically
and spiritually. And this is the most important achievement,
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which we have not fully come to grips with, in part because
we still have not learned how to use our freedom. However, a
historic task has been accomplished:

* The totalitarian system, which prevented this country
from becoming wealthy and prosperous a long time
ago, has been dismantled.

* A breakthrough has been made on the road to demo-
cratic reforms. Free elections, freedom of the press,
freedom of worship, representative legislatures, and a
multi-party system have all become realities.

* We have set out to introduce a pluralistic economy,
and the equality of all forms of ownership is being es-
tablished. In the course of the land reform, the peas-
antry is reviving, individual farmers have appeared
and millions of hectares of land have been allocated to
the urban and rural population. Laws were passed on
the economic freedom of producers, and free enter-
prise, shareholding and privatization are under way.

+ Shifting the course of our economy towards a free mar-
ket, we must not forget that this is being done for the
benefit of the individual. In these times of hardship,
everything must be done to ensure the social protec-
tion of the individual — particularly old people and
children.

We live in a new world:

* An end has been put to the Cold War, the arms race
and the insane militarization of our country, which
crippled our economy, distorted our thinking and un-
dermined our morals. The threat of a world war is no
more.

Once again, I should like to stress that I have done ev-
erything in my power during the transition period to ensure
safe control over nuclear weapons.

* We opened ourselves up to the rest of the world, re-
nounced interference in the affairs of others and the
use of troops beyond our borders. In response, we
have gained trust, solidarity and respect.
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* We have become a major stronghold for the reorgani-
zation of modern civilization on the basis of peaceful,
democratic principles.

* The peoples and nations of this country have acquired
genuine freedom to choose their own way towards
self-determination. The quest for a democratic re-
form of our multinational state has led us to the point
where we were about to sign a new Union treaty.

All these changes demanded utmost exertion and were
carried through under conditions of an unrelenting struggle
against the growing resistance from the old, obsolete and re-
actionary forces — the former Party and state structures and
the economic management apparatus — as well as our pat-
terns, our ideological prejudices, our egalitarian and para-
sitic psychology. The change ran up against our intolerance,
a low level of political culture and a fear of change. That is
why we have wasted so much time. The old system tumbled
down before the new one could begin functioning. And our
society slid into an even deeper crisis.

I am aware of the dissatisfaction with today's grave situa-
tion, the harsh criticisms of the authorities at all levels and of
my personal role. But I would like to stress once again: in so
vast a country, given its heritage, fundamental changes can-
not be carried out without difficulties and pain.

The August coup brought the overall crisis to a breaking
point. The most disastrous aspect of this crisis is the collapse
of statehood. And today I watch apprehensively the loss of
the citizenship of a great country by our citizens — the conse-
quences of this could be grave, for all of us.

I consider it vitally important to sustain the democratic
achievements of the last few years. We have earned them
through the suffering of our entire history and our tragic
experience. We must not abandon them under any circum-
stances, under any pretext. Otherwise, all our hopes for a bet-
ter future will be buried.

I am speaking of this frankly and honestly. It is my moral
duty.
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Today I want to express my gratitude to all those citizens
who have given their support to the policy of renovating this
country and who participated in the democratic reforms.

I am thankful to statesmen, political and public lead-
ers and millions of ordinary people in other countries — to
all those who understood our objectives and gave us their
support, meeting us halfway and offering genuine co-opera-
tion.

I leave my post with concern — but also with hope, with
faith in you, your wisdom and spiritual strength. We are the
heirs of a great civilization, and its revival and transforma-
tion to a modern and dignified life depend on all and every-
one.

I would like to express my heartfelt thanks to those who
stood by my side, defending the right and good cause over
all these years. We certainly could have avoided certain er-
rors and done better in many ways. But I am convinced that,
sooner or later, our common efforts will bear fruit and our
peoples will live in a prosperous and democratic society.

I wish all the best to everyone.

December 25, 1991
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Twenty Years Since the Start of Perestroika

Three events in Russia’s history during the XX century were
of paramount importance for Russia itself and for the rest
of the world: the 1917 Revolution, victory over Nazism in
the second world war — our Great Patriotic War — and Per-
estroika in the century’s final quarter.

Starting in 1982, three General Secretaries of the Com-
munist Part Central Committee died one after another — Leo-
nid Brezhnev, Yuri Andropov, and Konstantin Chernenko.
The need for a generational change at the top of the power
hierarchy was obvious to everyone. Society wanted change.
The recurring theme in the assessment of the situation in the
USSR was: We can no longer live like this.

Indeed, a country that was immensely rich in both intel-
lectual and natural resources was unable to provide proper
living conditions for its citizens. Unwieldy economy and the
stranglehold of bureaucracy at all levels of government were
impeding necessary changes. Lack of freedom was stifling
the country. Stalinism and the system it created were being
rejected at the level of the culture.

On top of that, the increasingly stagnant economy was
lagging behind in international competition. Growth rates
were down. Productivity was less than one third of western
levels in industry, and one-fifth in agriculture.

The Soviet economy was wasteful and cost-heavy. The
quality of its products was up to world standards only in the
military-industrial complex.

The negative socio-economic, political and cultural pro-
cesses affecting the Soviet Union were weakening its foreign
policy position. Changes were long overdue; postponing
them was not an option.

The rest of the world, too, needed major changes at a
time when military alliances were at loggerheads and con-
frontation resulted in a dangerous arms race, particularly
the nuclear weapons buildup; when regional conflicts were
raging throughout the world; when the world’s most ur-
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gent problems such as backwardness, poverty and the global
threat to the environment remained unaddressed; and when
centrifugal tendencies were affecting the world socialist com-
munity.

This confluence of external and internal factors objec-
tively dictated the need for change. The policy of Perestroika
and its philosophical foundation — the new political think-
ing — were a response to the problems facing not only the
USSR but the rest of the world as well.

On March 11, 1985, a plenary meeting of the Central
Committee elected me General Secretary. This was done in
the circumstances that made it abundantly clear that what
was needed was not just the election of a new leader but
moving toward a new leadership.

There were several groups within the Central Committee.
Some wanted to preserve the status quo. However, a group of
relatively young members of the Soviet leadership, promoted
by Yuri Andropov, and some members of the older genera-
tion understood the need for new leadership.

Nor could the sentiment prevailing in Soviet society be
ignored: people were highly critical of the leaders of the par-
ty and government who had been in charge.

With the General Secretary often ill, I had had to substi-
tute for him at Politburo meetings. At the time, it was impor-
tant to avoid destabilization of the country. All that, as well
as my experience in politics from 1955, when I graduated
from the University, to 1985 — as youth organization leader,
regional leader, and for seven years member of the top lead-
ership under Brezhnev, Andropov and Chernenko — turned
out to be decisive.

* ¥ %

For the Soviet Union Perestroika meant overcoming to-
talitarianism and moving toward freedom and democracy.
Yet, this did not happen at once.

We started with the illusory hope of ‘improving so-
cialism within the existing system. But toward the end of
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1986, it had already become clear to me and my associates
that renewal could not be achieved by hewing to the old
approaches.

Upon reflection, we decided to take major steps to re-
form the system.

We chose an evolutionary approach to reforming Soviet
society on the principles of freedom, democracy and market
economics — which, in effect, amounted to a social-demo-
cratic project. Its implementation was to result in harmoniz-
ing private and public interests, placing the human being at
the center of our society’s development.

The years of Perestroika brought about:

— transition from totalitarianism to democracy;

— pluralism in politics and economics;

— affirmation of the principles of freedom of choice and

freedom of conscience and religion;

— acceptance of dissent;

— our country opened up to the world by adopting a
law on freedom of movement, including freedom to
leave;

— the republics, working together, drafted and prepared
for signing a new Union Treaty.

The attempted coup in August 1991, followed later by
the agreement to dissolve the Union, broke off the process of
Perestroika. What happened subsequently, during the 1990s,
was based on a different strategy and different methods.

Central to Boris Yeltsin’s plan was the idea of destruction:
the breakup of the Union, ‘shock therapy, the kind of priva-
tization that amounted to plundering the nation’s wealth,
etc. The result was ‘wildcat capitalism, chaos, and division
of society.

When I am asked whether Perestroika won or was defeat-
ed my reply is unambiguous: Perestroika won. Even though
it was interrupted as a result two conspiracies, it brought the
processes of change to a point from which a return to the
past is no longer possible.

Today, Russia is facing a moment of choice:
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— either it will follow the inertia of the 1990s Yeltsin’s
reforms, which broke down the state and the economy
and impoverished tens of millions of people,

— or, based on the prerequisites created during the first
years of Vladimir Putin’s presidency, it will choose the
path of truly democratic reforms that take account of
its unique identity, its historic experience and cultural
and intellectual potential.

Which way the country goes must be decided in the near

future.

* ¥ %

While it changed our country’s internal dynamics, Per-
estroika also brought about fundamental changes in its for-
eign policy. This was not easy to accomplish, but we had
enough patience, and the situation began to evolve for the
better.

Dialogue resumed and relations began to improve with
the United States. A treaty was signed eliminating a whole
class of nuclear weapons. It was the first such treaty in his-
tory — and a first step toward ultimately abolishing nuclear
weapons, as I proposed on January 15, 1986.

Hostility with China came to an end, and friendship
with the great nation of India flourished. Arms reductions
were agreed in the European continent. Under the influence
of Perestroika profound democratic reforms started in the
countries of Central and Eastern Europe. The USSR took a
firm stand of non-interference. We remained faithful to the
principle of freedom of choice for all without exception.

Eventually, this made possible peaceful unification of
Germany in the interest of the Germans themselves and of
the world. At the Malta summit in 1989 the leaders of the So-
viet Union and the United States declared that we no longer
regarded our countries as enemies. A conference of all Euro-
pean nations in Paris adopted a Charter for a New Europe,
whose main ideas are still valid. The doctrines of the military
alliances began to change.
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I think that the achievements of Perestroika were made
possible by the fact that we had not erred in our analysis
and evaluation of the situation in our country and in the
world, in recognizing some fundamental truths and acting
upon it.

We recognized that the country was in need of major
changes, and in the second phase of perestroika we conclud-
ed that the system had to be replaced.

We recognized that, in addition to class, national and
state interests, there were also the universal interest of hu-
manity, and that the main interest — ridding mankind of the
threat of self-destruction — had the highest priority.

We recognized that we were living in an interrelated and
interdependent world in which no country could alone as-
sure its security and well-being.

Hence, our fundamental strategic decisions, our com-
mitment to freedom, democracy, the rule of law, and to end-
ing the arms race and global confrontation.

The lessons of that time are still relevant today, when
the world is rapidly changing — indeed, in some ways it has
changed beyond recognition.

Today, just like twenty years ago, it is important not to err
in the analysis of the situation and of its main trends.

* x %

We are facing a complex, contradictory and rapidly

changing world. What are its defining features?

They include:

— an even greater degree of interconnectedness and in-
terdependence and all that we call globalization — and,
at the same time, failure to include billions of people
in that process;

— the emergence in the world arena of new giants — Chi-
na, India, and Brazil — whose political and economic
influence is increasingly felt throughout the world;

— a special role played by the United States as the sole
remaining superpower;
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— the emergence of Europe, uniting and expanding, as a
major positive factor;

— the democratic transition of Russia and the other
post-Soviet states and, more generally, the global ad-
vance of democracy;

— finally, the adjustment of the Islamic world to the
challenges of our time and the problems associated
with this process.

This, then, is the world in which we live and in which
mankind is seeking responses to the main challenges of the
XXI century: the challenge of security, the challenge of pov-
erty and backwardness, and the challenge of the global envi-
ronmental crisis.

In the mid-1980s we saw as our main task and our high-
est priority preventing a nuclear conflict and ending the
arms race. We proposed new thinking as the alternative to
the old approaches and, working together, we accomplished
that most urgent task.

Our new thinking was not an epiphany arising out of
nowhere. It drew upon the fundamental principles of inter-
national law and international cooperation.

I believe that today we need new thinking for a new
age. It should absorb all that is valuable in the legacy of the
XX century while at the same time taking into account the
changes and the problems that we confront at the dawn of
the new century, the defining features of the current phase
in world developments that I have just outlined.

I lay no claim to being able to formulate in every detail
an updated version of new thinking. At my age such a preten-
sion would not be serious. But let me share with you some
thoughts in this regard.

Globalization: Yes, it is an objective and inevitable
process. Yet, so long as it has done little or nothing for
billions of people, the world is in serious jeopardy. We
should pay attention to those who call for globalization
with a human face and discern positive elements in their
demands.
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New centers of power: They should become organic and
responsible participants in the global processes. Relations
with them should be free of confrontation or attempts to
isolate them or play geopolitical games.

The role of the United States: Given its power, its dem-
ocratic traditions and cultural and economic influence,
America can claim leadership — but this leadership should be
exercised through partnership rather than domination.

The uniting Europe: Its positive potential should be fully
recognized, rejecting attempts to divide it into “new” and
“old” For its part, Europe needs to find an optimum pace
and format of integration, a model of building a Greater Eu-
rope both from the east and from the west.

Democratic transition of Russia and other countries: It has
proved to be more difficult and painful than many expected.
We should trust the new democracies, understanding that
they must find their own way to a democratic society. No
attempts should be made to impose democracy through any
kind of interference, whether by military invasion or by im-
planting in their unprepared soil the economic models of
advanced countries.

The Islamic world: It needs understanding and respect.
Prerequisites are emerging within it for adaptation to the
rapidly changing world. It has tremendous human, histori-
cal and cultural potential. Over the past centuries it gave the
world a great deal, enriching its science and culture. An eq-
uitable and mutually respectful dialogue with it is not only
possible — it is the only way to go.

Thus, we are facing a new world in which there is a great
need for rethinking the role of the West in the global processes.

Clearly, we need to act urgently:

— uniting our efforts in meeting the global challenges;

— overcoming the inertia in the minds of people, in pol-
itics, in governance, in conducting the affairs of the
global world;

— developing a new strategy and generating the political
will capable of addressing the world’s problems. We
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need a kind of global social compact on the principles
of a new world architecture that would form the foun-
dation of nations’ life while preserving ethnic and cul-
tural diversity;

— creating an effective mechanism to implement agreed

solutions to the world’s most urgent problems. A first
step in this direction could be a real mechanism to im-
plement the solemn pledge to allocate 0.7 percent of
the developed nations’ GDP for assistance in fighting
poverty.

The most imperative need in the world today is to start
working step by step for better governance at the national,
regional and global level, starting with a real reform of the
United Nations.

There is broad understanding in the world of the need
to move to a genuinely new world order, and of the need for
leadership in this process.

It is my profound conviction that we must break out of
old-style, hopelessly outdated politics. We already live in a
different world, and it keeps changing rapidly. We should no
longer accept the fact that politics are lagging behind these
changes. The price we are paying this failure is too high even
now.

What, then, is the world and the peace that we should
strive for? Let me quote the words of President John E. Ken-
nedy. Speaking on June 10, 1963, at American University in
Washington, he said:

“The most important topic on earth [is] world peace.

What kind of peace do I mean? What kind of peace do
we seek? Not a Pax Americana enforced on the world by
American weapons of war. Not the peace of the grave or the
security of the slave. I am talking about genuine peace, the
kind of peace that makes life on earth worth living, the kind
that enables men and nations to grow and to hope and to
build a better life for their children — not merely peace for
Americans but peace for all men and women — not merely
peace in our time but peace for all time. [...]
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Genuine peace must be the product of many nations, the
sum of many acts. It must be dynamic, not static, changing
to meet the challenge of each new generation. For peace is a
process — a way of solving problems.”

The situation we face today is similar in its significance
for the destiny of humankind. It calls for new vision, a new
kind of world politics, and greater political will and respon-
sibility.

Finally, let me remind you of John Kennedy’s words that
a society that cannot help the many who are poor cannot
save the few who are rich. Today this thought is fully appli-
cable on a global scale. We will have either a future for all or
no future at all.

October 21, 2005
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9/11: Letter to the New York Times

My first reaction to the tragedy that struck America on
September 11 was to send a cable to President Bush. I
expressed my profound condolences and feelings of soli-
darity with the American people. This terrible crime was
committed not only against America but against all hu-
mankind. It is now facing an unprecedented challenge. It
is only by common efforts that we will be able to find the
response to it.

The time will come to discuss problems such as the
roots of fanaticism and violence and ways of dealing with
them. What is needed now is to support the people of
America, of New York and Washington, who will need a
lot of courage and strength in the days ahead. The hour
of trouble must not become an hour of despair. Ameri-
cans should know that in these days the Russian people
are with them. We see that you are recovering from the
shock and that, hard as it is, people are going back to their
business and getting on with life. We have faith that you
will not allow the terrorists to break your will or shatter
your reason. This makes us confident that together we will
be able to defeat this terrible evil.

September 14, 2001
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A Coalition for a Better World Order
(The New York Times)

In the past month, the world has witnessed something previ-
ously unknown: a common stand taken by America, Russia,
Europe, India, China, Cuba, most of the Islamic world and
numerous other regions and countries. Despite many serious
differences between them, they united to save civilization.

It is now the responsibility of the world community to
transform the coalition against terror into a coalition for a
new, peaceful and just world order. Let us not, as happened
during the 1990’s, miss the chance to build such an order.

Concepts like solidarity and helping third world coun-
tries to fight poverty and backwardness have disappeared
from the political vocabulary. But if these concepts are not
revived politically, the worst scenarios of a clash of civiliza-
tions could become reality.

I believe the United Nations Security Council should take
the lead in fighting terrorism and in dealing with other global
problems. All the main issues considered by the United Nations
affect mankind’s security. It is time to stop reviling the United
Nations and get on with the work of adapting it to new tasks.

Concrete steps should include accelerated nuclear and
chemical disarmament and control over the remaining
stocks of dangerous substances, including chemical and bio-
logical agents. No amount of money is too much for that. I
hope the United States will support the verification protocol
of the convention banning biological weapons and ratify the
treaty to prohibit all nuclear tests. Both steps would reverse
the Bush administration’s current positions.

We should also heed those who have pointed out the nega-
tive consequences of globalization for hundreds of millions of
people. Globalization cannot be stopped, but it can be made
more humane and more balanced for those it affects.

If the battle against terrorism is limited to military opera-
tions, the world could be the loser. But if it becomes an integral
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part of common efforts to build a more just world order, ev-
eryone would win — including those who now do not support
American actions or the antiterrorism coalition. Those people,
and they are many, should not all be branded as enemies.

Russia has shown its solidarity with America. President
Vladimir Putin was the first foreign leader to call President
Bush on Sept. 11. Russia has been sharing information, co-
ordinating positions with the West and with its neighbors,
opening its airspace, and providing humanitarian assistance
to the Afghan people and weapons to the Northern Alliance.
This has been good policy. But we should bear in mind that,
both in the Russian establishment and among the people, re-
action to it has been mixed.

Some people are still prone to old ways of understand-
ing the world and Russia’s place in it. Others sincerely won-
der whether the world’s most powerful country should be
bombing impoverished Afghanistan. Still others ask: We
have supported America in its hour of need, but will it meet
us halfway on issues important to us?

I am sure Russia will be a serious partner in fighting
international terrorism. But equally, it is important that its
voice be heard in building a new international order. If not,
Russians could conclude that they have merely been used.
Irritants in US-Russian relations — issues like missile defense
and the admission of new members to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization — will be addressed in due course. But
they will be easier to solve once we have moved toward a new
world agenda and a deeper partnership.

Finally, it would be wrong to use the battle against ter-
rorism in order to establish control over countries or regions.
This would discredit the coalition and close off the prospect of
transforming it into a mechanism for building a peaceful world.
Turning the coalition against terror into an alliance that works
to achieve a peaceful and just world order would be a lasting
memorial to the thousands of victims of the Sept. 11 tragedy.

October 19, 2001
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Transforming Trust Into Trade
(The New York Times)

Not only because of the recent summit in Ljubljana, but from
my own discussions with both Vladimir Putin and George W.
Bush, I have a new optimism about the future of relations be-
tween the United States and Russia. Unlike the hawks in Wash-
ington and Moscow who would like to put Russian-American
relations on the foreign policy back burner, these two presi-
dents understand the importance of the relationship.

Now, for the first time in years the word “trust” has been
heard in our dialogue. The predecessors of Mr. Putin and Mr.
Bush shied away from that word out of excessive concern for
their domestic political foes. But it was not just the word that
fell into disuse; trust itself had begun to erode.

Something else was said at the summit: Russia and the
United States are not enemies. Continuing to emphasize this
truth is of crucial importance.

So, should we now just rejoice and wait for the new presi-
dents’ new style to be translated into concrete deeds? I don’t
think so. We cannot afford to wait, because we have very little
time to make things work — and also because it is only too
clear that the words about trust and partnership are already
being used by some in the United States as a rhetorical screen,
with transparent and pernicious aims.

I am greatly worried by the attempts of some American
commentators — in politics and in the press — to hinge the
entire Russian-American relationship on two goals: deploy-
ing a missile defense system and enlarging the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. The subtext is: if, to achieve these goals,
we must sometimes talk nice to the Russians, let’s do so. The
same pundits and politicians are equally blunt about consul-
tations with American allies and partners: we can talk, but in
the end we shall do what’s good for us.

One would have to be very naive to think that such a
strategy would not be resisted. If this attitude were to become
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United States policy, the Start 1 and Start 2 treaties would fall
apart. Russia would put multiple warheads on its intercon-
tinental missiles. A new round of the nuclear arms race and
of proliferation of weapons of mass destruction would be
inevitable.

Instead of jeopardizing global security, we must pursue
policies and find solutions that are mutually acceptable. Such
solutions cannot be found if security issues, important as
they are, are the only item on the Russian-American agenda.

Perhaps the greatest failure during the 1990’s was that
Russia and the United States did not lay a groundwork for
business and trade. Our relations are much the worse for it —
in contrast to those between the United States and China, for
which economic ties act as a powerful stabilizer.

I am convinced that a breakthrough in Russian-Ameri-
can business relationships is possible in high technology,
information and telecommunications, and science-based
products. Of course, it is for the private businesses of the two
countries to lead the way, but to get things off the ground,
governments must act, and not necessarily through bureau-
cratic structures or commissions. The important thing is
that our entrepreneurs should feel support, should see that
obstacles are being removed.

Clearly, there must be major changes in the Russian econ-
omy: a favorable investment climate, stable and predictable
taxation, a genuine effort to fight corruption. A start has been
made. What’s primarily needed from the United States is a
signal from the Bush administration that doing business with
Russia is in the national interest of the United States. I under-
stand that, as agreed by the two presidents, a large delegation
of American businesspeople will soon be visiting Russia.

In Ljubljana, Mr. Putin and Mr. Bush agreed on a mecha-
nism for consultations on strategic stability. At their next sum-
mit, in Genoa, they should agree on how to give an impetus to
trade and commerce between the United States and Russia.

June 30, 2001
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Take a Page from Kennedy
(TIME)

“The advance of freedom has made this the American cen-
tury,” declared Bill Clinton in a New York City speech this
year. “God willing...we will make the 21st century the next
American century.” Perhaps this was meant mostly for do-
mestic consumption, but I am wondering how the rhetoric
rings in the rest of the world. Should America have the guid-
ing role in global development?

Before considering that question, we should look back at
another presidential speech, delivered 35 years ago at Ameri-
can University by John E Kennedy. It was the height of the cold
war, a year after the Cuban missile crisis brought the world to
the brink of nuclear conflict. Yet Kennedy spoke of peace: “a
topic on which ignorance too often abounds and the truth is
too rarely perceived.” The truth, as he saw it, was that “in an
age [of nuclear weapons], total war makes no sense.”

But what kind of peace should America seek? This was
Kennedy’s answer: “Not a Pax Americana enforced on the
world by American weapons of war...not merely peace for
Americans but peace for all men and women.” Peace as “the
product of many nations.” Kennedy spoke of world law and
of strengthening the United Nations, rather than imposing
the American system.

This was a new vision of peace. The President proclaimed
America’s willingness to re-examine its place in a world that
had changed dramatically since World War II. He appealed
for understanding and a similar attitude on the part of Soviet
leaders, hoping that a new American approach would help
them abandon prejudice, suspicion and propaganda.

Kennedy’s appeal did not meet with the understanding or
response that it deserved. Although a partial nuclear-test-ban
treaty was soon signed, further progress stalled. The ideol-
ogy that shaped all Soviet policies assumed an irreconcilable
struggle between the two opposing social systems. No one in
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Moscow believed that the U.S. President was sincere, and his
initiative ended with his assassination later that year.

When I assumed leadership of the Soviet Union in the
mid-1980s, I saw the same need that Kennedy felt two de-
cades before — and embarked on a path that we called the
new political thinking. President Ronald Reagan responded,
though not immediately, to our new approach, and together
we began the work of ending the cold war. We both conclud-
ed that nuclear war could not be won and must never be
fought — exactly what Kennedy had said. His legacy was in-
visibly present in the work done with Presidents Reagan and
Bush, which began the process of nuclear disarmament.

What followed, however, was often disappointing. After
the break-up of the Soviet Union, the West could not resist
declaring victory in the cold war, and the U.S. saw an oppor-
tunity to extend its influence to the former Soviet bloc.

Does that mean that Kennedy’s insights and the principles
of new political thinking are of little use at the threshold of
the 21st century? I don’t think so. Even as business and com-
munications have become globalized, we see the rise of na-
tional consciousness. Even in the age of the Internet, nations
are seeking to safeguard their unique cultural identities.

The world is more complex and problem-ridden than in
the 1960s. Many nations that were once backward techno-
logically — including China, India and Brazil — are now in-
fluential forces in economics and politics. Amid this diversity
and complexity, should the U.S. claim global leadership?

Many dispute that claim sharply. In fact, as globalization
has widened the world’s wealth gap, poorer countries are
blaming the rich, industrialized West for many of their ills.

It was good to hear Clinton, in that New York speech, sa-
lute and reaffirm U.S. commitment to the U.N. — particularly
after a period of quite chilly relations with the organization.
American leadership will be applauded when the U.S. uses its
influence to help settle international conflicts, when it takes
part in U.N. peacekeeping operations, when it opposes mili-
tant nationalism and global terrorism, when it works to pre-
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vent the spread of weapons of mass destruction, when it helps
less-developed countries and speaks out for human rights.

At times, however, Americans interpret their responsi-
bility in a different way — as giving them a right to decide
for others, to impose American institutions and to promote
the American way of life as something unrivaled in the past,
present and future. This kind of leadership can hardly be a
way toward world peace and stability.

I have no intention of admonishing America. I am just
saying that the world is, and should remain, a place of great
diversity. The global neighborhood will not accept global
uniformity. Think of this today, heeding John E. Kennedy’s
speech of 35 years ago.

August 3, 1998
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A President Who Listened
(The New York Times)

I have just sent to Nancy Reagan a letter of condolence for
the passing of Ronald Reagan. The 40th president of the
United States was an extraordinary man who in his long life
saw moments of triumph, who had his ups and downs and
experienced the happiness of true love.

It so happened that his second term as president coin-
cided with the emergence of a new Soviet leadership — a co-
incidence that may seem accidental but that was in effect a
prologue to momentous events in world history.

Ronald Reagan’s first term as president had been dedicated
to restoring America’s self-confidence. He appealed to the tra-
ditions and optimism of the people, to the American dream,
and he regarded as his main task strengthening the economy
and the military might of the United States. This was accompa-
nied by confrontational rhetoric toward the Soviet Union, and
more than rhetoric — by a number of actions that caused con-
cern both in our country and among many people throughout
the world. It seemed that the most important thing about Rea-
gan was his anti-Communism and his reputation as a hawk
who saw the Soviet Union as an “evil empire.”

Yet his second term as president emphasized a different
set of goals. I think he understood that it is the peacemak-
ers, above all, who earn a place in history. This was consis-
tent with his convictions based on experience, intuition and
love of life. In this he was supported by Nancy — his wife and
friend, whose role will, I am sure, be duly appreciated.

At our first meeting in Geneva in 1985 I represented a
new, changing Soviet Union. Of course, the new Soviet lead-
ership could have continued in the old ways. But we chose a
different path, because we saw the critical problems of our
country and the urgent need to step back from the edge of the
abyss to which the nuclear arms race was pushing mankind.

The dialogue that President Reagan and I started was dif-
ficult. To reach agreement, particularly on arms control and
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security, we had to overcome mistrust and the barriers of nu-
merous problems and prejudices.

I don’t know whether we would have been able to agree
and to insist on the implementation of our agreements with
a different person at the helm of American government.
True, Reagan was a man of the right. But, while adhering to
his convictions, with which one could agree or disagree, he
was not dogmatic; he was looking for negotiations and co-
operation. And this was the most important thing to me: he
had the trust of the American people.

In the final outcome, our insistence on dialogue proved
tully justified. At a White House ceremony in 1987, we signed
the intermediate-range nuclear forces treaty, which launched
the process of real arms reduction. And, even though we saw
the road to a world free of nuclear weapons differently, the
very fact of setting this goal in 1986 in Reykjavik helped to
break the momentum of the arms race.

While addressing these vital tasks, we changed the nature of
relations between our two countries, moving step by step to build
trust and to test it by concrete deeds. And in the process, we —and
our views — were changing too. I believe it was not an accident
that during his visit to Moscow in the summer of 1988 President
Reagan said, in reply to a reporter’s question, that he did not re-
gard the perestroika-era Soviet Union as an evil empire.

I think that the main lesson of those years is the need for
dialogue, which must not be broken off whatever the challeng-
es and complications we have to face. Meeting with Ronald
Reagan in subsequent years I saw that this was how he under-
stood our legacy to the new generation of political leaders.

The personal rapport that emerged between us over the
years helped me to appreciate Ronald Reagan’s human quali-
ties. A true leader, a man of his word and an optimist, he
traveled the journey of his life with dignity and faced coura-
geously the cruel disease that darkened his final years. He has
earned a place in history and in people’s hearts.

July 6, 2004
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What Made Me a Crusader
(TIME)

I’m often asked why I lead the International Green Cross.
And the first question is always about the 1986 nuclear ac-
cident at Chernobyl: was that disaster the defining moment
for my concern about ecological issues?

Chernobyl did have a tremendous impact on my thinking
about the environment and nuclear weapons. But my under-
standing of the importance of the natural environment came
much earlier. I am of peasant stock, and as a young man I
worked on a collective farm in Stavropol. A large part of my life
was spent on the land. I saw the effects of such problems as soil
erosion, the spread of the deserts, and air and water pollution. I
saw that man’s intrusions in nature were often imprudent and
harmful to man himself. Acting as the master and even king of
nature, man gave no thought to the consequences. But the con-
sequences came without fail — at once or a little later.

When I came to Moscow in the late 1970s, I learned even
more. As a secretary of the Central Committee and mem-
ber of the Supreme Soviet working for the natural resources
commission, I saw how hasty construction and wasteful op-
eration of huge irrigation systems blighted the Central Asian
region, destroying the Aral Sea and depleting the rivers Syr
Darya and Amu Darya. In Russia, hydroelectric projects
built with little thought for their consequences flooded mil-
lions of hectares of fertile land. A similarly careless approach
to locating industrial projects jeopardized Lake Baikal, the
world’s largest body of freshwater.

Alas, man does not always learn from his mistakes. I was
involved in the debate over redirecting the waters of Russia’s
northern rivers to the south.

Our reform policies — perestroika — gave scientists and
activists a chance to challenge this project and show that it
would not work. That put a stop to it.

And then came the thunder of Chernobyl. During that
accident’s first days, many scientists — even some respected
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ones — argued that it was “no big deal,” that we would get by.
From day one, however, it was our policy to get to the bot-
tom of it. We decided that people must know the truth. The
power of the atom had gone out of control, and it took the
nation’s supreme effort to cope with it. It was a watershed in
our understanding of many things.

The new era of glasnost and free speech brought people’s
concerns out into the open. Protests led to the emergence of
a grass-roots environmental movement, which made us re-
view a number of decisions taken previously — not just on
constructing new nuclear power plants but also on other proj-
ects that threatened the environment. In the late 1980s, the
reformist government agreed to close hundreds of industrial
facilities, despite the impact on the economy. When I came
to the United Nations in October 1988, I brought a package
of environmental initiatives. One of them called for creating
a global non-governmental organization to help save the en-
vironment. Named the International Green Cross, at my sug-
gestion, it is based near Geneva and has affiliates in dozens of
countries. Our main goal is to help set in motion a value shift
in people’s minds. Our environmental education programs, in
cooperation with the U.N. Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization and several governments, aim at helping people
understand a simple truth: man is not the master of nature but
just a part of it. After all, the environment has existed for bil-
lions of years without man and could, in extremis, do so again.
So this is the challenge: we need environmentally sustainable
development if new generations are to succeed us on earth.

Modern civilization has given decent living standards to
people in advanced Western nations. But how do we assure
economic well-being and human dignity for the rest of man-
kind without ruining the environment? This problem has no
purely technological solution. A political and moral choice
will have to be made.

Green Cross organizations are developing specific pro-
grams of “environmental healing” Among the most im-
portant is Legacy, an educational project that addresses the
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environmental consequences of the cold war, including the
discharge of toxic wastes by military bases and the stockpiling
of chemical weapons. Another research initiative concerns a
problem at the intersections of ecology, economy and poli-
tics: the issue of fresh water. We recently brought to Geneva
a group of water experts, many of whom predicted that this
diminishing resource may ignite some of the next century’s
most dangerous conflicts.

The Green Cross is off to a good start, but the more I
think about it, the more I realize that we are just at the begin-
ning of the road. Last March I attended a conference in Rio
de Janeiro that took stock of what has happened in the five
years since the Earth Summit. There is very little to cheer.
Governments are in no hurry to implement even the modest
pledges made in 1992, even though the time we have to trans-
form our way of living is quickly shrinking. Still, I remain an
optimist. I reject defeatism and frustration. But I also reject
the view that things will somehow work themselves out. I am
convinced that mankind can meet the environmental chal-
lenge if all of us join this cause, if all of us act.
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Nature Will Not Wait

(Green Cross International)

The fall of the Berlin Wall and the political storm that swept
across the world a little over a decade ago was above all else a
testament to the power of the human spirit to tackle adver-
sity. The Cold War had posed a threat to security, liberty and
development everywhere, creating a seemingly insurmount-
able barrier between the peoples of the planet. Yet, the right
mixture of human vision and courageous leadership brought
this dark period in our history to a peaceful end. Today we
are faced with another threat, already the cause of great suf-
fering for millions: the degradation of the environment. To
meet this global challenge we again need a clear and unified
vision, determination and decisive leadership.

The impact and forecasts of global warming are wors-
ening; desertification is advancing; deforestation and pol-
lution are endangering our ecosystems; and more than 1.2
billion people do not have access to clean drinking water. We
have seen environmental disasters with untold destruction
of both human lives and nature: in the short term, during
the past months there have been devastating floods across
much of Europe and South Asia and the wreck of tankers off
the natural treasures of the Galapagos Islands and Australian
barrier reef; in the long term, vast areas of the Earth have
been irrevocably scarred by the loss of ancient forests, mis-
management of river basins and contamination.

Many environmental experts warn these trends are
now far too advanced for us to achieve real sustainability
by means of gradual change; they believe we have 30 to 40
years in which to act. Time is short and we are already lag-
ging behind.

While there are an increasing number of bold initiatives
led by government and corporate leaders to protect the envi-
ronment, I do not see emerging the leadership and willing-
ness to take risks at the scale we need to confront the current
situation. While there are an increasing number of people
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and organizations dedicated to raising awareness and pro-
voking change in the way we treat nature, I do not yet see the
clear vision and united front which will inspire humankind
to respond in time to correct our course.

The example of the failure of leadership at the climate
change talks in The Hague last November are disturbing.
This failure lies at the hands of our political leaders, particu-
larly the United States which has not yet even ratified the
treaty, and, to a lesser extent, the business community which
has increasing influence over government policies. Another
worrying example of how we are going about things the
wrong way is the increasingly closed nature of the annual
World Economic Forum in Davos — isolating delegates and
pushing other interest groups further from the mainstream.
In The Hague and in Davos we saw divisions into camps:
North versus South, and pro- versus anti-“globalizationists”.

This is a very grave situation. It is critical that we find a
way to bring about rapid, sweeping change of human con-
sciousness and actions worldwide — something that enables
us to provoke a large-scale shift of course in a very short time.
This cannot be achieved if we remain divided.

The end of the Cold War offers an example of people-
powered change that positively altered the course of history.
We need a similar shift — a fundamental shift in values — to
ensure that we do not miss this window of opportunity to
save our beautiful planet, and ourselves. First among the
threats we must face are those posed by nuclear and other
weapons of mass destruction, the freshwater crisis, and the
impact of climate change.

A new way of thinking, a new world order that is based
more on justice and equality and less on profits is needed.
We thought the fall of the Berlin Wall would usher this in,
but instead a more complicated world has resulted and, more
worrying still, we are now even seeing signs of a resurgence
in militarization.

What can be done? What kind of leadership do we need?
I consider 5 points to be vital in this respect:
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1. Reform the UN system in order to give more power
for actions and the enforcement of UN decisions for peace
and stability;

2. International Agreements, Conventions and Protocols
relevant to disarmament, climate change, biodiversity, de-
sertification, international watercourses, and others should
be ratified without delay, and implemented with courage
and determination.

3. Environmental objectives should be integrated from
the beginning into development planning and any form of
economic activity;

4. Political leaders — and businesses — should acknowl-
edge and act on their responsibility to turn rhetoric into ac-
tion and achieve environmental compliance;

5. Reverse the decline of international development, al-
lowing developing nations to reduce their crippling debt,
cover basic human needs, and access technologies to use ma-
terials and energy efficiently, with a minimum of waste.

If nothing is done to achieve sustainability in the first
part of this new century, the prospects for humankind’s sur-
vival will diminish. Still, if I thought it were hopeless, I would
not join you in the environmental movement as President of
Green Cross International.

Nature is giving us all the signs we need to develop a
common vision for the future; we must grasp this message
and act now. Governments, individuals and business — Let
us move together, with bold leadership, to solve the environ-
mental crisis. Nature will not wait.
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Why the Poor Are Still With Us
(Global Agenda)

Poverty is a political problem, says Mikhail Gorbachev. There
will be no development until we face up to its true causes — in
Russia as much as in the developing world.

The new century has already provided much proof that —
although we have entered a new, global era — we still live by
old habits and outdated methods. The wave of hope that
swept the world when we ended the Cold War has been re-
placed for many by disenchantment and despair. Global se-
curity and environmental crisis are both pressing problems
of our age, yet poverty is also one of the defining challenges
of this century.

The 1990s were marked by a hope that the challenge of
poverty reduction would somehow resolve itself through the
curative powers of the so-called Washington Consensus — the
set of free market proposals imposed on developing econo-
mies by international financial institutions.

The business community in general, and especially
transnational corporations, strongly backed this approach,
presumably with profit margins in mind. But such a one-
sided approach never leads to much good: applying such a
largely theoretical system has brought problems, primar-
ily to the developing world, though also to the developed
world.

This is part of the reason why the opportunities which
arose at the end of the Cold War have been largely squan-
dered. It has become clear that a new approach is needed.

Unfulfilled promises

World leaders took an important step at the UN Mil-
lennium Summit in 2000, by expressing their political will
to address the problem of poverty and by adopting specific
measures to fight this scourge. Four years later, however, the
goals set at that summit are little more than pious wishes for
hundreds of millions of people throughout the world, par-
ticularly in Africa.
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The promises of increased development assistance, fair
trade, improved market access and an easing of the debt burden
of developing countries are not being kept. Concerned by this,
Kofi Annan, the UN secretary general, has proposed to hold a
conference this year to review the situation at the highest level,
in the hope that we will finally begin to make progress.

Yet it is clear to me that the efforts of politicians alone
will not be enough to respond to the challenges that we
face. What we need is the interaction of politics, business
and civil society.

We addressed the problem of poverty at the 2004 annual
assembly of the World Political Forum in Stresa, Italy. Our
main conclusion was that poverty is, above all, a political
problem. Today, when the world has enough resources and
some proven and effective ways of fighting poverty, failure to
solve this problem stems primarily from lack of political will.
Instead of fulfilling their commitments, the leading powers
seem to be more interested in looking for a panacea.

Today, free trade and good governance are seen as a kind
of magic formula. There is no doubt that both are important,
as are prudent economic policies and respect for the laws of
market economics. However, the emphasis on these indis-
putable truths seems too often to be no more than a pre-
text to shirk obligations, such as allocating 0.7% of GDP for
development assistance (as agreed in principle by all OECD
countries), while at the same time finding billions of dollars
for major military operations and new weapons systems.

Poverty is also a political problem because, unless it is
addressed, we will face a new division of the world, the con-
sequences of which will be even more dangerous than those
of the divisions we overcame by ending the East-West con-
frontation. Dividing the world into islands of prosperity and
vast areas of poverty and despair is more dangerous than the
Cold War because the two regions cannot be fenced off from
each other. Despair creates fertile ground for extremism and
terrorism, to say nothing of migration flows, epidemics and
new hotbeds of instability.
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Finally, poverty is a political problem because it cannot
be separated from the problems of democracy, human rights
and fundamental freedoms. Democracy and development
are by no means incompatible. But where the problems of
poverty remain without solution for decades, people become
willing to sacrifice democracy in favour of authoritarian-
style politicians. This is what largely caused the rollback of
the democratic wave that changed the world in the 1980s and
early 1990s.

I am convinced that democracy cannot be imposed by
tanks or pre-emptive strikes. In every nation it should be the
result of its own evolution. Yet, more favorable prerequisites
can be created for democracy: ending poverty is the essential
condition.

Poverty is not just a third-world problem. The paradox
of globalization as a blind process is that the gap between
rich and poor has grown both among countries and within
them, including those that are seemingly most prosperous.
At the same time, we have seen the erosion of the middle
class, rightly seen as the pillar of democracy.

A challenge for Putin

Unfortunately, Russia too has been affected by these
processes, though its resources and possibilities should al-
low it to provide at least decent living conditions for all its
citizens. Instead, the failure of the economic reforms of the
1990s has put two-thirds of Russia’s population at or below
the poverty line.

President Vladimir Putin singled out this problem from
his first days in office. During his first presidential term Mr
Putin had to turn his attention primarily to overcoming the
political and economic chaos that he inherited from his pre-
decessor. Not all of his actions were beyond dispute, but the
dangers of social explosion and the country’s disintegration,
which were real, have now been averted. Therefore new tasks
have to be put on the agenda.

I would be disappointed if Mr Putin’s second presiden-
tial term were to focus on further consolidating power, while
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letting the opportunity for a breakthrough in the country’s
development slip away. Our society is ready to forge ahead.
I feel that the business community is ready too, for it under-
stands that one cannot hope for sustained success in a poor
country with a purely resource-based economy.

The challenges the world is facing today are daunting,
but we should not panic. History is not preordained: it al-
ways leaves room for choices. A different world, and a more
stable and secure world order are possible. Politics, business
and civil society should work together to find a path toward
that goal.

January 2005
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Transcript of Gorbachev’s Interview
with Brian Lamb
(PBS Booknotes)

BRIAN LAMB: Mikhail Gorbachev, why did you write this
book [Memoirs]?

MIKHAIL GORBACHEYV (through translator): Everyone is
writing books. I sometimes wrote — read books about per-
estroika and saw my name in those books, but the rest was
totally false, stupid, silly, a lot of rumors, a lot of speculation.
Some other books are quite serious, of course. I don’t want to
overdramatize it but anyway, I thought that I am the princi-
pal witness and the principal person who bears responsibility
for what happened, and I believed that it was important for
me to explain my position about how I started reforms, why
I came around to the view that reforms were necessary; why
did I decide and how that decision emerged about reforms
and how difficult the process was.

So I thought that it is important to write a book about
the time of perestroika because perestroika had far reaching
consequences for my country and for the world. I cannot ac-
cept it when people speak but Gorbachev is silent. I had to
speak out and I did that and I tried to avoid the temptation
of the writers of many memoirs to prettify myself, to show
myself in better light. I tried to keep within the facts. I have a
lot of facts about various events, about all that happened and
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about my relationship with various people in domestic and
international politics. I could say a lot. I tried to write about
the most important things. At first I dictated 10,000 pages
of material. Here, this book is equivalent to 1,000 pages of
typewritten text.

LAMB: I notice that the German company Bertelsmann
bought this book and now it’s published in the United
States and — Doubleday. And that one of the first countries
you ever went to in your life, in 1966, was Germany and
Berlin and you said it was an emotional experience for you.
Why is that?

GORBACHEV: Well, for us, relations that we have had
with Germany after the war bore the imprint of what hap-
pened in the past, the war for which Nazism was respon-
sible, the bloodshed, the bloodbath in which our country
and your country, too, was involved. Twenty seven million
Russians and people of other nationalities of the former
Soviet Union died in the war or in the camps or were killed
in bombings, etc. That, given the fact that the gene pool of
our country, whole generations were killed — for example,
males born in 1922, 23 — only a few of them survived. So
the war was an extremely painful experience and there-
fore building relations with Germany after such a tragedy
— this is something that all of us had to do a lot of think-
ing about, we and the Germans, and a lot had to change in
our country and in Germany. And when I visited, even the
German Democratic Republic, the country that was our
ally at that time, as a Russian, you know, my heart began
to beat faster. There was that building of Reichstag, the
burnt building of Reichstag. We saw that mound of earth
over the Chancellory, the Brandenburg Gate, where there
were those goose stepping soldiers — there used to be those
goose stepping soldiers.

And I remembered the war. I was 10 years old when
the war started and the memory of a child remembers all
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that, imprints all that. I remembered how the war started
on a Sunday. Everyone was planning to go out and to have
fun. The grownups had their own fun. We kids had our
children’s fun and then suddenly stopped. All of us were
gathered together in the center of our village, the village of
Privolnoye, which is my birthplace, and we listened. There
was no radio at home at that time so we were listening from
the loudspeaker — a special loudspeaker that broadcast the
speech of Molotov. That is how it began. And then we had
very difficult years. So the war was a shocking experience,
an upheaval, and it was difficult to get over that experience
with Germany, even though in the history of our relations
there’s a lot of periods of cooperation and of positive in-
teraction. But building a new relationship, a partnership of
cooperation — that was a difficult process. And when I went
there, I really, you know, watched all of it through a special
perspective.

I tried to understand and I remembered a lot. Never-
theless, we saw that Germans are people like us, that they,
too, even then, understood the kind of tragedy that Na-
zism was for them and for the world, based on those de-
lirious ideas of race superiority, exclusivity, etc. So emo-
tionally it was a difficult experience. Politically, of course,
it was, at that time, quite clear that things had changed.
But emotionally that is difficult because other than our
head, we have our heart.

LAMB: By the way, a couple of years ago when Richard Nix-
on was here for our book program like this, I asked him what
his favorite town in the world was — or city and he said it was
Istanbul in Turkey. How about yours? What’s your favorite
city in the world?

GORBACHEYV: Well, I would not want to do it this way. I
really do not want to give all the praise to one city. I vis-
ited many cities. I've traveled throughout the world. I love
Moscow, even though there were some years of neglect in
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Moscow and some buildings in Moscow are very simplis-
tic, this kind of prefab construction. Today, Moscow, par-
ticularly its center, the historic part of Moscow, is being
rebuilt. It is rising again and this is wonderful. I welcome
this. It is a lot of joy to walk the streets of Moscow, the
narrow lanes of Moscow. Those were the years of — when
I was a student I first came to Moscow — I met Raisa in
Moscow.

Overall, in my life, I lived a quarter of a century in
Moscow. Both my granddaughters were born in Moscow.
So Moscow University, my young years, are connected with
Moscow. On the other hand, St. Petersburg is also a won-
derful city — Kiev, Odessa, I have also visited many of your
wonderful cities, really beautiful cities, big and small — San
Francisco. Or I thought that, you know, Vancouver, the Ca-
nadian city of Vancouver, I thought that it was a town, but
when I came I saw it was a city. It was a marvelous city with
beautiful bays, with a nature that is similar to ours. And I
could go on and on. I could speak about many wonderful
cities that I visited, including Istanbul. Yes, I visited that
city, too.

LAMB: You ...

GORBACHEYV: Perhaps sometimes the person — the indi-
vidual associates a city with some event, with some experi-
ence. On the other hand, there are such wonderful cities,
like Paris, for example, or as I write in my memoirs, you
walk the streets in that city and you walk the streets of
Rome and you feel as though you are a part of history.
Florence, when you look at that city from the hill and you
feel the music of those tile roofs and it’s a wonderful, light
city, a city of flowers and music. So I would not single out
one city and give all the praise, all the laurels to one city.
That would be unfair. It is good there are many wonderful
cities. It is the diversity that we have to protect, we have to
preserve.
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It would be terrible if someone tried — it would be stu-
pid if someone tried, once again, to steamroll the world
to equalize everything into one model of society. We tried
to force a Communist model of society on the people and
tried to make people happy in this kind of barracks. Or, if
someone tried to Westernize the entire world, that would
be equally stupid. We must see the world as a diverse
world with very different nations, very different histories,
cultures. Now we have an opportunity after the end of the
Cold War to build a very diverse world with all that mul-
tiplicity.

Even though there are still dangers after the end of the
Cold War, I hope that we will avoid the new division of
the world. I hope we’ll take advantage of the opportunities
because this is why we did what we did in working together
with your country in overcoming, surmounting the barri-
ers, the terrible barriers that we had to overcome; not only
those mountains of weapons, but there were the mountains
of lies about each other that we had to set aside — the stereo-
types. When people met, then they saw that all of us are the
same in that we want to live, we want to enjoy life, and I'm
very glad I recently — on this visit, I have been to eight states
of the United States and I had some very private meetings
and I once talked to 20,000 people — to a group of 20,000
people and there was enormous interest, many questions.
People are very open minded, and they applaud the fact that
they can now breathe after this sword of Damocles — the
nuclear sword of Damocles had been averted. But people,
again, are also worried because we see some kind of play-
ers — you know, you started on this question, but, of course,
I went on to contemporary politics. Of course, my book is
more about past events. But you cannot divide the past and
the present.

LAMB: You just told us earlier that you dictated some
10,000 pages of material. When did you start dictating?
And then how did you put the book together? There’s a

87



Mikhail Gorbachev

preface in here by Martin McCauleu from the University
of London. What role did he play in putting the book 