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ENGLISH SUMMARY OF MAJOR ARTICLES

Moscow MIROVAYA EKONOMIKA I MEZHDUNARODNYYE OTNOSHENIYA in Russian No 4, Apr
87 (signed to press 16 Mar 87) pp 158-159

[Text] A. Shapiro in the article "A Year After the Historic 27th Party
Congress" focuses his attention on the historic events following the 27th CPSU
Congress, which charted the strategic policy of accelerating the country's
socioeconomic development and laid the foundation of an all-embracing
qualitative renovation of 1life in the Soviet Union. The June 1986 Plenary
Meeting of the Central Committee was a logical continuation of the 2T7th Party
Congress. It considered urgent issues of internal and external policy, drafted
by the said congress. As to the January 1987 Plenary Meeting it was a
major political event both in the life of the CPSU and Soviet society. It
charted the theory and practices of reconstruction, laid a sound foundation
for further steady progress in accordance with the needs of the present-stage
historic development and its decisions which have become a programme of the
Party's activities for many years to come. The author points out that the
strategy of acceleration mapped by the CPSU is based upon the firm foundation
of Marxism-Leninism as a revolutionary theory, the transforming power and
scientific farsightedness of which were demonstrated by the 27th CPSU Congress
and the subsequent Plenary Meetings. The article analyses the key problems of
present day state monopoly capitalism as well.

The article by V. Avakov and V. Baranovsky "In the Interests of Mankind's
Survival" is dedicated to the international forum "For a Nuclear-Free World,
for the Survival of Mankind" which took place on February 14-16, 1987 in
Moscow, where people of very different political ideological and religious
views discussed problems connected with a radical reduction of nuclear arms as
the first step towards their elimination, questions of European security, SDI
and the situation as regards the ABM theaty and other issues of major
importance. The work of the Forum was based on the professional principle in
eight sections. The "round tables" on different problems were formed. In
particular the round table dicussion of politicians was headed by academicians
G.A. Arbatov and E.M. Primakov. The subject under discussion "How to Survive
in Our Interdependent World" has attracted the attention of a large number of
specialists in many countries. The topicality of the problem touched a wide
range of issues dealing with the search of effective ways, means and methods
for relaxation of tention, reduction of military danger and curblng of the
arms race.



G. Kolosov in the article "Military and Political Aspects of West-European
Integration Process" confirms that among a good many forms of cooperation of
the states of the European Community military-political and military
industrial links stand apart. Nominally under the Rome Theaty the coordination
of military-political courses, as well as military planning and armed forces,
joint production of armaments are beyond the jurisdiction of its institutions
and primarily within the authority of NATO or spacially established mechanisms
lacking any direct contacts with EC. Nevertheless under existing practices the
expansion of such cooperation can hardly be considered apart from the common
West-European integration process, since all leading EC states are
participating in it. In the past decade and in the first half of the 80s ever
clearly is revealing the role of the EC in the system of international
relations. The deepening of relations among its participants is beginning to
take place in military and political spheres though the latter still remains
the domain of national governments and NATO. Instrumental to these changes is
the striving of the ruling circles of the West-European states to achieve such
a position in inter-Atlantic relations that would allow them to exert stronger
influence on the development of these relations, to use the EC's increased
economic potential. The author points out that the tendency is not always
positive. There exist opposing trends which are largely due to the existing
discrepancies among the EC members conserning their relations with the USA. In
the mid 80s the West-European states while defining their stand on this issue
were faced with certain new complicated problems advanced by the USA that of
drawing them into SDI, of enhanced participation in NATO and of a general more
rigid attitude towards the USSR.

S. Medvedkov in the article "Interdependency: Contradictory Consequences for
the US Economy" notes that the internationalisation of capitalist production
has made imperialist rivalry especially acute and bitter. He discloses that in
the 80s American imperialism is seeking to turn the growing interdependency
within the capitalist world into one-sided dependency upon America. All forms
of foreign economic relations which American capital considers suitable for
the "revitalization" of the US economy and hence its lost positions in the
world are used as instruments of pressure. The article notes that the
internationalization of the American economy is an uneven process. Having
embraced all spheres of the economy it has placed certain branches in unequal
conditions of reproduction. The very system of US state regulation suffers
from the evergrowing impact of internationalization of industry and capital.
The author while analysing the scale and forms of US interaction with the
world economic sphere draws attention to conradictions inherent in present day
American capitalism. The author points out the role of the US military
industrial complex in world economic relations which limits the access of
other capitalist countries to the fruits of scientific and technical progress
at the same time does not prevent American capital from using their resources,
scientific and technological included, to the maximum. The article also points
out that the internationalization of the US economy is organically connected
with the transnational monopoly capital which has gained strength rapidly. It
is seizing control of and monopolising whole branches or spheres of production
both on the scale of individual countries and in the world economy as a whole.



The editorial Board of the magazine publishes an Interview given by the
Director of the Institute of Economics, corresponding member of the USSR
Academy of Sciences L.I. Abalkin to the Japanese journal "Sekai Keizai to
Kokusai Kankei". Interview in particular touches upon such issues as the
policy of accelerating the Soviet Union's economic development, the question
why such a policy was adopted, its historic significance and the role it plays
in socialist and communist construction. Great interest was evoked by such
issues as the interrelation between comprehensively developed productive
forces, mature socialist relations of production and smoothly functioning
economic mechanism under socialism. The reasons for certain negative phenomena.
which took place in the Soviet economy in the T70s and the beginning of the 80s
are explained. Some concrete issues relating to the mechanism of
reconstruction of the Soviet economic were also dealt with.

V. Pankov in the article "Deregulation and Evolution of the Economic Mechanism
of State Monopoly Capitalism" contributes to the continuing discussion of the
actual relationship between state regulation and private enterpreneurship in
the countries of advanced capitalism. The analysis of theory and practices of
"deregulation" according to neoconservative prescriptions gives evidence to
the fact that there hasn't been drastic dismantling of state regulation. It
has rather been the adjustment to the new domestic and international
competitive climate. Thus "deregulation" as known now might be assessed as a
neoconservative experiment though extraordinary in scale and by repercussions.
The evolution of the economic mechanism is likely to take the shape of post-
Keynesian, institutionalist or social-reformist types. V. Roobtsov in the
article "New realization of the 'common knowledge' is inevitable" emphasizes
that the current processes of denationalization, deregulation and
reprivatization could be appropriately accounted for only within the world
economy context providing for the new understanding of concepts 'state!,
'‘monopoly', 'corporation' etc. The clue to this new understanding is to be
found in fundamental works of Lenin and Marx. V. Roobtsov suggests an
interesting idea of economic consolidation of imperialist states which appear
as one state confronting the indebtedness of the developing countries problem
when one can hardly distinguish really state and private interests. A.
Kollontai in the article "Reprivatization as a Link in the General
Redistribution of Economic Functions" states that despite all external
properties of a concession to the interests of private capital reprivatization
is in fact a tool to expand the state economic influence, a transition to the
more flexible system of share holding. Certain reduction of state interference
with economic matters is coupled with the emerging of its new form. The state
gives priority to the long-term provision of beneficial environment in
international competition and strives to ‘resolve urgent global problems.

COPYRIGHT: Izdatelstvo TsK KPSS "Pravda'".
"Mirovaya ekonomika i mezhdunarodnyye otnosheniya"™, 1987.
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REVIEW OF YEAR SINCE 27TH CPSU CONGRESS

Moscow MIROVAYA EKONOMIKA I MEZHDUNARODNYYE OTNOSHENIYA in Russian No 4, Apr
87 (signed to press 16 Mar 87) pp 3-18

[Article by A. Shapiro: "A Year Since the Historic Congress"]
[Text] I

A year has elapsed since the 27th CPSU Congress completed its work. A congress
of innovative aims and strategic decisions of historic significance and scale.
A congress which elaborated the concept and course of acceleration of the
country's socioeconomic development and which initiated an all-embracing
qualitative renovation of all aspects of the life of our society. A congress
which has with complete justification occupied an exceptional place in terms
of its transforming role in the political biography of the party and the fate
of the Soviet state and socialism as a whole with all the far-reaching
consequences for world development. A congress whose program documents have
elevated theoretical thought to a new height and become a major achievement of
creative Marxism-Leninism.

In historical terms a year is, of course, a very short length of time. Nor has
that much time--2 years--elapsed since the CPSU Central Committee April (1985)
Plenum, which put forward the idea and strategy of acceleration, which
acquired integral expression at the congress. The party is not lifting for one
moment its hand from the pulse of the revolutionary restructuring of the whole
style and manner of our life, is constantly matching the course of actual
events against its intentions and plans and keeping under unremitting
supervision the process of the transfer of the energy of thoughts into the
energy of concrete action. For the turning point at which our country and,
indeed, the whole contemporary world find themselves is very abrupt, the times
in which we are living are that crucial and the tasks which have today
confronted Soviet society are unprecedentedly great in terms of their novelty,
uniqueness and scale.

The Central Committee June (1986) Plenum studied pertinent problems of
implementation of the party's domestic and foreign policy formulated by the
27th congress. The question of a restructuring of the party's personnel
policy--a question of fundamental, truly decisive significance for the
successful realization of the new strategy and program goals of the CPSU--also



was submitted for discussion by the Central Committee plenum in January.
Truly, both these tasks are dialectically interconnected and form an
indissoluble unity: if the fate of the country and the new social formation
now depends on the restructuring, it itself depends to no less an extent on
the condition, efficacy and fighting capacity of the personnel. "The success
of the restructuring," the plenum decree says, "will be determined to a
decisive extent by how rapidly and profoundly our personnel is imbued with an
understanding of the need for revolutionary changes and how resolutely,
vigorously and competently it acts."

Having posed the question of what constituted our strength and of that in
which we were deficient under conditions where the Communist Party had becone
the ruling party, V.I. Lenin said back at the 11th party congress: the
political power is perfectly sufficient and the economic power in the hands of
the proletarian state is perfectly sufficient to ensure the transition to
communism, but the "stratum of communists which is in control is deficient in
level of culture"™ (1). "I raise here the question precisely of culture because
it is necessary for this purpose to consider as having been achieved only that
which has become a part of culture, everyday life and habits" (2). Lenin saw,
as is known, the selection of people and verification of performance as a most
important task of the party and the "erux of all work" (3). "We need to check
people's suitability, to check actual performance™ (4).

Abiding by Lenin's behests, the Central Committee January Plenum analyzed the
restructuring of the party's personnel policy also comprehensively and in
depth, in the broad sociopolitical plane and with uncompromising regard for
the lessons of the past, the nature of the current moment and the tasks for
the future. The in-depth democratization of Soviet society from top to
bottom--in the economy, in policy and in the party itself-~openness and
truthfulness, criticism and self-criticism and irreconcilability toward
shortcomings were put at the center of all qualitative transformations. These
are the levers providing for a decisive stimulation of the human factor and
creating a dependable barrier against relapses into the past. The plenum fully
approved the political and practical conclusions drawn by the CPSU Central
Committee Politburo as a result of the in-depth analysis of the situation
which had taken shape in our society in the period prior to April and the
high-minded evaluation of the progress of the restructuring and the first
steps of implementation of the guidelines of the 27th party congress and also’
the tasks of the CPSU's personnel policy formulated by the Politburo.

Without any doubt, the work, documents and decisions of this plenary meeting
of the headquarters of the Lenin Party are a direct continuation and
development of the strategic course adopted by the April Plenum and the 27th
congress and their general line. Having become a pivotal landmark in the life
of the party and the people, the January Plenum has moved the country forward
appreciably along the path of far-reaching reconstruction. It has led us to
the stage of strenuous labor and actual deeds, purposeful quest and tremendous
creative efforts and new discoveries. Such a stage set in logically after the
situation had been thoroughly analyzed, a scientifically substantiated
political course had been formulated and the principal decisions pertaining to
its realization had been adopted. Having deepened comprehension of the theory



and policy of reconstruction, the January Plenum transferred it to the plane
of practical action in all fields.

As V.I. Lenin emphasized in 1921, "the time when it was necessary to
politically outline grand tasks has passed, and the time when they need to be
tackled in practice has come. We are now faced with cultural tasks, tasks of
digesting the political experience which must and may be accomplished. Either
losing all the political gains of Soviet power or giving them an economic
foundation" (5). The material of the January Plenum, M.S. Gorbachev said at
the meeting in the Central Committee with executives of the mass media, are a
program of the party's activity for many years ahead.

From an idea, reconstruction has already become an objective reality, and not
only a large-scale reality, what is more, but, it has to be assumed, an
irreversible, irrevocable reality. For this reason, the January Plenum
emphasized, the time has come to put an end to the debate about whether
reconstruction is necessary or not, as also to all hesitation in its
implementation. Progress in an acceleration of the country's socioeconomic
development is vitally necessary since it is dictated both by the internal
requirements of Soviet society--such as whose satisfaction cannot be
deferred--and serious external circumstances ensuing from most important
trends of world development.

However, the new is never born and never established other than in a struggle
against the old and moribund, a most acute and implacable struggle. In this
confrontation around the problem of reconstruction and acceleration there
stand on one side of the barricades the forces of renovation and progress, the
vast majority of society, and on the other, the forces of bureaucratic
conservatism, those who would like to drown reconstruction in a stream of
empty phrases and high-falutin slogans which only seem to be revolutionary and
who are totally suited by economic stagnation and the conservation of elements
of social corrosion, social indifference and crisis and other phenomena in
society alien to socialism. There are still many witting or unwitting devotees
of the old mechanism of the retardation of socioeconomic and S&T progress
objectively or subjectively preventing its breakup and impeding the
construction of a dependable and efficient mechanism of acceleration. Largely
owing to their manifest or covert, tacit or by no means unspoken resistance,
changes for the better are occurring more slowly than we would wish.

Lenin pitilessly castigated persons like them as "intellectual saboteurs"
deliberately dragging us into a "foul bureaucratic swamp," into a "sea of
paper" in which live work drowns (6). At the April Plenum, the 27th congress
and subsequent Central Committee plenums the party has cautioned conservatives
and plodders, bureaucrats and red-tape merchants and devotees of political
blather, fine-sounding speeches, a quiet life and report-writing that their
time has passed and that it is time for practical action, energetic and
cohesive efforts and specific end results.

Of course, profound qualitative changes in the economy, social sphere and
investment process which would have consolidated the trend toward an
acceleration of growth could not have occurred in full in the 2 years which
have elapsed since the April Plenum, even less in the year separating us from



the 27th congress. The country is still at the initial stage of the
reconstruction, and its salutory consequences may be reflected and will be
reflected only later. The most important measures of an economic, social,
organizational, ideological and other nature are only beginning to be
implemented and are, of course, not in a position to produce immediate
results. The party is increasingly suffusing its new political course with
specific content and specific approaches, incorporating the mechanism and
means of reconstruction and taking the first steps to ensure that they work at
full strength and produce the proper actual returns. And overcoming the
evolved thinking and acting stereotypes is a complicated process, one that is
far from painless and which requires time and a balanced approach. As the
January Plenum observed, what is most important lies ahead of us. Ahead of us
is the main and most complex work.

So the restructuring has begun and is gathering pace. Gradually acquiring
qualitatively new features and unfolding along the entire front--not only in
breadth but in depth--and penetrating various seams of 1ife, it is already
putting itself to the test in the struggle against what is moribund and its
exponents. Profound positive changes are occurring in society--they are
noticeable and tangible in policy, in the economy, in the developnment of
socialist ownership, in culture, in the attitude toward man and his
aspirations and in the methods and style of activity of all components of our
social organism. A reassessment of values is under way, and a new moral-
ethical atmosphere is taking shape in the country. Exactingness and discipline
and organization and order on the job are rising. Work has begun on a
fundamental transformation of the material-technical base and a profound
modernization of the economy based on S&T progress and a change in structural
and investment policy. Simultaneously large-scale measures pertaining to an
improvement in management and the entire economic mechanism are being
implemented. The system of foreign economic relations is being restructured,
and very considerably.

The results of 1986--the first year of the 12th Five-Year Plan--also show that
forward movement has begun. Matters are being rectified in machine building
and a number of other industrial sectors and in the agrarian sector. Labor
productivity growth was in excess of the planned target, and for the first
time in many years there was a reduction in the prime costs of production. As
a whole the increase in produced national income was considerably higher than
the average annual increase in the preceding 5-year plan, and in industrial
production, more than ever in the past 9 years. While recognizing the relative
conditionality of growth rate indicators in the era of the S&T revolution, the
intensification of social production and the transition to labor-saving and
resource-saving technology, it is nonetheless not inappropriate to observe
that in terms of the dynamism of economic growth in the past year the Soviet
Union surpassed all the "big seven" capitalist countries.

In a word, the work on restructuring which has unfolded in the country is
truly large-scale, and positive results are to hand. But the burden of
problems which have accumulated in society is too great and heavy for us to be
able to flatter ourselves with what has been achieved and not to see that the
increase in the rate of growth of the economy is not of a stable nature as
yet. It is very important, M.S. Gorbachev's report at the January Plenum



says, to adopt positions of realism and an objective evaluation of what has
been done and to view the results which have been obtained not only from the
standpoints of the past but primarily proceeding from our declared plans and
promises which we have made to the people. The plenum’s demands not only for a
consolidation of what has been achieved but also for further movement, the
fuller incorporation in work of long-term factors of the growth of the economy
and the achievement of tangible changes for the better in all areas are for
this reason so important. The plenum expressed the firm belief that
transformations in the economic, social and spiritual spheres of Soviet
society would grow and intensify.

The new stage of the reconstruction is a difficult, complex and dialectically
contradictory process. But there is no alternative to reconstruction. Its
ultimate goal is expressed by the capacious and maximally precise formula: a
profound renovation of all aspects of the life of the country, the imparting
to socialism of the most modern forms of social organization and the fullest
revelation of the humanitarian nature of our system in all its decisive
aspects--economic, sociopolitical and moral. More socialism, more democracy,
democracy on a socialist basis, more socialist morality--thus does the party
define the deep-lying essence of the reconstruction. Its main conditions are
an increase in the rate of our country's socioeconomic development, the
increasingly full and fruitful use of the tremendous, essentially
inexhaustible and unlimited creative potential of the socialist production
mode, improvement of the economic foundations of socialism, skillful
combination of its advantages with the achievements of the S&T revolution, and
of social justice, with the highest national economic efficiency and the all-
around development of socialist democratism and the people's self-management.

These tasks, the program of practical action adopted by the party at the
Central Committee April Plenum, the 27th congress and the January Plenum and
the restructuring itself are profoundly revolutionary from all standpoints--in
terms of content and nature and methods and scale of the transformations. And
the times in which we are living are also truly revolutionary. After ali, it
is a question of a qualitative renovation of our society, its entry into a
qualitatively new condition and a new quality of the growth and improvement of
socialism. And transition from quantitative changes to a new quality is always
a leap forward and is of a revolutionary nature, and cannot be of another,
evolutionary, nature. ~

To the question from the newspaper L'HUMANITE as to whether this means that it
is a question of a new revolution such as the October Revolution M.S.
Gorbachev replied: "0Of course not. It would be wrong, I believe, to put the
question thus. It would be more correct, in my view, to say that today, in the
1980's, we are advancing the task of imparting strong acceleration to the
cause begun by the Bolshevik Party almost 70 years ago." Developing this
thought at the January Plenum, the general secretary of the CPSU Central
Committee emphasized that in terms of its deep-lying revolutionary essence,
the Bolshevik daring of its plans and its humanitarian social thrust the work
being performed currently is a direct continuation of the great
accomplishments initiated by the Lenin Party in the October days of 1917. The
revolutionary spirit of the reconstruction is the living breath of October.



We are living in the special, notable year of the 70th anniversary of the
Great October. The revolution initiated an irreversible process in the history
of civilization--the replacement of capitalism by the new, higher, communist
socioeconomic formation. It changed abruptly the fate of our state and its
position and role on the international scene and the entire course of world
history. In terms of its significance and consequences for mankind it is
without parallel. Our gains on the paths of socialist building are
indisputable and generally recognized. The creation of a powerful industry and
profound transformations in the countryside, the elimination of the illiteracy
of the majority of the population, the social and cultural rearrangement of
society, the formation of fundamentally new inter-nation relations--all these
were truly revolutionary accomplishments. It was they which created the
granite fouridation on which the present revolutionary ideas, programs and
operations pertaining to reconstruction and acceleration and the practice of
the development and improvement of the socialism which has been built in our
country are based. Soviet people set high store by each year of our 70-year
post-October history and consider it amoral to forget or gloss over whole
periods in the life of the party and the people.

Social revolution is a revolution in the basis of society, in the mode of
production. The socialist society born with the victory of October outpaces
the capitalist world by several orders of magnitude in the sociopolitical and
spiritual plane. The highest level of the progress of mankind has been
achieved at this stage of historical development in our country. The Soviet
Union was and remains the embodiment of people's age-o0ld social hopes. But it
must also be an example of the greatest organization and efficiency of the
economy. Socialism is in a position and is called upon to give the working
people even more, to become stronger and to develop really dynamically,
competing successfully with capitalism in respect of all parameters of social
life. It is to this that the restructuring--a genuine revolution in people's
consciousness and thinking and in the administration of the affairs of state--
economic, social and all other affairs--is geared.

Consequently, revolutionary restructuring has as its mission not a change in
the essence of our system, not the abolition of its pivotal principles and
institutions. On the contrary, it is aimed at the utmost strengthening of"
public ownership of the basic means of production, the planned nature of the
Soviet economy and the principles of organization of the political system, a
cardinal improvement in the social sphere, the production relations of
socialism and its productive forces and the removal of all that is
incompatible with it and the particular deformations not at all in keeping
with socialist values which on the frontier of the 1980's led to a loss of
pace in forward progress. The self-improvement of socialism on its own basis
is taking place.

"We are passing through an interesting stage, through an interesting period of
historical development,"” M.S. Gorbachev said at the meeting with the
participants in the "Issyk-Kul Forum," "and we wish to renew all aspects of
our life on a socialist basis. We are not renouncing our values, what we
believe in and what has brought Russia to the level which it is at today." The
party and the people are implementing the transformations in accordance with



their own, socialist choice based on their ideas concerning social values,
guided by the criteria of the Soviet lifestyle.

But the reconstruction has a very appreciable international aspect also. This,
M.S. Gorbachev emphasized in a speech at the meeting with the participants in
the Moscow international forum "For a Nuclear-Free World, for the Survival of
Mankind," is socialism's invitation to any other social system to peaceful
competition in civilized forms befitting mankind of the 21st century. Such
competition will be to the benefit of general progress and peace worldwide.

II

The strategy of acceleration elaborated by the party is based on a firm
theoretical foundation--Marxism-Leninism--and develops and enriches it in the
most complex contemporary situation and is therefore undoubtedly among its
outstanding achievements. This revolutionary teaching serves as the
ideological foundation of the growing qualitative changes in the country. Its
transforming power and scientific perspicacity and creative and critical
spirit were demonstrated in full by the 27th CPSU Congress, whose program
documents interpreted profoundly and in Leninist manner the times in which we
are living. The congress and the CPSU Central Committee plenums which followed
it advanced considerably the ideas concerning the normalities of contemporary
world development and improvement of the socialist society.

The scale and complexity of the tasks and practical action pertaining to a
restructuring of the economic and, as a whole, social relations of socialism
demand the further creative development of revolutionary theory. The
achievement of these goals is inconceivable without dependable scientific
support and without the stimulation of ideological-theoretical activity.
"Theory is essential not only for the long-term social and political
orientation," M.S. Gorbachev said in a speech at the All-Union Meeting of
Social Science Department Heads. "It is necessary literally for our every step
forward. No in any way important practical issue can be resolved without
having been comprehended and substantiated theoretically. Theoretical activity
itself is becoming a most important motivating force of socialist and
communist building and most important instrument of the reconstruction.”

Among the factors which at a particular stage gave rise to a growth of
negative trends in Soviet society the January Plenum named the slackening of
attention to the development of theoretical thought and study of the
dialectics of the driving forces and contradictions of socialism. Lenin's
propositions concerning socialism were interpreted simplistically, and their
theoretical profundity and significance were frequently emasculated. This
attitude toward theory was reflected extremely negatively in the social
sciences and their role in society. In turn, the situation on the theoretical
front and the reigning atmosphere here exerted a negative influence on the
solution of urgent socioeconomic questions.

It has to be recognized that economics-international affairs specialists also
were responsible for the complex and contradictory situation which had taken
shape in the country on the frontier of the 1980's. After all, it was brought
about not only by the incomplete realization of the potential objectively
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contained in socialism. A considerable role was also performed by the fact
that the practice of socialist and communist building took insufficiently into
account the main trends of world social development, the changes which the
modern world was experiencing, the new processes distinctly manifested in the
most developed capitalist countries and the nature of our relations with them
and, by no means least, the trends of the S&T revolution.

The need for radical changes and the formulation of a clear-cut policy of
overcoming all that was negative which had built up in the country was also
dictated by the fact that a certain lag was observed in the economic and S&T
competition with capitalism. There was virtually no change throughout the last
decade in the correlation of the main macroeconomic indicators of the
development of the USSR and the United States. A certain dependence on imports
from capitalist states not occasioned by obJectlve requlrements, which could
in no way be termed stable and reliable, in strategically important areas of
the Soviet economy continued. But this also went "unnoticed". The assessments
and opinions of the 'highest authorities™ were seen as incontestable truths
for comment only. The party is endeavoring, Ye.K. Ligachev's report on the
69th anniversary of the October Revolution emphasized, "to ensure that the
situation wherein some people 'broadcast' and utter truths, while others
merely 'heed' them and wherein there is no place for respectful dialogue
finally recede into the past.®

Now such a dialogue is beginning to be revived. War has been declared on
scholasticism, literalism and dogmatism, creeping empiricism and narrow
practicism, stagnation of thought and the banalization of 1life. The party
supports a spirit of creativity and innovation, bold scientific quest, an
ability to go beyond the framework of customary, but outmoded notions, new
approaches to existing realities, free competltlon of ideas, a competltlve
review of opinions and lively fruitful debate, in which no one is given the
right to utter truth in the final instance and in which truth verified and
tested by practice is born. Being loyal to Marxist-Leninist teaching means
creatively developing it on the basis of accumulated experience. For at each
new historical stage the general principles of this teaching are revealed with
increasingly new aspects and acqulre a resonance beflttlng our times.

The further creative development and self-renewal of revolutlonary theory are
possible only on the basis of an all-around comprehension of the inheritance
of Marx, Engels and Lenin, a specification and development of the fundamental
principles and propositions of Marxism-Leninism as an integral teaching and
the study and collationn of the new phenomena of life, historical experience
and the achievements of modern science. The party warns against the danger not
only of scholastic theorizing and a dogmatic ossification of thought but also
a revision of the principles of Marxist-Leninist teaching and the separation
of theory from practical matters. It demands a combination of the purity and
permanence of the initial principles of theory with their enrlchment and an
orientation toward the formulation and solution of new problems.

Whatever bourgeois and reformist theorists may say, the new phenomena of
social life--both national and international--are perfectly well inscribed in
the Marxist-Leninist concept. For history really is proceeding in accordance
with Marx, in accordance with Lenin. For this concept is not a catechism of
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dead dogmas but a living, constantly developing teaching, guide to action and
actual reflection of 1life itself in all its diversity and in all its
vicissitudes. Continuity in theory presupposes a solicitous attitude toward
the so-called truisms of Marxism and its fundamental principles. It is natural
that at the 27th congress and the party Central Committee April (1985) and
January (1987) plenums also the party matched its generalizations, conclusions
and decisions so frequently against the leader of QOctober and his thoughts and
ideas. It is essential to turn constantly to the creative laboratory of V.I.
Lenin, the CPSU Central Committee decree on the journal KOMMUNIST emphasizes.

The year that has elapsed since the 27th congress of Soviet communists
completely and wholly confirmed the soundness of its appraisal--in Leninist
profound and all-embracing manner--of the nature of the modern era and the
scientifically objective picture of the period of the historical process
through which Soviet society and the whole world are now passing and the
essentially fundamentally new theoretical-political conclusions ensuing
therefrom. It could not have been otherwise inasmuch as the analysis of the
entire complicated set of mutually intersecting social contradictions in the
world of our day--between states of the two systems, within the capitalist
system and between imperialism and the countries liberated from its politiecal
oppression--and also of the global problems which have crashed down on the
planet particularly forcefully in the final third of our century and which are
affecting the very foundations of civilization--this analysis was a model of
innovative, truly Leninist application of dialectical-materialist methodology
to the conditions of the present stage of historical development.

Great importance is attached to the congress' conclusion that the real
dialectic of contemporary world development lies in a combination of the
competition and historical confrontation of two systems opposite in terms of
their socioeconomic and sociopolitical nature and the growing trend toward the
interdependence of states of the world community and that the contradictory,
but interconnected and largely integral world of our day is taking shape via a
struggle of opposites. Directly ensuing from recognition of this dialectic of
the development of the modern world saturated with acute class-social, inter-
nation, regional, global and other contradictions is the most urgent need to
seek and find a balance of general and particular interests and the optimum
combination of general, class and national-state interests.

In our day, when civilization is confronted with a decisive choice between
survival and total self-annihilation, when the direct threat of extermination
in a nuclear whirlwind looms over it, there is no doubt as to the irrefutable
priority of general values over all others. This is the Leninist, humanitarian
formulation of the problem by our party, which is an invariable champion of
man's primary right--the right to life. In international polities, as in all
other human affairs also, it cannot be forgotten for one moment that
everything is now dominated by the contradiction between war and peace,
between the existence and nonexistence of mankind.

At the same time the new political thinking proceeding from recognition of the
realities of the world in which we live also has a fundamental class basis
determined by the confrontation on our planet of two social systems. The
Marxist-Leninist proposition concerning the future, communist, organization of
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social life worldwide holds good in full, of course. And it is in no way
contrary to the fact that in the era of transition from capitalism to
socialism there is no in any way intelligent alternative to the principles and
policy of the peaceful coexistence of states with different social
arrangements. '

Finally, nor. can we disregard the fact that each country, irrespective of its
size and political orientation, sees as the greatest value its independence
and national sovereignty and champions them to the utmost, in the world arena
included. National endeavors and aspirations, traditions and hopes and
lifestyle and value systems are by no means dissolved in general interests,
they continue to exist as a serious factor of international relations.

Not one of the said groups of interests can or should be ignored. As
historiecal experience shows, the most stanch and consistent fighter for the
accomplishment of the most important task of achievement of the optimum in the
correlation thereof is the social vanguard of mankind--the international
working class and its progressive, most conscious, communist, detachment.

I11

Present-day capitalism largely differs from what it was at the start and in.
the middle even of the 20th century. This proposition, which was advanced and
comprehensively substantiated at the 2T7th party congress, is sometimes
interpreted as the onset of a new stage of the development of imperialism, as
its transition to the next step, stage or phase. There are, it would seem, no
in any way serious grounds for such a conclusion. :

Present-day state~monopoly capitalism will undoubtedly continue to be, albeit
on constricted areas of the globe, capitalism and imperialism. It has not shed
its fundamental features. The deep-lying basis of the capitalist mode of
production, distribution, exchange and consumption remains unchanged. The
exploiter and aggressive nature of imperialism and its inhumane nature are
being reflected to a growing extent. The appreciably new phenomena and
features which have arisen in its economy and policy represent, as a rule, a
further development of the regularities and decisive indications of the
highest and final phase of capitalism discovered by V.I. Lenin and a
manifestation of the singularities of state-monopoly capitalism--this final,
according to Lenin, "step" prior to the victory of socialism. At the same time
the new processes. and trends reflect the radical change in the world
situation in which imperialism now finds itself and to which it is forced to
adapt. '

To speak of the main and fundamental changes which imperialism has undergone,
they amount in summary form to the following:

currently capitalism in the industrially developed countries accounts for just
under one-fourth of the territory of the world, 16 percent of its population
and -approximately half of world industrial production. Although imperialism,
as the new version of the CPSU Program emphasizes, opposed to the young,
future-oriented socialist world and putting up bitter resistance to social
progress, is making incessant attempts to halt the course of history and exact
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social revenge on a worldwide scale, as a social system it can no longer exist
without cooperating in many fields with the world socialist system;

as a result of the collapse of the colonial system and the emergence from its
ruins of dozens of independent states capitalism has found itself deprived of
its past periphery, which it oppressed at will. The possibilities of
imperialism have now been narrowed down to bounds wherein its aggressive
nature is no longer capable of manifesting itself in the territorial division
and redivision of the world. It still keeps in an unequal position--within the
framework of the world capitalist economy--the majority of emergent countries,
exploits them, aspires to emasculate the sovereignty they have won and,
pursuing a policy of neocolonialism, to preserve and even increase control
over them. However, the imperialist powers are being forced to come to terms
with the demands of these countries and their struggle for the establishment
of the sovereign right to dispose of their own resources, the rebuilding of
interstate relations on an equal, democratic basis and for a new international
economic order. Not only are the emergent countries dependent on the former
metropoles but the former metropoles themselves are now in a situation of
asymmetrical interdependence with these countries, particularly in respect of
the acquisition of energy and raw material resources from the latter;

the economy of present-day capitalism is in a state of the severest domestic
instability. Of course, even in the present era capitalism does not bring with
it stagnation and the corking of the productive forces. Economic growth
continues in the capitalist countries--relatively intensively in individual
periods, particularly in the 1960's. But it is precisely in connection with
this that there has been a sharp exacerbation of the conflict, decisive for
the fate of this formation, between the gigantically increased productive
forces and production relations, which have become an impediment to their
further development. Capitalism's incapacity for coping with the economic and
sociopolitical consequences of the S&T revolution and the negative impact
thereon of the process of worldwide decolonization is becoming increasingly
apparent.

Incontrovertible facts testify that the entire capitalist economic mechanism
is now in profound disarray. This is a logical consequence of the fact that
the system of state-monopoly regulation of the economy which has taken shape
has proven inadequate to the new conditions of the reproduction process born
of the S&T revolution and the cardinal changes in the economic structure, the
liquidation of the colonial system in its traditional forms, the sharply
increased dependence of capital accumulation on foreign economic factors, the
increased interconnection of states as a result of internationalization of the
productive forces and the consolidation of the transnational monopolies.

Having advanced by giant steps and for this reason having acquired a new
quality, the internationalization and cosmopolitanization of capital, the very
close interweaving of finance capital and the formation of transnational
capital and a transnational oligarchy are among the first places in the
hierarchy of the new processes which have developed in the world. The 27th
CPSU Congress, which scientifically substantiated the "transnational monopoly
capital" category, analyzed the principal directions and methods of its
expansion and showed how it crushes and monopolizes whole sectors of
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production or spheres both on an individual country scale and in the world
capitalist economy.

The gigantic expansion of the sphere of activity of the transnational
industrial and other nonfinancial corporations required a qualitative leap
forward in the concentration and centralization of banking and the
socialization of the credit system of imperialism. Its former, national
framework proved too tight, and powerful transnational banks emerged in the
1970's which introduced a form of financing adequate to the present-day
internationalization of industrial production and other spheres of economic
life. As distinct from the traditional bank consortia created temporarily and
predominantly for the financing of some particularly important deal, the
present bank supermonopolies, which appear in transnational, but more in a
multinational form (that is, as an amalgam of powerful banks of several
countries) represent monopoly alliances based on the international capital
market which are all-purpose in terms of the types of joint transactions and
which are a permanent fixture in the world arena.

Soviet and foreign economic literature adduces a multitude of facts testifying
to the very close ties of the transnational corporations and the transnational
banks and that it is a question of more than just bank capital's financial
services to nonbank capital. Included here are large-scale credit, joint
ownership of blocks of shares and "personal union"--mutual participation on
boards of directors--insider dealing and much else. Whatever name is given to
all this-~-the merger, consolidation or alliance of international bank capital
on the one hand and international industrial capital and also the capital of
other nonfinancial spheres on the other, understandably, it is essentially a
question of the formation on the basis of these processes of transnational
finance capital and a transnational financial oligarchy, which have in our
time become a typical form of the internationalization and cosmopolitanization
of capital. They have subordinated to their control a considerable portion of
the productive forces of capitalism. The threads of the exploitation of the
proletariat and all working people have now been tied to a narrow circle of an
international financial-oligarchical elite. This is truly a new phase of the
worldwide concentration of capital and production incomparably higher than the
preceding phases.

This conclusion is not contradicted by the fact that in the vast majority of
cases the TNC represent national property, are based in their expansion on
national soil and express predominantly the interests of the imperialisms of
the countries in which they are based. Such is one aspect of the dialectic of
the national and international in the present-day international monopolies.

Speaking of a trend in international political-strategic relations--reliance
of the U.S. military-industrial complex and similar formations associated with
it on the power rupture of the course of history--A.N. Yakovlev observes that
"the expression of this trend in the economic sphere has been the formation
and development in the past 2-3 decades of a powerful transnational industrial
and finance capital" (7). Recognition of the legitimacy of the "transnational
finance capital" category by no means signifies that some intrinsic unity is
organically inherent therein and that with its appearance the competitive
struggle of the monopolies and interimperialist contradictions will become
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nonexistent and a "harmony of the interests™ of national financial capital
will reign.

On similar "grounds" the opponents of this concept could also dispute the
terms "monopoly capital"™ and "state-monopoly capitalism". But it would occur
to no one to claim that a monopoly "removes" competition and does not exist
alongside it and above it, engendering hereby particularly acute
contradictions, discord and conflicts. "...Their unity, their synthesis," K.
Marx wrote, "is the movement in which the actual balancing of competition and
monopoly takes place" (8). As is well known, V.I. Lenin put the clash of these
mutually contradictory principles among the most profound and fundamental
contradictions of imperialism (9). In turn, the combination of the power of
the monopolies and the power of the state in a single mechanism does not do
away with the contradictions between the bourgeois state aspiring in principle
to express the interests of all monopoly capital and the individual monopolies
pursuing their selfish goals in the struggle with other monopolies competing
with them.

Transnational monopoly capital does not preclude but, on the contrary,
exacerbates and intensifies the competitive struggle at all levels and in all
its forms and manifestations. The last 10-15 years have revealed particularly
graphically that while linking the economies of different countries with one
another increasingly closely it has become a serious factor of a further
growth of interimperialist contradictions, destabilization and the increased
instability of the world capitalist economy. The TNC are deforming the
development of the national economies and engendering an ever increasing
threat to the sovereignty and economic independence not only of the emergent
but also developed capitalist countries. A new knot of contradictions has
arisen and is being tightened rapidly in this connection--between the TNC and
the national-state form of the political organization of society.

A kind of dualism of the modern capitalist economy determined by the conflict
between the plan-oriented organization of production within the TNC and the
anarchy of the whole economy, that is, a contradiction which the bourgeois
states are attempting--in vain, however--to alleviate by the control of world-
economic relations, the coordination and standardization of their foreign
economic policy and the passage of state-monopoly capitalism beyond the
national framework, is reflected.

The interweaving of national finance capital and the cooperation of national
and transnational corporations in spheres of production, science and
technology at the time of realization of broad-based international projects in
other spheres are effected by no means without conflict. The most acute
contest is being conducted for world leadership in the high-science and high-
technology sectors of production, for access to the resources of the oceans
and for their industrial development. Relations between the TNC and the
bourgeois states--both the countries where they are based and the host
countries--are contradictory in the highest degree. The biggest TNC, American
in particular, are superior in terms of economic strength to individual
capitalist countries, which affords them an opportunity to operate with little
heed being given to national legislation. There is a kind of transference to
the world arena of the conflict situations and relations which are frequently
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reflected between the monopolies and the state within the framework of single-
country state-monopoly structures, with the difference merely that beyond the
confines thereof the clashes are far stronger.

The formation of transnational finance capital with all its contradictions
which have already come to light is not, in our view, grounds for the
conclusion that whereas at one time capitalism with the domination of free
competition was replaced by monopoly capitalism, and it, in turn, grew into
state-monopoly capitalism, now the latter has acquired or is acquiring a
transnational form. The transition of imperialism to a new phase, namely, the
stage of the worldwide transcontinential alliance of imperialists or
international state-monopoly capitalism, albeit important, is only a trend,
which cannot reach full completion.

V.I. Lenin wrote that "development is heading in a DIRECTION toward a single
worldwide trust swallowing up all states without exception. But development is
heading toward this under such circumstances, at such a pace and given such
contradictions, conflicts and upheavals--by no means only economic but also
political, national and so on and so forth--that unfailingly BEFORE it becomes
a matter of one worldwide trust, an 'ultra-imperialist' worldwide association
of national finance capital, imperialism will inevitably have to have cracked,
and capitalism to have become its opposite™ (10).

Incidentally, the evolution of American leadership in the postwar capitalist
world affords a graphic example of the untenability of the prospects of the
formation of a "common worldwide trust". The formation of transnational
monopoly capital by no means does away with the centrifugal trend in
interimperialist relations, which is continuing to grow. It is not being
removed either by the community of class interests and class policy of the
bourgeoisie (11), economic, military and political integration or the interest
in a unification of forces in the struggle against social progress and peace.

However internationally interwoven they are and however intensively they are
integrated in the world capitalist economy and in the system of imperialist
states, state-exclusive imperialisms each preserve their independence and are
opposed to the other capitalist countries. They are all characterized by
economic nationalism and "economic diplomacy" in the broadest interpretation
of this concept and discord in respect of economic and, at times, political
interests. It is this, we believe, which makes 1mp0851b1e the growth of
imperialism into a transnational phase.

v

The CPSU Central Committee Political Report to the 27th party congress and the
new version of the party program reveal the most important features and
singularities of the general crisis of capitalism in the current situation and
determine factors of its further intensification. The "overripeness" of
capitalism, as V.I. Lenin said, is striking. Its economic and sociopolitical
principles are being undermined increasingly severely, and it is now
encountering a number of social, economic and other impasses such as were
unknown in all the centuries of its development. An unprecedented interweaving
and mutual strengthening of all groups of antagonisms immanent thereto are
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under way. It is such criteria which were made the basis of the concept of the
three stages of the general crisis of capitalism, which was formulated by
creative Marxist-Leninist thought and which, I believe, retains its
significance today also.

In view of this, a comprehensive analysis of the general crisis of capitalism
as a multilevel concept, whose components form a contradictory unity, cannot
be confined merely to the framework of the capitalist world. Inasmuch as
capitalism has not for a long time now been an exclusive system and is
developing not in a political-economic vacuum such an analysis must
unfailingly take into consideration in full the impact of world socialism and
all revolutionary-liberation forces and movements on the trends and phenomena
unfolding within capitalism and take account of the changing picture of
international political and economic relations, economic decolonization
processes and the development of world-economic relations.

Even quite recently it was believed that the general crisis of capitalism
meant a continuous, from year to year virtually, weakening of the system
departing the historical stage. But in reality it could be seen even earlier,
as it can be seen now, that this crisis is developing unevenly and
spasmodically in the highest degree and, in Lenin's words, via "long and
difficult peripeteias," in the course of which revolutionary flows alternate
with low tides and, at times, with failures and setbacks and with a number of
ndefeats of individual revolutions" (12). This is natural inasmuch as in view
of the unevenness of capitalist development the seriousness of the
contradictions in different countries and groups of countries of the
nonsocialist world in this segment of time or the other is far from identical.

The prolonged, almost TO-year, development of the general crisis of capitalism
confirms the well-known idea that history is not the smooth sidewalk of the
Nevskiy Prospekt and that, as Lenin said, "imagining world history to be
proceeding smoothly and punctually forward, without sometimes giant leaps
backward, is undialectic, unscientific and theoretically wrong" (13). Nor does
the present stage of the general crisis, the 27th party congress emphasized,
entail an absolute stagnation of capitalism or preclude possibilities of the
growth of its economy and the assimilation of new S&T fields. It "allows of"
the retention of specific economic, military and political positions and, in
some areas, the possibility of social revanche and a restoration of what had
been earlier lost even.

Although the capitalist world has passed its zenith and is in a lengthy period
of decline, it still possesses considerable reserves and, relying thereon,
will prolong its existence. At the disposal of the leading, economically most
developed capitalist countries is strong economic, S&T and intellectual
potential, a well-tuned and ramified production machinery, skilled manpower
providing for high labor productivity and vast natural resources. Attempting
to adapt to the changed historical situation, capitalism is maneuvering
constantly, in the sphere of social relations included, and endeavoring to
deliver and put to its service the latest achievements of science and
technology. The capitalism of the 1980's is capitalism of the age of
electronics and information science, computers and robots.
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The fundamentally new phenomena developing in- the capitalist economy are at
the basis of the extremely contradictory situation, unique in many respects,
it may be said, which has taken shape therein currently.

The high, as a rule, rate of growth of the science- and technology-intensive
and high-technology sectors and industries symbolizing S&T progress at its new
stage, and the sharp deceleration of the overall rate of economic developnent
given the tremendous underuse of manpower and fixed capital and the
particularly frequent bankruptcies of industrial and banking companies. More
restrained inflation in a number of countries (particularly in the United
States, where it was "paid off" at the high price of the partially
deflationary crisis of the start of the 1980's), and the very severe strain of
the financial and monetary-credit systems of the capitalist states, colossal
budget deficits and national debts, imbalances in international payments and
foreign trade settlements, most acute attacks of currency fever and sharp
fluctuations in currency exchange rates and the frequently economically
unjustified sinusoidal spurts of the dollar up and down. The continuing
process of the concentration, centralization and monopolization of capital,
and the unusual surge, "second wind," so to speak, of small and medium-sized
business, which has become more efficient at the ¢urrent stage of the S&T
revolution and to which the monopolies (while continuing to exploit it) are
shifting the risk of and possible losses from the application in production of
the latest types of equipment and technology, which, of course, does not
abrogate the general and basic law of the current stage of the development of

capitalism which is the birth of a monopoly by the conoentratlon of production
(14). _

When did such a contradictory situation begin to take shape and when was the
culmination of the turning point accompanied by the highly palpable change in
trends of capitalism's economic development? The start of this process may
with every justification be dated the 1970's, more precisely, the middle
thereof. It is since then that there has been a sharp deterioration in the
main--internal and external--conditions of the reproduction of social capital
and the powerful development of its antagonlsms aceompanled by the continuing
exacerbatlon of global problems. .

Simultaneously there has been an intensification, prolongation and an increase
in the frequency of economic crises and such new phenomena have arisen in the
course of reproduction and the economic process as a whole as the periodically
emerging stagflationary form of cyclical development, under whose conditions
inflation and mass unemployment may continue given any economic conditions
(both in rising and in falling phases of the cycle), and also the interweaving
of crises of general overproduction and long-term structural upheavals of
varying nature, type and caliber. Naturally, this has complicated and
aggravated the course of each of these interconnected crises and made the way
out therefrom more difficult. The factors whose combination was conducive to
the progressive development of the productive forces of capitalism in the
first 2-3 postwar decades, ensuring for it at that time a more or less stable
and relatively high rate, have exhausted their effect to a considerable
extent. And now capitalism, despite the almost U-year growth of production in
phases of recovery and upturn, is experiencing a most. acute fit of its general
crisis.
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Also pertaining to the same time are the first steps in the transition of S&T
progress to a qualitatively higher level. Increasingly new sectors of material
production and circulation, spheres of management and service and everyday
life are being pulled into the orbit of the "microelectronics revolution".
Also approaching is a "breakthrough" in biotechnology and its most important
offshoots--gene and molecular engineering. The economy is being transferred to
resource-saving, low-waste and waste-free technology, multicomposition
construction materials are being assimilated and new energy sources and
synthetic materials are being developed increasingly extensively. Objectively
all this is affording scope for an increase in the scale and an acceleration
of the rate of growth of production. However, it is a question of capitalism's
incapacity for providing for an expansion of the domestic market adequate to
the contemporary productive forces. Its production relations are too narrow,
and S&T progress is being limited by the ceilings which it is imposing on an
expansion of effective demand.

Finally, there began at this same time a "change of guard" in state-monopoly
regulation of the economy. This regulation had proven powerless to extricate
the capitalist economy from the paradoxical situation in which it found
itself. Moreover, it itself was a reason for the situation, and far from the
least, what is more. This was natural inasmuch as at the basis of the
regulation were Keynesian postulates intended by their creator and his
followers for an entirely different course and nature of economic development
in the period between the wars.

At that time, in the 1930's, there loomed menacingly over capitalism the
problem of selling and the most acute insufficiency of "effective demand". In
the 1970's, on the other hand, other problems had moved to the forefront, to
many of which, specifically inflation, Keynesian doctrines have no direct
relationship. Attempting with their help to overcome or ease simultaneously
cyclical and structural crises, crises of overproduction and inflation and
inflation and unemployment was the highest manifestation of dogmatic thinking
and an obviously hopeless business since entirely different, even opposite, it
may be said, approaches and measures were required. But nor did the updated
neoclassical, particularly monetarist, concepts in various versions and
modifications like "supply-side economics" or "rational expectations" and such
prove to be the best when it came to the point. As a result government
regulation of the economy reached an impasse.

In spite of the verbal balancing acts of neoconservative leaders concerning
the "total freedom of private enterprise," there was no nor could there in
principle have been, in our opinion, any dismantling, even partial, of state-
monopoly capitalism. Government regulation of the economic process is not the
result of the pleasure of individual personalities, whatever high positions in
the hierarchy of capitalist management they occupy, but an irreversible
normality of present-day capitalism brought about by the objective
requirements of the development of its productive forces. A return from
monopoly to a free market economy, from monopoly to "free" and "fair"
competition, is nothing other than the reactionary-utopian dreams of bourgeois
neoromantics or, in V.I. Lenin's words, a "vulgar-reactionary criticism of
capitalist imperialism" (15).
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As practice shows, a certain lessening of government intrusion in some spheres

-of the economy is compensated with interest and exceeded even by increased

intervention of the state in other spheres thereof. Evidence of this, albeit
not the main evidence, is the growth of the proportion of government spending
in the U.S. GNP in the first half of the 1980's from 22.6 to 24 percent. But
this is a separate subject.

In any event, no state-monopoly "modifications" and maneuvers can extricate
the capitalist system from the state of all-embracing crisis. As the new
version of the CPSU Program emphasizes, "the dialectic of development is such
that the same resources which capitalism is setting in motion for the purpose
of strengthening its positions will inevitably lead to an exacerbation of all
its deep-lying contradictions."

The year of the 27th CPSU Congress was in many respects pivotal. Imperialism
became increasingly severely enmeshed in internal and interstate antagonisms,
upheavals and conflicts. This year unfortunately produced no lessening of
international tension and building of confidence, although it opened with the
Soviet program for mankind's entry into the new millennium without nuclear
weapons and the specific political platform of an all-mebracing system of
international security. The arms race continues, and the threat of nuclear war
has not been removed, however, following publication of the program, the
struggle for the elimination of the most destructive weapons of general
annihilation and for a nuclear-free world has switched to the practical plane.

The Reykjavik meeting was not a failure but a breakthrough. It confirmed the
intention of the U.3. leadership to achieve military superiority on the path
of preparation for "star wars," but it also showed the possibility in
principle of accords leading to nuclear disarmament. There is growing
recognition throughout the world that with the stockpiling of nuclear weapons
and their sophistication the human race has been deprived of immortality and
that it can only be restored through the destruction of these weapons. Saving
the future for mankind and restoring immortality to civilization--there is no
more important task than this. It is given to no one to pass a death sentence
on mankind. i

The year that has elapsed since the congress was also marked by specific
efforts to make the Soviet Union a model of a highly developed state and a
society of the most advanced economy, the broadest democracy and the most
humane and high morality.

The cause of October--the difficult and noble, complex and majestic cause of
revolution--continues. The continuity of the ideas which inspired the
revolutionary masses almost 70 years ago and which are engendering the
innovative energy of creation today is unshakable. The Jubilee year of the
Great October is called on to perform a most important role in the achievement
of a successful 12th Five-Year Plan and, more broadly and profoundly, in the
realization of the strategic course of the 27th CPSU Congress toward
acceleration. This year is called on to be a further important landmark in the
movement of our society toward a qualitatively new character, toward
communism.
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WRAP-UP OF MOSCOW FORUM ON NUCLEAR-FREE WORLD

Moscow MIROVAYA EKONOMIKA I MEZHDUNARODNYYE OTNOSHENIYA in Russian No 4, Apr
87 (signed to press 16 Mar 87) pp 19-33

[Article by V. Avakov and V. Baranovskiy: "In the Interests of the
Preservation of Civilization"]

[Text] The "For a Nuclear-Free World, for the Survival of Mankind"
international forum was held 14-16 February in Moscow. M.S. Gorbachev, general
secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, met its participants and addressed
them. The forum had assembled at the initiative of the international group of
prominent scholars who had organized the previous meeting in July 1986. They
were supported by figures of literature and art, physicians, political
scientists and representatives of business circles and various religious
communities. Approximately 1,000 persons from more than 80 countries took part
in the forum altogether.

People of various professions (many of them of world renown) holding different
political and ideological views and religious beliefs gathered in Moscow for
the purpose of expressing their concern at the threat of mankind's self-
annihilation engendered by the continuation of the nuclear arms race on earth
and the plans for the militarization of outer space. They were all united by a
common concern for the future of out planet. At a meeting with the group of
figures of world culture--participants in the "Issyk-Kul Forum"--in October
1986 M.S. Gorbachev recalled the profound thought expressed by V.I. Lenin back
at the start of the century concerning the priority of general values over the
tasks of this class or the other. "Today, in the nuclear age," the general
secretary of the CPSU Central Committee observed, "the significance of this
thought is perceived particularly keenly. And I would very much like the
proposition concerning the priority of the general value of peace over all
others to which some people or other adhere to be understood and recognized in
another part of the world also." The meeting in the Soviet capital, which
gathered together the flower of modern science and culture, showed the
vitality of Lenin's idea and was evidence of the capacity of mankind for
mobilizing at its difficult moments reason, conscience and responsibility.

The forum was a kind of "intellectual assault landing" in the future to ensure

that the expedition of the species Homo Sapiens into the unknown not result in
a headlong race into the abyss. The idea of the meeting had been prompted by
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life itself. Mankind had found itself at the crossroads--either survival or
the outer darkness of nonexistence. It was seemingly frozen in astonishment in
the face of its own monstrous creation, which could play a tragic part in its
fate. Of course, it is not obligatory to see the future in black and white,
meaning two extremes--destruction or progress. There is one further
alternative--living in fear, continuing to stockpile the warheads of pessimism
and uncertainty. But this is a sorry prospect, which we have no right to
bequeath to posterity.

Destiny has presented the generation of people living now with the happy
opportunity of making its appearance and living at a time of the flowering of
civilization and harvesting the fruit of the experience accumulated by
mankind. How much spiritually richer we are than those who were born before
Raphael, Pushkin, Lenin, Gandhi and other geniuses of the human race! But
history has had much to teach also: in order for all this to reach us the
blood of millions had to be spilled. The present generation must preserve and,
having enriched it, pass on the inheritance it has been bequeathed to
posterity. Otherwise a backward time count will begin. But the way back will
be short, and there will be no one, possibly, to judge us. After a nuclear
war, M.S. Gorbachev observed at the meeting with participants in the forum,
"no problems will remain and there Wwill be no one to sit down at whatever kind
of negotiating table--a stump or stone. A second Noah's Ark will not emerge
from the nuclear flood. Everyone, perhaps, understands this intellectually.
The point is to recognize that we can no longer count on 'everything turning
out all right of its own accord,' but there are still many people in the world
who think precisely thus. It is essential, postponing it no longer, to bring
jnternational intercourse and the behavior of governments and states into line
with the realities of the nuclear age."

I

The work of the forum was conducted per the professional principle in eight
sections: "roundtables" of natural scientists, medical figures and physicians,
representatives of the business world, culture and art, religious figures,
political scientists, ecologists and sociologists were formed. A meeting of
participants in the Generals for Peace and Disarmament movement was held in
Moscow simultaneously.

Scholars of the USSR Academy of Sciences IMEMO participated actively in the
organization of the political scientists' "roundtable". Four sessions were
conducted--chaired by Academician Ye.M. Primakov, E. Bahr, director of the
Security Problems Institute (FRG), Academician G.A. Arbatov and R. (Legvold),
director of the A. Harriman Institute at Columbia University (United States).
The subject matter of the discussion--"Ways of Survival in Our Interdependent
World"--attracted the attention of a large number of specialists from several
dozen countries. Among the foreign participants were, for example, J.
Galbraith, professor at Harvard University (United States), R. Aliboni,
director of the Rome International Relations Institute, S. Lodgard, director
of the Norwegian Pugwash Committee, the influential Japanese politician K.
Saeki, K. Subramaniam, director of the Defense Research and Analysis Institute
(India), Adm (ret'd) G. Larocque, leader of Washington's Center for Defense
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Information, the Italian general L. Kalligaris and K. Kaiser, director of
Bonn's International Relations Institute (FRG).

In the course of the 2 days of work a broad range of issues connected with the
search for effective ways, means and methods of easing tension, lessening the
military danger and halting the arms race was discussed (1). The participants
in the "roundtable" were essentially unanimous in their recognition of the
urgent need for a diminution in the currently extremely high world level of
military confrontation, which is jeopardizing mankind's very existence.
However, the most diverse and frequently mutually contradictory opinions were
expressed on the question of what the strategy and tactics of the struggle to
overcome the military danger should be.

Thus, for example, a target of criticism in some speeches was the entire
available experience of negotiations and agreements on questions connected
with a limitation of and halt to the arms race. Specifically, it was said that
Wwhereas at one time the question of general and complete disarmament had been
put on the agenda, in the past 2 decades this task had found itself relegated
to the background, while the main attention had been concentrated on
individual, particular problems, and their solution, what is more, had been
the result of protracted "bargaining" and, as a rule, had proved palliative.
The participants in the negotiations had been concerned not so much as to halt
military rivalry altogether as to ™ot lose" as the result of the compromise
which had been reached and at the same time reserve for themselves a certain
freedom of maneuver in the areas of military organizational development which
appeared to them promising.

Therefore, the adherents of a negative approach to the available experience of
negotiations emphasized, there has been no real advance in the direction of
disarmament. Rather may we speak of the reverse. The 1963 treaty banned
nuclear tests in three environments, and opened wide for them underground
firing ranges, not having halted the process of the improvement of nuclear
weapons in the least. The SALT I agreement merely recorded the ballistic
missile and missile-firing submarine levels reached by the Soviet Union and
the United States, but did not prevent them undertaking the modernization of
their strategic nuclear arsenals. The ABM Treaty was concluded merely because
the very creation of a broad-based antimissile defense was considered
hopeless; when, however, new technical possibilities emerged and the idea of a
defense against ballistic missiles ceased to be rejected as totally
unrealistic, the ABM Treaty itself was called in question. The list of
"inadequately working" treaties is supplemented by a list of agreements which
for this reason or the other have not come into force (the 1974 Threshold
Treaty on Underground Nuclear Tests, the 1976 Treaty on Nuclear Explosions for
Peaceful Purposes, the 1979 SALT II Treaty). It was concluded from all this
that the available experience in the disarmament negotiations sphere has
proven highly dispiriting: instead of disarmament, the "streamlining" of the
arms race, which has created merely the illusion of some achievements, but
which in practice has only stimulated military preparations in new and for
this reason even more dangerous areas.

This viewpoint gave rise to objections on the part of other participants in
the "roundtable". First, however limited the existing results might seem, they
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nonetheless exist, and in the event of their absence, the arms race would in
all probability be implemented on a far broader scale. For example, the ABM
Treaty permits each side no more than 200 antimissile launchers, and the
protocol concluded 2 years later reduced the number of permitted launchers to
100. Yet, according to some estimates, continuation of work on the creation of
ABM defense of a country's territory could by 1980 even have increased their
number to 10,000. Second, is it at all legitimate to counterpose the purpose
of general and complete disarmament on the one hand and specific measures,
albeit limited in scale, aimed at the achievement of this goal on the other?
It should rather be a question of something else--integrating both these
aspects and striving to ensure that the overall direction of movement not be
lost sight of at the time of preparation of this agreement or the other.

In this context emphasis was put on the exceptional significance of the
Soviet-American meeting in Reykjavik, which made it possible to rise above, as
it were, the routine practice of lengthy negotiations and outline a prospect
of really radical solutions opening the way to the elimination of the most
dangerous and destructive strategic arms and, subsequently, all nuclear arms
altogether. And it was a question in the Icelandic capital, what is more, as
is well known, not of some abstract vision of a nuclear-free world but of a
decisive breakthrough in this direction being accomplished within a clearly
designated 10-year period, when all strategic offensive arms would be
eliminated. The thought that there was no going back from the Reykjavik
frontiers was heard distinctly in the speeches of many participants in the
"roundtable".

A different viewpoint was expressed also. The essence thereof was that in the
foreseeable future it was unrealistic to look for the complete elimination of
strategic offensive arms (or just ballistic missiles even if the American
interpretation is adhered to) and that for this reason the "second half" of
the Reykjavik formula (based on a 10-year timeframe) is allegedly confusing,
creates unwanted illusions and prevents concentration precisely on the tasks
whose accomplishment is provided for in the first 5 years. In the channel of
this approach is the argument about whether it is now worth negotiating about
a nuclear-free world at all inasmuch as nuclear weapons are an important
component of the existing balance of forces between the USSR and the United
States and between NATO and the Warsaw Pact and that removal of this component
would lead to a growth of instability and thereby to a growth of the threat of
war. The logic in this reasoning amounted to the following: under the
conditions which exist today nuclear deterrence performs a key role in
safeguarding security; the elimination of nuclear weapons would of course
remove the threat of nuclear war, but the inevitable price which would have to
be paid for this would be a considerable increase in the danger of nonnuclear
war.

Many participants in the political scientists' discussion objected to the
proposition concerning the stabilizing role of nuclear deterrence. Of course,
an understanding of the catastrophic consequences of the use of nuclear
weapons has a sobering effect even on confrontationally-minded politicians.
But after all, nuclear weapons provide no absolute guarantees in this
connection. And if World War III has not erupted in the first 40 years of the
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nuclear era, this has perhaps been not thanks to but in spite of the existence
of nuclear weapons.

And the 40-year period of peace itself (far from general if we recall the
multitude of local conflicts, whose casualties run into the tens and hundreds
of thousands) proves nothing. As one speaker observed, 40 years after the
Franco-Prussian war no one knew that there were Jjust 3-4 years before World
War I.

The problem is not only the absence of a satisfactory answer to the question
of what will happen if deterrence does not "work" and the stockpiled 50,000
nuclear warheads (or even a small portion of them) crash down on mankind and
wipe it out. There is added danger in the fact that the very process of the
buildup and sophistication of nuclear arsenals justified by the tasks of .
strengthening deterrence destabilizes relations between states, increases
mutual distrust and suspicion and prompts "retaliatory measures" in terms of a
buildup of military potential, which, in turn, brings about the corresponding
reaction. And so on ad infinitum.

Mention was made of one further aspect connected with the fact that only a
small circle of states possesses nuclear status at the present time. If some
of them consider nuclear weapons essential for safeguarding their security,
why may those who do not have such weapons not reach the same conclusion? In
other words, the lack of progress in nuclear disarmament threatens to erode
the practice of the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, which could lead to
the emergence of new and highly complex problems for the international
community.

The closest attention was paid to the discussion of qQuestions of the practical
implementation of the accords in question in Reykjavik. Many people emphasized
that it was the United States' endeavor to preserve inviolate the SDI program
which made impossible a Soviet-American agreement which could have been of
historic significance for the fate of peace. In this sense the SDI has now
become the main obstacle to the cause of disarmament.

At the same time the following opinion was expressed: this program, in the
estimation of serious specialists, has virtually no practicable prospects and
is being used increasingly by the opponents of arms limitation for purely
political purposes--as a means of blocking negotiations with the Soviet Union.
There is no reason to dramatize this issue: if the USSR, as its leadership has
declared repeatedly, does not "fear" the SDI and could, if necessary, find an
appropriate answer to it, would it not be easier simply to circumvent this
obstacle and negotiate measures to reduce arms where this is possible today?
Specifically, abandon linkage of the question of the nonmilitarization of
space with the two other most important subjects which are being discussed at
the Geneva negotiations and which were studied at the time of the Reykjavik
meeting--strategic offensive arms and medium-range missiles? The USSR was
reproached for allegedly having retreated from its recent position (when it
expressed its consent to tackle the problem of medium-range missiles
separately from the other issues), once again tying everything into the single
package put forward in Reykjavik. The Soviet Union, according to this line of
reasoning, is depriving itself of the possibility of today even reaching
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important accords with the United States, which, in turn, could lend impetus
to the search for compromise in other fields also.

The following idea was expressed in response: arguments about whether the
Reykjavik package needs to be "untied" or not only distract attention from an
examination of the heart of the problem in respect of its three components.
After all, the achievement of accords in principle is still far from a treaty;
the agreeing of details and the elaboration of specific provisions could take
much time and effort. For this reason it is now important to concentrate
attention on progress in each of the three areas.

The following was also heard in the course of the discussion: the proposals
presented by the Soviet Union represent a balance sheet of compromises which
contain the USSR's highly significant approach toward the United States on
some questions and the expectation of reciprocal movement. But it is the
latter which has not been observed either in Reykjavik or since-~instead, it
is proposed that the Soviet Union once again consent to new concessions. But
it is not actually a question of carefully totting up who has conceded what
and to what extent to whom but of averting a destabilization of the entire
strategic situation and preventing an arms race in space. As some participants
in the discussion recognized, it would be unjustified demanding of the Soviet
Union deep cuts--of 50 percent and more--under conditions where it had no
confidence that the United States would not attempt to "cover itself" against
the remaining missiles and thereby appreciably diminish their role as a means
of deterrence. As far as the question of medium-range missiles is concerned,
since the forum even the Soviet Union adopted the exceptionally important and
responsible decision to consent to its separate examination for the purpose of
concluding the appropriate agreement as quickly as possible.

There was a serious discussion of the specific problems which require solution
following Reykjavik. It was observed, for example, that there are many
contentious issues of both a technical and legal nature surrounding the
problems of the nonmilitarization of space; in connection with the Soviet
proposals for the confinement of the work being performed on the SDI program
to a laboratory framework and the prohibition of any tests of components of
ABM defenses in space difficulties arise concerning definition of the very
"aboratory"” and "ABM component!" concepts, which are absent in the ABM Treaty;
and even some of the concepts contained therein may also be interpreted
variously ("tests for ABM purposes," for example, and "creation" in the
Russian text and "development" in the English).

At the same time the unanimous opinion was expressed that preservation of the
ABM Treaty is a paramount task; a erosion of the conditions which it has
created and attempts to undermine the significance of this most important
document or circumvent individual propositions thereof would have the most
unpleasant consequences both for Soviet-American relations and for a halt to
the arms race. It was emphasized that the so-called broad interpretation of
the ABM Treaty, toward whose unilateral adoption the U.S. Administration is
disposed, is absolutely illegitimate; the purpose of this operation is
perfectly obvious--opening the door to the creation, testing and deployment in
space of "exotic" ABM systems and components based on new physical principles.
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Discussing the prospects of an agreement on deep cuts in strategic offensive
arms, some participants in the "roundtable" expressed the idea concerning the
need not only to cut them in half but also to provide for a preferential
reduction in the most destabilizing systems, that is, those capable of
performing the assignment of delivering a first nuclear strike at protected
targets on enemy territory. Other scientists, while agreeing with the fact
that destabilizing systems do indeed merit special attention, objected to the
arbitrary attribution to this category only of the Soviet SS-18 heavy
missiles. It was observed, inter alia, that the American Trident 2 SLBM's
would have even greater potential opportunities for delivering a first
strike--considering their accuracy, reduced flight time and the increased
element of surprise in the event of their launch on flat trajectories and with
unpredictable directions. The following thought was expressed in this
connection also: both sides could strengthen strategic stability by adopting a
policy of a renunciation in the future of ballistic missiles with multiple
warheads and their replacement with single-warhead missiles of mobile basing.

Essentially the arguments advanced in support of such an approach reproduce
the recommendations of the Scoweroft Commission, on the basis of which the
decision on the Midgetman missile was adopted in the United States. And a
number of participants in the "roundtable" had every reason to note that the
calls for a "structural rebuilding" of the strategic forces (for the purpose
of ensuring a more stable balance) are addressed, as a rule, only to the USSR.
Also attesting to this is the United States' endeavor to amend the Reykjavik
accords after the fact and present matters such that only ballistic missiles
and not heavy bombers were to have been destroyed by the time of the
expiration of the 10-year term provided for therein. As is known, the United
States has far more of the latter than the Soviet Union, and the latter would
have in order to maintain equality to embark on a sharp increase in strategic
aviation. This "logic" is essentially oriented toward conversion of the arms
limitation process into its opposite.

A serious problem, the possibilities of whose solution remain unclear,
concerns sea-based cruise missiles. They could be fitted both with nuclear and
conventional warheads, and there are as yet no in any way reliable methods of
distinguishing both modifications from one another with the aid of national
technical means of supervision. As a participant observed in this connection,
this example demonstrates very graphically the current flawed practice: when
some weapons system proves difficult to monitor, it is taken out of the bounds
of an agreement and is not subject to any limitations. Yet it has long been
time to take as the rule an entirely different principle here: if a weapons
system and the tasks of supervision are in conflict, the worse for the system:
compliance with the quantitative limits determined for it needs to be verified
by all, the most far-reaching, methods of supervision, including--in the given
example 